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Incineration

of Contaminated Soils...
A Wolf In Sheep’s Clothing

By Stephen Lester, CCHW Science Director

H ave you been confronted with a proposal in your
community that will use a “regenerative ther
mal oxidizer?” or a “rotary drum drier?” or how
about a “low temperature thermal extraction system?”
Has the local cement kiln or asphalt plant suddenly
dceided they wanc to “treat” contaminated soil in their
boilers? '

Dozens if not hundreds of communities across the
cuuntry are faceing a rash of new proposals to burn
contaminated soil using a wide variety of “thermal”
methods that have one common thread - nowhere does
anyone mention the word incineration. Most of these
communities are faced with proposals to burn soil
contaminated by leaking underground storage tanks
(LUST} tiat contzin petroieunn hydrocarbons and gasc-
line additives. in other situations, EPA or the state has
decided that contaminated soil from the local contam-
inated site can only be dealt with by incineration.

[t seems the word is out - burning and incinerating
contaminated soil is the way to go. EPA supports it and
the push is on. But because communities understand
the dangers of incineration, don't call your technology
or treatment system incineration. Call it anything, call
it a regenerative thermal oxidizer, a rotary drum drying
or low temperature thermal extraction - just don't call
it “INCINERATION!”

Incineration has become the big taboo word and no
government or private company will use it no matter
how obvious it is that the proposal calls for incineration.
This is a ploy by government and industry to confuse
and fool the public. Their intent is to make you think
that the issues of incineration don’t apply to their
proposal. “This is a new and different process that does
ot incinerate the waste,”

Is this a new solution to the complex problems of
dontaminated sites? No. Notatall. Lets look carefully
at one example. In a community in upstate New York,
EPA proposed using a low temperature “thermal extrac-
tion” system to clean up a contaminated site. This
method involved excavation of contaminated soils and

then placement of these soils in a heat treatment
device. EPA passed out fliers that described the process
and made it clear that this treatment method did not
incinerate the soil as typically occurs in an incinera-
tor.

[nstead, “heated air” (there was no explanation of how
the air is heated) iz passed over soil driving volatile
chemicals out of the s¢il and inte the air. This contami
nated air is then passed through air pollution control
equipment that removes particulate and acid gases.

Giving EPA the benefit of the doubt, assuming that they
really aren’t “incinerating” the soil, this thermal treat-
ment method is, as a practical matter, no different than
if the soil was actually incinerated. Systems that
“separate” chemicals from soil by using heat may be
slightly uifferent than commercial incineration sys-
tems, but this doesn’t change the basic function of the
machine. Volatile gases are still formed during the
treatment process which results in toxic chemicals
being released out a stack that is fitted with air pollu-
tion controls. In the end, the results are essentially the
same.

If it looks like a duck, walks like a duck and talks like
a duck, then in all likelihood it is a duck. There’s going
to be little, if any, difference between the emissions of
a “thermal treatment® system and an incinerator.
Whatever is burned in the burner will end up in the
stack gases; products of incomplete combustion (PICs)
will be formed; toxic ash (the soil in this case) will
remain and contaminated wastewater will be generat-
ed. In addition, there are transportation, storage and
handling issues that need to be addressed. :

In those situations where contaminated soils from
LUST are burned, the companies are saying that the
petroleum hydrocarbons from the gasoline will be de-
stroyed in the process with nothing left over. This
simply is not true. One of the major issues with leaking
gasoline storage tanks is the additives found in gaso-

line.
These additives include tetra ethyl lead, ethylene
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dibromide (EDB), ethylene dichleride (EDC), benzene,
toluene and xylene. "!i'hese additives are the worst
components of gasoline, They are also the most toxic
and pose the greatest t{jrcat to public health and the
environment (see box on the toxicity of gasoline addi-
tives).

Burning/thermal treatment is a poor choice for these
soils because the additives are so hard to destroy. Lead
cannot be destroyed by incineration/burning/thermal
treatment, so whatever |ead is in soil to start with will
either remain in the soil or be volatilized onto particu-
lates that escape with the stack gases. EDB and EDC
are also very difficult to destroy because of the chlorine
and bromine bonds that hold them together. They also
will remain in the soil or be volatilized and escape with
the stack gases. Benzene, toluene and xylene can be
more easily destroyed, but a portion of these chemicals
will also end up in the stack gases.

Why will this happen? Because no incinerator/burner/
thermal treatment it tan destrey 100% cof the waste
that is burned no matter how well designed. Whatever
goesin to the burner w "Jl]also come out into the air, land
and waterways of the sd: rounding community. Incin-
erators cannot achieve in practice what is predicted in
theory. Even with state-of-the-art emission controls,
you cannot eliminate toxic emissions. Not even the
best available air pollution controls are 100% effective.

Making matters worse ig the fact that some companies
are claiming they will “; 'cvclP the soil after it has been
treated. By claiming to |rPcycie the soil, EPA exempts
these companices from having to comply with the usual
rules and requlations that apply to the handling, stor-
age, transport aad disposal of hazardoliswaste. Cempa-
nies are making this argument to avoid the costs
associated with complying with these regulations. As

a practical matter, this means that there will be few if
any controls over how the soil is burned. By using this
“loophole” to avoid complying with federal regulations,
companies are free to do whatever they want with the
contaminated soil.

Cleaning up of contaminated soils does not require
incineration or thermal treatment. There are alterna-
tives to these methods. One is called “Vacuum Extrac-
tion.” This technique uses pumps to suck gasoline
fumes right from the ground passing it through a series
of filters which capture the contaminants.

So in the end, the incinerator/burner/thermal treat-
ment unit, whatever you want to call it, is doing little
more than transferring the chemicals from the soil to
the air. Very little destruction of toxic chemicals
occurs. As aresult, you need to look at these proposals
for what they are - a poor choice of technology that is
motivated more by politics and profits than by scientific
data or common sense. To fight these proposals you
need to organize your community and put pressure oo
the decision-makers. Contact CCHW for help on how
best to do this.

For more information on haza-rdous waste incinerators,
see CCHW’s guidebook “Incineration: The Burning
Issue,” available for $9.95 plus postage and handling.
This guidebook describes the pros and cons of incinera-
tion, the health risks they pose, includes strategies for
dealing with one in your community and includes a list
problems found st operating incinerators around the
country. The information in this guidebook will give
you a good idea of what the issues are and how to deal
with them.

This article is a reprint, with some modifications, which
originally appeared in Everyone's Backyard, Vol. 9, No. 6-
December 1991.

The Health Effects of Gasoline and its Additives:

neuromuscular dysfunction and cancer.

(CNS) problems and cancer.

cancer.
Benzene:
Toluene:
Xylene:
Gasoline itself:
liver and kidney damage.

Tetra ethyl lead: | Learning disorders, anemia, encephalopathy, congenital abnormalities,
Ethylene dichlori&e (EDC): Liver and kidney disorders, eye damage, central nervous system
Ethylene dibromide (EDB): Skin and eye irritation, CNS problems, liver and kidney damage,

Leuken:lla CNS problems, liver damage, bone and blood chsorders

CNS prdblcms liver and kidney damage.
CNS problems, liver damage, irritant skin, upper respiratory irritation.
Irritation of the skin, eyes and upper respiratory system, CNS problems,

From the File of CCHW
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Center for Health, Environment and Justice

Questions About Soil Burners

What chemicals are present in the soil to be burned?
Provide a specific list.

Where will the contaminated soil ccme from?. What are the
sources of the soil? ‘

How will the company monitor the soil to determine what’s in
it? Provide a description of the testing protocols and

procedures.

How often will the soil be tested? 1i.e. once a week? once
a day?

How large a sample will be taken? i.e one handful per ton?

How will you guarantee that PCBs and other toxic chegicals
won’t he present in the soil to be burned? Now and in the
future?

What, if any, pretreatment occurs on site? Is the pre-
treatment process open to the air?

Are any chemicals "lost" or released during the pre-
treatment process? 1i.e. do chemicals in the soil evaporate
during pre-treatment?

Are storage facilities/areas enclosed? If not, why not?
Won’t volatile chemicals present in the contaminated soll
evaporate? (yes they will).

What are the anticipated annual pollutant emissions (tons/
year) released from the burner? based on average operating
conditions; based on worst case conditions when the burner
does not operate perfectly. You could also ask the company
to provide emissions numbers in lbs per hour or convert
them yourself. "

POST OFFICE BOX 6806
FALLS CHURCH, VIRGINIA 22040-6806
(703) 237-2249




This list shodld include at least the following chemicals that will
be released:

Heavy metals:| lead, cadmium, chromium, mercury, arsenic.

Volatile organic chemicals (VOCs): benzene, toluene, xylene, ethyl
benzene, ethylene dichloride (EDC), ethylene dibromide (EDB) and
total halogenated organic chemicals.

Particulates,| acid gases, hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxides, sulfur
dioxide, and carbon monoxide.

11. What is the toxicity of each of the substances that will be
released| from the burner?

12. How will|you avoid the formation of Products of Incomplete
- Combustion (PICs) in the burning process?

13. Will air| emissions testing include looking for dioxin, the
most common PIC formed during the burning of chlorinated
‘ chemicals guch as ethylene dichloride? If not, why not?

14. How high| is the emissions stack? How was the height
determined? On what basis? Was the height been determined to
minimize| fallout of air emissions in the community? If not,
why not?

i5. Has zir psllution modelling been donz %o determine potential
air impa?ts on people living downwind and immediately around
the burner? If so, what air specific air pollutants/emissions

h=zva been modelled?
|

risks the burner poses been determined for people living
downwind|and immediately around the buner? If so, what are
health risks for cancer and non cancer health effectsf'for
these two target groups? What was the basis for the risks
assessments? i.e. what chemicals did they use to estlmate
exposure|and what emission levels did they use to makes these
estimates? :

16. Using th? air models and/or other information, has the health

17. What air|pollution control equipment is installed on the
burner to control emissions? What specific pollutants are
controlled by each type of equipment. i.e. electrostatic
precipitator and bag house filter only remove particulates;

]
scrubbers only remove acid gases.

18. How will|particulates emissions specifically be controlled?
The contaminated soils is likely to contain large amounts of
lead which volatilize at about 600 degrees. Will the buner
temperature be this high? If so, large amounts of lead may be
released| into the community.
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Lead is a highly toxic and substance that cause birth defects,
cancer, central nervous systems problems and is especially
toxic to young children.

What is the pre-dominant wind direction at the site? How many
people will be affected by the buner? How many people live

immediately downwind from the site? within 1/2-mile of the

site? within 1 mile of the site?

How far will the chemicals released from the burner travel?

What are the post-treatment soil testing protocols and
procedures? How often will testing be done? How large a
sample will be taken?

What is the impact of truck traffic delivering contaminated
soil and returning treated soil to/from the site on the
surrounding community? How many trucks are expected passed
each day? What is the basis of this number?

How @uch water will be used at the site? Water is needed to
cool the soil, control dust and may be used in air pollution
control equipment. '

What will be done with the waste water generated by the
treatment process? How will it be disposed of? Do you have

the proper permits?

What are the testing procedures for determining the chemicals/

contaminants ir rnis waste water? How often is this testing
done? '

How will surfacse water runoff from the site be controlled?
i.e. rainfall will pick up contaminants in the soil generating
a "leachate" that will migrate off site in the general
direction of the surface topography.

Is there an on-site accident prevention plan? If, so could
you provide the community with a copy?

Is there a contingency plan in the event of an accident/
breakdown on-site? If so, could you provide the community
with a copy?

What is the compliance history of the company?

What is the track record of the company in burning
contaminated soil?

What is the experience of the operator in burning contaminated
so0il? o=

- H . .
Who will ensure that everything you claim you will be dolng 1s
actually done?
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In Our

£ OPINION

. Soil Burner Operators Violate Public Trust

The lifeblood of any community is its ability to generate tax revenue so it can provide
services to its residents. An essential ingredient for this is the ability to attract business to
a community. Communities must attract business in such a way that they are not harmed
either|financielly or physically by the location of a irm there.

By the same token, businesses must realize that a trust is bestowed upon them when they

_ areallpwed tc build and operate ina community. Thisisespecially important for businesses
' *te remember when new relatively unproven or unteste? iechnologies 2r2 invoived.
Unfortunately, Ira Conklin and TPS Technulogy of Floridz zlong with ‘the Depa tment of
._.nwmnmemal Conservation, to 2 lesser r‘e:«:’ee have forgotten this tenet of business
operations.

When the River Road, New Windsor soil burner site was first proposed, 2 firestorm of
public opposition to it swept the area. Questions about its safety were raised in numerous
public| meetings and, to their cr edit, TPS and Conklin tried to allay these concemns by
inviting the mediatoa question andanswer session which included a tour of the facility.

They even went so far as to promise the public a chance to comment on their application
for a permit to operate. But, this was a promise unfuifilled. At the end of May, TPS
requested their permit and effectively stifled any meaningful public comments. Hardly a
trust building move.

Now, the operators of the soil bumer want to bring in materials not covered under their
origingl permits. These are materials, which according to New Windsor Supervisor
George Meyers, they said they would not bring in. If this promise was made, then what
doesifsayabout the people whomadeit? If they repudiate their own statements, how much
stock are they going to put in the trust bestowed upon them by the community to operate
a business in a safe and conscientious manner?

Another public comment period has been established concerning the new permit
application. A DEC official, according to one publication, has said they welcome public
comment.

Really? If that were the case, why didn't they insist on it before the permits were issued
in June?

Alltheevents surrounding the soil burner indicate that building puohctms& appearsnever
to havla been a concern of TPS and Conklin. It also has certzinly shown how little the DEC
cares 2bout its role as public watchdog.

If TPS, as well as the DEC, expect to make the soil burner a lasting concern, then the

appeafance of uni- Jlateral action should be discarded and an attitude of co- -operationshould -
prevail,

W




by Wichard Durhin

Questions, conuments, and con-
cerns aboul the sotl burner on
[Gver Road in New Windsor con-
tinucd tlus week as the facility
was cited Tor two zoning viola-
tons and told 1o appear in New
Windsor Town Court on July 31
o ansaer the hickets issucd for
those viaiations

Nuew Windsor Supervisor
Georpe Moversrevealed this week
thal s part ol the town's writlen
wesponse o TS Pechnolopy's
apphication o omodily therr oper-
atongy perid, he wall mclude ref-
crenees booon Planmings Doard

tcehune mnates hat idicate lra

Conkhin did not plan on treating
the s of soils covered in the
perimit modibication application,

ICapproved, these permits will
Allow the site to treal soil contim-
tated with manufactured  pas
prodicts. The niin by-products
ol heatiyg such soils include hy-
drogen cvamde and sullur diox-
nle.

According lorecords in Mcyers'
possession, during an April 27,
1994 Planning Board mceting,
Ira Conklin said, "we're dealing
with cveryday gas slation and
honic heating oil" as the soil con-
taminales. Mcyers questionced the
forthrightness of the soil burner
operators with the Planning Board
on what they will ullimatcely (reat
al the site especially given recent
reports noting that at six of their
seven siles MGP contaminated
soils are treated,

Mcyers also ticd the new per-
mitapplicationinwith the zoning
violation tickels issucd recently,

"I0we don't trust then 1o closc
a door on lime, how e we trust
theman what they willburn there,"
obscrved Meyers.,

The tickets were issucd alter
TPS flailed to take correclive ac-
tion when complaints about dust
and noise were brought to their
attention. Under their operating
puidelines, the doars of the soil
burner facility must beclosed from

Soil Burner Put On Hot Seat
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7 p.m.to7a. . and that seil at (lic
sitc will be covered or walcreu
down lo minimize dust.

Meyers alsa raised he issuc of
mouiloring thesile locnsurccont-
pliance with Department of Envi-
roniiental Conscrvation puide-
lincs on air cmissions. Mcyers
questiored viic method of sclf-
monitgcing inwhich the operator
sendis asampleto astate liborato-
ry to seeil they meet the appropri-
ale puidelings,

Meycers would like to sce the
DEC momior the site along lincs
similartothe rndomdrug tesiing,
ol'paliceollicersand truck diivers
inwhicl the tester shows up un-
announced and asks lora sample.
Meyers implicd that this cnsures
compliance by having the person
being (ested dlways ready lo pass
the lest; "you don'l need lo be a
genius to figure this out."

"The biggest problem 1 have
(with the soil burner) is the noisc
and (he dust from the soil," com-
menicd Mike Lucas, a New Wind-
sc. Planaing Doard member and
orvnerolproperty across thestreel
irom (e soil hurner.

"They never tried (o be goad
ncighbors," obscrved Lucas, who
‘supported [ project beeause he
felt Conklin, would run it well,
"Thiey never asked what they car
de lo be goqd ncighbors, they
disrcpardgd (he neighborhood,
Conklinwouldn'tdothis, it's TP’S."

Lucas icels thal il anyone has
complaints about the sitc (hey
siteuld call, Couklin aboul them
aid not TPS. .. -

"Is it pood vo read (aboul new
pcrmils A the newspaper, in-
steachof Licaving it as neighbors,”
Juestioned Lucas, "Couldn't they

uve at least told the Planning
Joard or Town Board (hey were

soils in addition (o their ariginal
perin's?"

Lucis, as a privale cilizen,
hiclped verifly thecomplaints about
the noise and dust coming lrom
the sail burner. He remarked (hal
John McDonald, New Windsor
firc inspeclor, issucd the lickels
and that he took pictures within
the Jast fen days to substantiale
that the site still had not complicd
wilth the repnlations concerning
dust, Larlicr this year during o

Planning Board mecting atwhich
TPS soughttocxpand their hours,
Lucas stood down [rom the Plan-
ning Board mcmbers podiumand
spake [rom the audicnce as a pri-
vale cilizen about his concerns
regarding (he facility.

"l dan'l want it to closc.” sand
Lucas, "l wantitlooperate within
the rules agreed upon m the be-
pinning and keep the operation
clean and gquict with respect to s
nciphbors.”
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' orange county
Doc sees danger in plan -

Cooker emissions may harm asthma sufferers ;

By DAVE L'HEUREUX
Staff Writer

NEW WINDSOR — Aillowing TPS
Technologics to - L —
destroy coal tars al its
River Road plant
could harm thousands
of people with
respiratory disorders,
a local allergist warns.

Dr. John T. Parrin-
ello says even Llrace
emissions of sulfur
dioxide and hydrogen
cyanide from the plant
could hurt those with
hyper-reactive  air- - _
ways, better known as bronchial asthma,

“About one in every 15 Americans suf-
fers from bronchial asthma,” he said.
“These fumes would put a| considerable
part of the population at risk.”

A resident of Cornwall.| Parrinello is
board-certiied in allergy and clinical
immunology. During an inlerview at his
Fishkill office, he said he has long been
concerned with TPS,

TPS already has state permits lo
cleanse petroleum pollutants from soils
by subjecting them to temperatures of
1,550 degrees. Now its operators are
secking to modify their DEC permits so
they can cleanse coal tars — the by-prod-
ucts of a technology, abandoned mure
than 30 years ago, that created natural
gas from coal. .

The state Department o:f Environmen-
tal Conservation -announced last week

that it had decided the fl‘ELE cozi tar pro-
posal would pose no significant threat to
the environment. — A e —

_ DEC further noted that dilowabie em's-
sions of sulfur dioxide, which can irrita'e

the breathing passages, could increase to
29.7 pounds an hour. =

Emissions of hydrogen cyanide, which
can deprive cells of oxygen, could_%o up to
0.5 pounds ar hour if DEC modified the
existing TPS permits to Lreat soils conta-
minated with coal tars

“These DEC thresholds blow my
mind,” said Parrinello. “Just whal is the
proper threshold for sulfur dioxide or
hydrogen cyznide? .

In a recent interview, Robert Staplon,
an air quality engineer for the regional
DEC office, noted that sulfur dioxide was
“definitely a contaminant of concern.”

“That's why the (TPS) facility would
have to limit the amount of coal tar soil it
could burn,” he said. s TR

DEC noted that the TPS could “cook”
coal tars from contaminated soils without
requiring any expansion or retrofitting.

Meanwhile, state Sen. William J. Lar-
kin, Jr, R,C-New Windsor, has asked
DEC officials to meet di-ectly with the
New Windsor Town Board on this issue.

TPS's closest neighbors also remain
unhappy about what they say are large
quantities of dust emanating Eﬁ‘[}%e
plantalong Tiver Road.

“"We just want them to close the (front)
door, and water down the dust so it
doesn’t come out,” said Michael Lucas, a
member of the New Windsor Planning
Board. -

The New Windsor fire inspector last
week issued tickets to TPS operators,

accusing them of violating town zoning
ordinances concerning dust and noise.

¥ DEC is taking DLLMMMF&SG_QS the
TPS coal tar proposal until July 26. Com-
ments on Q]_e__g{__aﬁ permits can be sent to
Michael D. Merriman, NYSDEC Division
of Environmental Permits, 21 South Putt
Cormers Road, New Paltz, N.Y. 12561-
1596. The e-mail address is:

Mike Merriman+ec.mailnet state.ny.us.
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L.ocal Issues

Local Incinerator Battle
) Will Set a Course for State Policy

Neariy every com- pesticides and gasoline additives in the air. [t ap-
munity hasonezapro-  pears that the actual health threat of the air emis-
posed source of pollu-  sions will never be known because the DEC has
tion or environment- studied the health risks of only one contaminant
al destruction that and does not plan to monitor air emissions.

would threaten the The citizens and environmentalists have had
health or quality of some effect on the DEC's oversight of the soil treat-
life of its residents. ment plants. For example, the DEC produced a
Most environmental guidance document for the facilities, which in-
laws allow the public cludes restrictions on the use of treated soil and

to comment on pro-
posals with signifi-
cant environmental
impacts, but neigh-

-.2 bors are still frus-
= trated by their inabil-
2 ity to influence final
[
%,

often overwhelmed
or intimidated by a
seemingly endless
morass of technical
and regulatory cora-
plexity. Those who
wade into the morass -
find that most envi-
ronmental laws con-
tain luspholes or
other critical weak-
nesses that work against them. To make matters
worse, decisionmakers often dismiss the concerned
neighbors as NIMBYs (Notin my Back Yagd),

In the last year and a half, a group of citizens in
Mew Windsor (Orange County) have found thern-

selves plunged into this classic situation. They have
raised concerns about plans by two companies to
Ireat contaminated soil at new plants in their town.
The ompanies use a process called thermai des-
orption to treat soil contaminated with petroleum
products. The process involves heating the soil to
vaporize contaminants, which are then incinerated.
The citizens, who formed Citizens United for a Re-
sponsible Environmment (CURE), are concerned
abuut the effects of the planis o air quali.y and
property values, They are also concerned that the
plants, once established, may one day expand to
treat more toxic types of contamination.

Neighbors of the soil treatment plants first
learned of the projects when construction began on
the sites. By that time, the Town of New Windsor
had already made a critical decision not to require
environmental impact statements (EIS), and the
Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC)
had issued permits for construction. In the months
since, CURE, Scenic Hudsom, Citizens’ Environmen-
tal Coalition, and other environmental groups, have
taken a closer look at the DEC rules and permits for
the soil treatment facilities and have recommended
specific changes to the DEC.

Currently, one of the soil treatment plants (on a
residential street) is on hold since the company is
being takem to court for storing contaminated soil
without a permit. The other plant is operating pend-
ing final air permits from the DEC.

Community Concerns

The citizens are concerned that DEC's permit re-
quirements provide inadequate protection of air
quality and human health. Before the soil is treated,
itis tested for certain contaminants including some
(e.g.. heavy metals) that are not destroyed by the
process. But the list of contaminants is limited, and
the concentrations permitted in the soil are calcu-
lated to protect ground water, not air. In addition,
the permit requirements do not address the long-
term cumulative health effects of uncombusted and
partially-combusted petroleum compounds like
benzene, as well as other potential compounds like

It is impossible
to regulate what is not measured.

expanded testing of soil before and after treatment.

decisions. Citizensare  The guidance document will add consistency to the

requirements for these plants as more are proposed
in communities around the state. Despite the gains,
the DEC's requirements for the plants are deficient.
For example, the air quality standards still ignore
the combinad effects of contaminants, and there still
is no requirement for monitoring of air emissions.
It is impossible to regulate what is not measured.

Not just a NIMBY

The New Windsor soil treatment plants have a
significance much broader than their local impacts.
There are important precedents at stake, because
they are the first permanent facilities in New York -
foroperating mobtieequipment carrently-used—
only P ily at inated sites, The per-
mits and regulatory guidance developed for the
New Windsor plants ultimately will affect commu-
nities across the state where other plants will be
proposed. Therefore, il is apprupriate to give spe
i scrutiny to iinportant details like vhich chemi-
cals will be tested in contaminated soil, the basis of
contaminant limits, the frequency of air pollution
monitoring (if any), and allowable uses for the
treated soil.

There is a need {or the zcil *-eatment technolcgy
and companies like the one cur-
rently using it in New Windsor—
both contribute to timely clean-
ups of contaminated sites. How-
ever, we must not lose sight of the
need for regulatory safeguards
and oversight to protect local
communities across the state, The
DEC soon will accept public com-
ments on the permit guidelines
for these plants. For more infor-
mation, call Scenic Hudson at
(914) 47344409

[osh Cleland, Environmental
Assoc, Scenic Hudson
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ACTION ALERT
NEW WINDSOR SOIL BURNER

NYS$ Department of Health Suggests Tighter Environmental Controls

For nearly twa |years, Scenic Hudson has advocated stronger environmental controls for a
petroleum-contaminated soil treatment facility (a.k.a. soil burner) in New Windsor, New York.
Working with 3 local group opposed to the facility, Citizens United for a Responsible
Eavircument (CURE), we have made the case that the NYS Department of Environmental
Conservation (DEC) and the Town of New Windsor, did not adequately consider the impacts of
the facihty befqre granting rmt:ml approvals.

. I_ast year, Scr:mc HudSOIl, szcns United for a Responsible Environment (CURE), the Citizens’
" Environmental|Coalition, and others asked the NYS Department of Health (DOH) to investigate
.- .. some of our oonccms about the New Windsor soil burner. DOH released its report on
" September 5. A copy of the report can be obtained by calling 1-800-458-1158. Ask for the
"Preliminary Assessment of Air Contaminant Impasts, TPST Soil Reclzmation Facility, New
R Wmdsor Ncw fork_ .

—_— - - = ‘-. .

'_Thc DOH rcport is hclpful bccausc it backs up some of our main concerns about the soil burner:

. | Thc facﬁxty is able to aoccpt unreasonably high concentrations of non-petroleum
contaminants (e.g., heavy metals, PCBs and other toxic organic compounds);

Stack emissions of PCBs, arsenic, mercury, and other contaminants could exceed DEC's
_ Air Guide Concentrations (AGCs) or other health-based standards;

> There i an unjustified loophole that allows the soil burner to treat even higher levels of
' non-petroleum contaminants on a case-by-case basis with permission from DEC; and

. Additional pre-treatment soil testing appears to be appropriate.

Unfortunately, DOH’s recommendations are worded weakly and DEC is not obligated to make
any changes. DEC might ignore the new findings if there is no public pressure for better
environmental controls :

WE CAN STILL MAKE A DIFFERENCE

It is not too late to make a difference. DEC has not yet issued a final air permit for the New

Windsor soil burner, in part because we urged them to wait for the DOH report. Your help is
needed to make DEC act on the DOH findings for the final air permit.

September 18, 1996




_In Iﬁl}r,_DEC_ﬁ completed a guidance document for soil burners elsewhere in the state. Against

Scenic Hudson’s recommendation, DEC finalized the guidance before DOH finished its analysis
of the New Windsor soil burner. Since the environmental requirements in the guidance are
nearly identical to. those for the New Windsor facility, DEC should revise the guldancc to address
thc deﬁmcnacs identified by DOH.

PUBLIC COMMENTS COUNT

For much of the past two years, it has seemed that concerns about the soil burner have fallen on
deaf ears at DEC and the Town of New Windsor. But your efforts have already had some
important results, including testing for PCBs and other toxic organics, and restrictions on the use
of treated soil. In addition, the new report from DOH would not have been written without your
many calls and letters. However, DEC is likely to ignore the DOH’s findings unless there is -
renewed interest from the public.

WHAT YOU CAN DO
1.~ Write short, to the point letters to DOH and DEC:

« . Tell'them your concerns about the soil burner;
5 @ Request better soil testing and air emissions standards for soii burners; and
- I_nsxst on air cmlssmns monitoring.

Dr .T ob.n I—Iawlcy, Rcscarch Director 2 ay
Division of Environmental Health Assessment
. NYS Department of Health
- IT University Place : _
= Albany, NY 12203-3399 ; . -

Hc will forward your Icttcr wuh his own comments to DEC’S engineers, but we
recommend that you also send copies of your letter to:

| Mr. Mark Moran, Regional Director Mr. John Higgins

NYS DEC, Region 3 NYS DEC, Bureau of Stationary Sources
21 S. Putt Corners Road 50 Wolf Road
New Paltz, NY 12561 Albany, NY 12233
2 Write a letter to the editor of the Times Herald Record and New Windsor Sentinel:
~ Times Herald Record New Windsor Sentinel
. PO Box 2046 g - PO Box 406

- 40 Mulberry. Street AN Vails Gate, NY 12584

.~ Middletown, N'¥ 10940

If y'ou- have any questions or would like a copy of Scenic Hudson’s comménts on the DOH
report, please call Joshua Cleland at Scenic Hudson (914) 473-4440 ext. 223,



Walport plan
turned down

by

township
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Application for soil plant

in Summit S

By Alex Nussbaum }a\);‘?/?i’.

Ths REPUBLICAN

REEDSVILLE — A Reading
company's attempt to install a pe-
troleum-contaminated soil proc-
gssing plant near Summit Station
ended Wednesday when the Wavne
Township supervisors rejected its
land development plan.
| To the applause of 22 people, the
decision sent Walport Corp. back to
rguare one of the permitting proc-
ess. Approval of the development
plan is necessary before the compa-
ny can seek a township zoning per-
mit for the burner.

If Walport . still interested in
the site, it must now submit a new
land development plan to the town-
/ship’s planning comimission.

Chairman Supervisor Larry L.
Luckenbill said the plan was reject-
ed because it did not include a High-
way Occupancy Permit from the
state Department of Transportation

tion rejected

Burner Opposed

Summit}.
Stone

(PermDOT), not because of local
opposition to the project.

Heidi B. Mas.nc, an attoraey
representing Walport at Wednesday
night's meeting, said she did not
know if the company would submit
a new plan. Masano is associated
with Fry & Golden, Reading, Wal-
port's law firm.

Officials at Walport's Reading

Please see PLAN/Page 6
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Wayne Township rejects

PLAN/From Page 1
office could not be reached for com-
ment this morning.

Walport proposed building the
plant on 11 acres of land along
Route 895 next to the Summit Stone
quarry. It would process up to 50
tons per hour of petroleum-contam-
inated soil and use the treated dirt
to make asphalt.

The land, the quarry and Walport
are all owned by Windsor Services,
Inc. of Reading.

The project still needs a
PennDOT permit and air-quality
and waste-management permits
from the state Department of Fnvi-

ronmental Resources (DER).

Dennis R. Toomey, permit engi-
neer in PennDOT's Allentown of-
fice, said PennDOT has not heard
from the company since its high-
way permit application, filed under
the name JPBH Corp., Reading,
was returned July 28 for minor cor-
rections and a study on the impact
of the project on traffic.

The director of DER's air quality
permit section in Wilkes-Barre,
Babu Petel said. the air permit
application is still being reviewed.

The supervisors' vote came after
Masano requested a 90-day exten-
sion for Walport to complete the de-

velopment plan, which was sup-
posed to include the DER and
PennDOT permits. She said
changes in DER forms and regula-
tions had delayed permitting deci-
sions.

However, the supervisors said
Walport had run out of time.

“You've had one year,” Lucken-
bill said, adding that the planning
commission had forwarded the plan
to the supervisors in January. “You
should have had your paperwork in
order when you submitted your
application. Most people do.”

“Quite frankly, we were just
tired of having it in front of us ex-

[

soil-burner proposal

tending and extending,” Luckenbill
said.

Masano said the delays were due
to DER's not providing Walport
with the new forms needed for per-
mit applications. She said the com-
pany's original applications were
submitted months ago.

“They were in and in compliance
in April" she said “I feel like my
client has been put in a Catch-22 sit-
uation”

Most of the people who attended
the meeting are members of Citi-
zens for a Healthy Environment
1CHE).

“We salute Wayne Township's

decision to deny this application,”
said Citizens co-founder Kate Pot-
ter. “This is a lovely Christmas pre-
sent for CHE."

However, members said they
would continue to speak out against
the proposed plant.

“What happened tonight is not
any indication that (Walport) will
give up, we have no reason to be-
lieve that" said Thomas R. Smith, a
member of the group's executive
council

Luckenbill and Supervisor Mark
L. Schropp would not speculate as
to whether Walport will submit a
new land development plan.

“Maybe theyll let it drop”
Schropp said “Hopefully, they willL"”

Plans to build a similar plant in
Blythe Township were dropped last
month by Clean Waste Control Inc.,
of Kearny, N.J., after DER rejected
its residual waste permit applica-
tion and after the company encoun-
tered local opposition.

A third soil incinerator slated for
a Carbon County site two miles east
of Andreas is in jeopardy because
the project's building permit has
expired. That plant was proposed
by East Penn Recycling, a subsid-
lary of
Asphalt Paving & Construction Co.

= |

R 3 S
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Tamaqua-based Lehigh.
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Sroup opposes
soil incinerator

By Karen Hube
The REPUBLICAN

SUMMIT | STATION — Some
opposition to a proposed contami-
nated-soll burning plant on Route
£85 here is surfacing.

Meighbors last week formed a
group — The Coalition of Citizens
Against Incineration.

A petition — titled “Operation
Valley Shiéld” — contains a
stalemenl urging people lo stop
construction | -of the plant and
appears to bear about 100 signa-
Lures.

“Our gut | feeling is — incine-
ration 1S urfealthy, it's bad,” said
Kale Potter, a spokeswoman for the
coalition.

Coalition | :nembers plan to
.altend the Wayne Township Soard
-of Supervisors meeting at 7:30 p.m.
July 17 1o discuss the proposed
planl. Any residents wishing 1o
speak oul at a lown meeling are re-
quired to contact the township sec-
relary prior to the meeting.

NG Soil
(153) LT ;
operation

Until thie point, plans for ine
plant progressed unchallenged
through the environmental permit-
~ting process,

“l don't think people really
thought it was going to go through "
8did Zack Murray, who lives on
Route 885 less than half a mile from
where the burner would be bullt.
Now, he said, more people are

FpU L L S

(Please turn to page 1)

Group opposing soil incinerator

through a “bag house” — a large ﬁl

(Continued from page 15)
garning the proposal 1s being re-
newed by the stale Department of
.svironmental Resources |(DER)
nd could soon be a reality.

The plant is proposed by Walport
adustries, Reading, a sister compa-
y-ol ‘Windsor Service Inc, which
wns _dn asphall plant and Summit
tne Inc, .a guarry, at the same
rea targeted for Lhe soil burner,
cross from the Schuylklll \County
aurgrounds,

+ The application DER is review-
\g is for an operation with the ca-
acily to burn 50 tons of petroleum-
sntaminated soil per hour. A 2,000-
i storage structure would be built
1 Sile.

“] need.more information,” said
evin M. Shire, who lives on Sum-
.£r Hill Road, south of the siie.

“I'm very concerned with what
#y're going Lo be breathng” he

said, pointing to his two pre-school
daughters in his back yard.

Curt Malizzi president of CM .

Environmental Service Inc.,
Morgantown, Walport's consultant,
said if be had children who lived
near a plant like the one proposed,
he would bave no wormnes,

“I absolutely feel that — no prob-
lem at all” be said.

Malizzi summed up the opera-

-tion:

The sail would first pass through
2 unit, which would heat it and turn
the petroleum into vapor. The vapor
would travel through a duct into a
furnace — called an “after burner”
— where lemperatures reach
around 1500 degrees and the con-
taminanls are complelely de-
stroyed, he said.

The air from the process would
pass through a “heal exchange'
which would cool it enough to pass

Ler.

up the stack and out of the plant

From there, the filtered air goes'

“Nothing 1is released without.
going through the after burner and.

bag house — and then a stack” .Mx
lizzi said.
Equipment in the pla.nt would

have monitors to alert operators i,

the system malfunctioned, be said
“This plant is very safe not only

from a technical standpoint, but:

also from a public standpoint ™ Ma-
lizzi said “It's not going 1o be a dirty:
Industrial site. It's 2 very clean op--
eration.”

Potter said she wants to find out
for sure.

.[

She said there are still mﬂ.nyj
questions to be answered and the:
coalition 1s rying 1o gather as rmuch:
information as il can about the pro--

posed operabion
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-Wavne Twp.

oe

s against

burner plan

Proposal un

satisfactory,

environmental study says

By Erica Fraskiin
The BEPFUBLICAN

REFDSVILLE Enginerrs
whey (ndecied #n environmenal
Sy ol 3 proposed sod burner lor
Wayme 1uwnsiip recommenned Lhe
project not be permalicd s S Dee
Caiewe 1| rowsd be 3 polental heaith
rix and mazh Dose olber DroweTEL

g, sayme Lhey ded ol support
Heading-based Walport Corp.'s pre
e conlammaled-sol Lrealmest

ni

I wus Lhe liesl Lime Lhe Super-
soey had laken 3 sland on Lhe burw-
er snce Wakport fled for s
Depmriment of Eaviroamentsi Re
sourre | 1JFH) prrmss last o,

Walport has proposed butiding
Ihe burner om |1 acres of land »dja-
e (0 Lhe Summil Slone quarmy
mear Summat Salon owned Dy ns

soul and e Use Lresied soul Lo mole

asphall
=Aller doe comsderatos of [
concerns in U report . weLE
jenrned in order 1o 2arir e dehoes
oes m AS permed Wakpor! w3
{ Piemsr tarn b pare £}
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Based on study,

townshlp

opposes burner

{Conttoued (rom page 1)

have 1o make changes 1o ils land de-
velupment plan and permul applb-
cation” Supervisor Charman Lar-
v L luckentbdll read lrom a
prepared fatement

“We leel il 5 0 Lhe best interesis
of the Wavne Township supenisors
nol 1o consider approval bn s ong-
nal form, he saud

The statemenl was mel with
spplause from aboul 70 residenls
who aitended Wednesday's meel
g

Hoth W alport 3 Prepdent George
A Waulbarn and 1B enpnernng con-
sultant. tun P Malup, were un-
uidiluble for commanl Lhus morn-
ny

The company 3 ar guably and
sulnd woasie permis are sull under
tevies fe ine stale Department of
Fnvironmerial Hesources (DER)

percent siandard — lhe lowest
achuevible enussions rale — 1o
comply W 'n the requorements ol
the Clean .r Acl of 1990, according
oDV

= he permut applicatinns do nol,
bul should. state annual pollutant
emissions hased on Lhe average
amount of sol led o the burner,
Nor do thev include benzene or lead
EMisSI0NS

Muorvover, u plan lur monituring
Lhe operating contilions al the plant
10 ¢nsure Il 1 running salely should
b provided

® Dyepeding on wind durection
wind spessl and other vanables,
emisstons  from  Lhe planl mbv
ullect resulents lang on the steep
slupws Lo the north of the site
Sunmumer 1hill

Rased nn Mr-SCTEenng
punic s developasd iy Nes York

The lownshup superisors, al the
resjuest of the sudy s author. Camp
Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM), Lan
caster, hand delivered copies ol the
report to DER olficials Tu=sday

A copy was alsa forwarded
Wednesday to Walporl And it will
be available today to the public in
the municipal bullding duning oflice
hours.

Based on & review of Walport's
permul  applications, corTespon-
dence and other documents, COM
engineers found much tnformation
aboul the plant “nusieading or wn-
complete.” Lhe study stutes

The study “conlums ouwr con-
cerns nver emissions nio the awr,
the blending of soil possible explo:
mons slorage praclices storm wa.
ler runoll and ground water con.
tammnatien” members af the local

|since  Pennsivamia  has  none),
COUM estimates the impuct of ben-
tene emissions 'rom the plant al the
ground level would be too lugh

CUM requesis Walport do a de
ldlled assessmenl of 15 ermussions
Impacl on the sile using specilic va-
nables, such as chimale and lopog:
aphy.

* Wa porl showd rawse s stack
Foighl because o 15 not 25 Limes
E-tuler thun 1o hughest building
propused al ta site. which u con-
ddersd gosl enfuneering  prac-
Lee”

* Walport does not, bul should
inciude the meihod by which it will
blend soils with hugh and low con-
centrution of peetialewm at the burn-
er It also should include how Lhe
blended sod will be lested Ior loxic
ampoinis

o Rl stouhl conseler hay

grassrools group Citizens For a
lealthy Environment s.ud i a pre-
pared stalement {his mormung

lHowever, the study assum:s
Walport will only be laking in “vu
@n” petroleum-contaminaled soil
CHE members Lee V. Mactaul
and Thomas R Smuth said wn Lhe
statemenl. And Walport has made
no assurances the incomung sotl will
nol contain olher subsiances such
a3 dioxang und I'CUs Irom old truns.
lormers., they saud

Given the winformation supplied
by the company, some of (DM s
concerns include

® The plamt may emul mare than
¥ lons per sear of loxw cem:
pounds, such us 1he curcinogen ben
tene, which are in the peirolesn
and be less than @ percent ellicw o
In desirosing those compaumis

They must meel the 50 il o

g enclosed storage lacibies for
processing (he contamunated sou

* Walport should provide a von-
lingency plan of other dusposal fa-
cilities thal would be wiling 1o
accept the trgated sou if 1t does not
meel DERs “clean fl" requure-
ments

* Walport s application provides
no provisiun lor irealing storm wa-
ler runoll from the planl. but
should Toxic pollutanis mav be
lownd wn the slorm water

* Walport has no means of ws
sessing ground water quality vnee
the plant has been operating Al
lesst one on-sile ground wuler mon
forng w ell should b installed

* DEH and Walport shuuld dis.
cuss and find & reliable melthod
for testung Lhe sanls thal tonmie inlo
the Lactliny or their tatal conventra
Tt ol petroleum vamps amly
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Residents meet
to discuss fears
about burner

Dy Anne Karolyl
The REPUBLICAN

SAINT CLAIR — They spoke of

fear for their health
They spoke of anger, environ-
mental Llhreats

and corporate
greed.

Bul when
aboul 45 people
galhered at a
Citizens Against
Incineration
meeting here
Tuesday night,
one message
was clear, espe-

|.t11.0",-\-DES r:i:llly lo stale
Sen. James J.
Rhoades, R-29.

"Il you don't have the numbers,
if you don't gel vocal, you're going
Lo lose i,” said Rhoades, “You've
gol lo band together and Lell these
people, you take care of yours,
we'll lake care of ours and stay oul
of here."

Cilizens Against Incineralion

was formed by residents opposing
plans of Clean Waste Control of
Kearney, N.J., for a contaminated
soil treatment plant in Blythe
Township.

The group Is also working with
residents protesting a similar fa-
cility proposed for construction in
Summit Station by Walport Indus-
tries, associaled with Windsor
Services ol Reading.

On Tuesday night, residenls
planned their protest and dis-
cussed Lheir oplions in baltling Lhe
Blythe proposal, Largeted lor 4 sile
aboul three miles north of Sainl
Clair off the Burma Road.

“1f they pul these in we're going
to die, and If we don't stick togelh-
er and try lo stop Lhis thal's whal's
going to happen,” said Anna Inez of
Friedensburg.

Rhoades said he has contacted
the Department of Environmental
Resources (DER) about holding a
public hearing on the Clean Waste
proposal, shorly aller the compa-
ny submits a permit application lo
Lhe stale.

Paul Brown, president of Con-

(I"lease turn Lo page 20)

sPol el P

A S | i -
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Residents meet to discuss fears about burner

(Continued [rom page 19)
cerned Cillzens of Schuylikill Coun-
Ly, said he plans to contact Lhe coun:
ly commissioners Lo see If the Issue
of incineration can be Included on a
future ballol.

Several people at the meeling
said they were wriling to DER to
protest the plant and request a
hearing about Lhe permit, the com-
pany’s last requirement before be-
ginning construction.

The Blythe Township Zoning
Board approved a variance for the
company lo locate there and the
township supervisors have gone on
record supporting the plans,

The borough of Sainl Clair has
hired an allorney lo battle the pro-
posal al the stale level, said couneil
President John A. Shandor.

In the meantime, the group Is
pushing for public awareness and
researching potential hazards from
the plant. e

Rhoades read from a lst of 58
toxie materials, Including 13 heavy
melals, found In petroleum pro-
ducts, His source was a May 1088 re-
port by the American Petroleum
Institute of Washington, D.C.

Those materlals, Including

‘benzene, arsenic, lead, meércury,

cadmium, cobalt and toulene, are
not destroyed during the Incine-
ration process, sald Alfred A. Seiss
Jr., the stale representative for the
National Coordinating Committee
for the National War on Waste.
“They say they have state ol the
art equipmenl. A hammer may be
state of the art but that doesn't pre-

vent yoursell from hitting your fin-
ger with It," he sald “Thelr equip-
ment Is good only for dealing with a
precise amount of materials.”

Selss sald Clean Waste's plan to
deposit the ash In stripping pits will
allow malerials not destroyed dur-
ing Incineration to combine, cre-
ating more toxins. He sald those
toxns could infiltrale the gro
and alr. .

Malking the hazard even more
threatening, state and federal stan-
dards for materials such as lead do
not address the hazards of such
toxins building up over time, Seiss
sald. For example, federal regula-
lons for lead content In drinking
water are more siringent than
Lhose [or dirt processed! In Incinera-
tors, which czi sit for ''ears in con-
tact with gound waler, ne sald.

The Blythe sile is within a mile
of the Silyer and Wolf Creek reser-
volrs. b ]

Bio-remediation, which uses
enzymes to digest unwanted wast-
es, Is a viable, cheaper option for
the treatment of dirt contaminated.
wilh petroleum products, Selss sald.

Rhoades read an ad\rmlsen_ment
run by the nation's leading pétro-
leum companies in California news-
papers this spring. A state law there
required petroleum -ompanies lo
make irformation available aboul
the hazards of their products. The
advertisement sald hazards range
from cancers to birth defects.

Hecent research shows incinera-
tion of a1y kind s hazardous, cre-
ating minute, loxic particles which
can easily invade the body and lead

to disease, said Joanne Rossettl,
one of the organizers of the group.

The low risks the company s
olfering are dangers residents
should hol have forced upon them,
Rossett] sald.

“If I want to take a risk, I'll take
a risk. Don't you force me to take a
risk,” Rossettisaid

Pal Eichman, one of the group's
founders, said Clean Waste Is trying
a ‘“divide and conquer” altack on
the county, dividing residents with
promises of jobs and financial bene-
fits.

Rhoades said any promised
financial gain, even If true, would
not be worth the long-term health
and environmental damage to the
counly. :

“If I am guilly of having an inter-

est in the health of my constituents,
then I am,"” he said.

Before coming lo Blythe, Clean
Waste tried to locale at sites In Haz-
le Township, Luzerne County, and In
Delano Township.

“The facts as presented by Clean’
Waste Control are a snow-job,"
Elchman sald. “This Is not a Repub-
lican or a Democralic Issue. This Is
not a political Issue. This Is a seri-
ous environmental issue which will-
follow us for a long time.”

About 15 members of Cltizens
Against Incineration are planning
to attend a meeting at 7:30 lonight
concerning the Summit Station pro-
posal, sald Donna Boyd, one of the
group’s organizers. The meeling
will be held at the Friedensburg
Elementary School along Route 443,




Ordinances restrict soil

otts{vi lle (f”ﬂ-) &fyu_j;f:(‘.rbr{
E. Penn board says changes not directed at Tamaciua firm'’s incinerator plan

By Alex Nussbaum
The REPUBLICAN

;/fa/?E

ASHFIELD — Following an
hour-leng public hearing, [the East
Penn Township supervisors adopted
two ordinances Tuesday night plac-
Ing more restrictions on a|proposed
contaminated soll treatment plant.

Though sollcitor Willlam C.
Schwab said the ordinances are not

almed at the soll plart proposal, the
restrictions creale arother obstacle
for East Penn Recycling, the Ta:ma-
qua-based [irm which has proposed
the facility in Carbon County.

* Following the vote, company
attorney Edward J. McKarsky
Bethelehem, sald his clenls were
still debating their next step. How-
ever, In an interview earlier in Lthe
day, East Penn Recycling co-owner

[lonald 5. Omytrow 'ndicaled the
project will continue.

“There's nothing [n this regu-
latlon we can't live with,” he sald.

Dmytrov. said his company
would continue seeking a township
building perrut for the plant.

East Pern Recyvling proposed
the plant [or a site otf of Route 395,
two miles east of Andreas. The [a-
cility would treat about 200,000 tons

piant proposals

of petroleum-contaminated soil
each year. The soil would be cooked
at temperatures as high as 1,600 de-
grees Farenheil.

The pelroleumn would be vapor-
Ized, separated [rom the seu and, i
the facility operates correctly, bro-
ken into less harm({ul chemicals.

However, the new ordinances
place several restrictions on the

Please see ORDINANCES/Page 13
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Ordinances restrict soil plant proposals

ORDINANCES/From Page 17
company and anyone else handling
hazardous, municipal of ‘other
forms of waste In the township:

v The company will have to
obtain a registration certificale
from the township, In addition to
permits issued by the state Depart-
ment of Environmental Resources
(DER).

» The company will have to
prove the safety of the local water
supply and provide cleanup [unds Uf
contamination does oceur, |

v The company will be/required
lo present an emergency manage-
meat plan spelllng out the steps to
be taken If contaminated m.aLerial
is splilled outside the facility.

v Unless the super\dsun grant
an excepllon, trucks haullng con-
taminated soll will be ba.nped from
township roads.

v Dellvery of the soll will be
limited to 7 a.m. to 3 p.m, Monday
to Friday.

Five members of Schuylkiil
County's Citizens Against Incine-
ratlon (CAI) attended the meetllng
to show their support [or opponents
of the project. Last year, the group
successfully challenged a New Jer-
sey (irm's plan lo build a simlar
plant in Blythe Townshin.

\ After the meeting, inembers of
the Blue Mountain Fnvironmental
Association, a3 group opposing the
{acility, said they expect Lhe contro-
versy to continue.

1 “I'm glad (or the ordinance, but
Lh.l.n.k we're still going to have a
fight In front of us” said Michelle
Beckett, the association's president.
“Well just walt and see. I'm ready
for it"

' The three-member board passed
the ordinances without comment

alter an hour-long public hearing
where opponents and the devel-
opers conlronted each other.

About 40 township residents
attended the hearing, almost all of
them speaking out agalnst the pro-

The treatment [acility would
pollute their water, land and
children with cancer-causing diox-
ins, they szid, and would attract
other hazardous waste processars.

Thomas L. Blew, Dmytrow's
partner in East Penn Recycling, sat
at the back of the room along with
McKarski

The developers and thelr oppo-
nents accused each ether of distort-
Ing facts about the facility and the
ordinances during the hearing.

“Who's ddding who?" asked
McKarsikd “You are using this to
prohiblt perfectly legal activily.
{Blew and Dmytrow) have as much
a constitubional right to do what

they see [it with their property as
everyone else does.”

McKarski said the restrictions
were illegal since they amounted to
a zoning ordinance that restricted
the use of a property.

But Schwab defended the board’s
actiona.

“This is nol aimed at East Penn
Recycling" he sald “It never
mentions East Penn Recycling.
This is a very broad ordinance.”

The board approved a permil for
a 40,000-square-[oot bullding on the
site in 1991, according to Gordon E.
Scherer Jr.chalrman of the super-
visors. Scherer said at the time the
supervisors did not know the com-
pany intended to build a burner

The permit was revoked earlier
this year because construction had
not begun within six months of the
permit being awarded. The compa-
ny applied {or another permit.

o




(itizens Against [ncineration

Soil that is contaminated with petro-
chemicals must be cleaned up. There
are many methods of treatment available,
but many corporations and individuals
have applied for permits to thermally
treat this contamination.

There are many problems with this primitive
technology. 1In the proposed process,
contaminated soil is heated in a chamber
1o remove water a2nd volatile organics.
Exhaust gases are vented to a secondary
combustion chamber (the afterburner)

where most of the v-olatiles are burned
(incinerated) at 1,600" F. It is just

as correct to call this process "hazardous
waste incineration® as it is to call

it something else based on what happens

in the primary chamber.

Neither lew nor high temperature therinal
treatment can destroy heavy metals.
Depending on the temperatures employed

and the metsls involved, the metals are
either volatilized, in which case they

are captured by pollution control equipment,
or are released to the environment as
stack emissions. In every case the metals
remain hazardous and a potential or actual
source of water pollution, air pollution
or direct inhalation.

Some soil burners which have been studied
in operation are only performing at 27%
destruction efficiency. They are supposed
to be 99.99% efficient. Many types of
soil such as clay make the process unfeasible.
Clumps of soil remain contaminated after
processing. In addition, PIC's (Products
i of Incomplete Combustion) will result.
Dioxins and Furans will likely be created
by the process itself! All of the right
‘*ingredients and conditions would exist

SOIL BURNERS

FACT SHEET

to create these chemicals, the deadliest

compounds known to science today.
Breathing them in, absorbing them
through the skin, or consuming them
in food or water will increase your

chance of getting cancer, nerve damage,
reproductive harm, immune system damage
and numerous other health problems.

are fat-soluble. They
chai and multiply

These chemicals
enter the Zood
as they move up.

contaminates the drinking
water of 42 million Americans. Lead
poisoning in children causes 1loss
of hearing, decreased intelligence
and growth retardation. In adults
it causes fatigque, high blood pressure
and disease. Miscarriages and
stilibirths oare also caused by low
levels of lead in water.

Lead already

haart

Alternative Solutions

The good news is there are many other

treatment methods that don't have
the problems of incineration.
* Bioremediation - Natural micro-

scopic organisms are employed to digest

the contamination. This method 1is
proven and efficient. It can be done
right on-site, reducing the energy
cost and risks associated with

transporting the soil.

Removes heavy metals
organics from the
removal of heavy

* Soil Washing -
and semivolatile
soilstream. 99.99%
metals can be obtained.

* Vacuum Extraction * Soil Flushing
* Chemical Extraction * In Situ Vitrification

* Chemical Treatment * Soil Venting

Citizens Against Incineration « P. 0. Box 372 Pottsvill

REGISTER AND VOTE

o PA 17901 « (717] 622-3279
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The companies have not
demonstrated an effective means of
keeping PCBs and other dangerous
chemicals out of the contaminalted soil.
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EVIDENCE OF CRIMINALITY
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VWindsor Services * was indicted,
convicted, sentenced, and fined $1.2
million for cnimes against the state of PA,
of rigging paving contracts involving 26
counties over an 8-year period. Their then
vice president, Richard Walborn ( cousin
to George Walborn who is president of
both Windsor and Walport), served four

* months in a federal penitentiary on a plea
bargain, admitting to—among other
things — destroying documents
subpoenaed by a federal grand Jury.

* \Vindsor1s Walport's sister company, and operator of
an asphalt firm adjacent to the proposed bumer site
Clean VWaste Control blatantly violated
our state laws governing the permitting
process. As late as 1991, they began
pouring concrete for the proposed facility
without a permit, untl they were ordered
to stop, and fined, by DER.

“The company denies it, but three men say
they were paid by Clean Waste Control
to picket outside of City Hall in favor of a
soil-remediation plant..."”

— POTTSVILLE REPUBLICAN, Jan. ‘92

Where do these proposals stand now?

DER is continuing its review of the
applications. Many pages of deficiencies
were [ound in the initial reviews, requ:ﬁng
ongoing revisions. Special attention 1s
being paid o questions of adequate testing
for hot loads, and the establishment of an
actual need for new facilities of this kKind.

PEMNSYLVANIA
CRIME COMMISSION

1991 REPORT:

“In short, the Commission’s investigaticn
and public hearings revealed stantling
evidence of organized crime’s
involvement in the waste disposal industiy
in the Commonwealth.

“Due to increased screening efforts of
New Jersey, New York and Ohio, more
organized crime operations are likely to
move into the relatively peaceful
regulatory climaie of Pennsylvania.”

COOC00 00000000 X000 L-00CO0000 00000000

EXTINCT MEANS FOREVER—THEY DON'T
COME BACK. ;

[selvessvesssssacreiecsiassssrosceve s rviiss s ss mules]

WHAT'S SO BAD
about a FUEL-CONTAMINATED
INCINERATOR?

—faet:—Cancerand other-temible-affliclions
are among the kmown health effects of
gasoline and its addilives.

fact: The soi] burners proposed [or Wayne
and Blythe Townships will rransfer toxic
chemicals from the soil into the air.

fact: Both companies proposing these
bumers have unsetiling histones of
breaking the law, and of showing litle
regard [or the well-being of the citizenry.

fact: According to many engineers, the
facilities bejng proposed are out-dated
technologies of poor design, that will only
add to today’s serious pollution problems.

fact: Our Department of Environmental
Resources (DER) is ill-equipped to protect
us. They admit 1o being under-funded and
under-staffed, and tell us plainly that the
burden is on us, the people who live here.

fact: Itis our RIGHT to determine whether
we wanl to share our lovely communities
with incinerators, or “soil burners.” They
cannot force them on us.- --

[ac;: There is no such thing as a “gbod
Incinerator” unless you happen to own one!

LEARN MQRE INSIDE...

Produced for your information by

Citizens Against Incineration
CAL/P.O. Box 372/Pottsville, PA/17901

Citizens for a Healthy Environment
CHE/Box 68'Summit Station. PA/17979
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WHO STARTED THIS ?

Three companies have applications
under review by Pennsylvania Department
of Environmental Resources (DER) to
import and incinerate petrochemical-
contaminated soil:

VWayne Township in Schuylkill Co.,
across from our County Fairgrounds!
(Walport Corp., Reading, PA)

Blythe Township in Schuylkill Co., on
the Burma Road, 1.5 miles above St. Clair.
(Clean Waste Control, Inc., Kearny, NJ)

East Penn Township in Carbon Co.
(East Penn Recycling, Inc., Tuscarora, PA)

We vigorously object to these plans for
many important reasons. Learn more, and
help us win the fight.

THE HEALTH EFFECTS OF
GASOLINE & ITS ADDITIVES

Tetra ethyl lead: Cancer, leaming
disorders, anemia, encephalopathy,
congenital abnormalities, neuromuscular
dysfunction.

Ethylene dichloride (EDC):
Cancer, liver and Kidney disorders, eye
damage, central nervous system (CNS)
problems.

Ethylene dibromide (EDB):
Cancer, skin and eye irritation, CSN
problems, liver and kidney damage.

Benzene: Leukemia, CNS problems,
liver damage, bone and blood disorders.

Toluene: CNS problems, liver and
kidney damage.

X ylene: CNS problems, liver damage,
skin imitation, upper respiratory irmtation.

Gasoline itself: Imtauons of the skin,
eves and upper respiratory system, CNS
problems, liver and kidney damage.

THE GOVERNMENT WILL AOT
PROTLECT US.

Since the Clean Air Act was signed into
law in 1990, notking has been dor.e¢ to
enforce it. The Bush Administration has
missed thie deadline by eight months for
regulations needcd to make this law work.
[eelesoslesesisseessieansabasssssssssssssnciosvvensles]
Soil burners wil] contribute
to acid rain, and czone layer destruciion.
[eeldaaserhelaciesesiorcssboassscissssiocveloaidsssivowecs
Incinerator stack emissions pellute
the air, land, and groundwater. Incinerators
become large, hazardous-waste
GENERATORS. Also, new hazardous-waste
compounds are created: acid gas, heavy
melal gas, furans, and dioxins—one of the
most toxic chemicals known to science.
[selesosienacioslocesiloscrnssosssscsorcsnslealonvelossalos]

396 pounds per day of emissions
would come out o Walport's stack, during
maximum capacity of 1200 tons per day
of soil buraing... Clean Waste could burn
twice that much, or 2400 tons per day!
OCOCO0 0000 J00000 COOC- I 0O UCOOCOOCH00 SO0 000000
Cleaner and safer alternatives

ARE already available. Histoncally,
contaminaled soil has been treated right on
site. The current proposals would import
hundreds cf thousands of tons each year
to one small area. Emissions would then
accumulate to create a newly polluted site.
[selssvolvesvsifsissvsnssrerssssssvreciscasivalesvslonsales
Contaminated soil would be imported
from up io0 150 miles away, including

New York City, ALL of New Jersey,

and their various docks and terminals.
[solecwsvsvaososvsesvreesvevsvoosnsvaveveslesvelyel
Hundreds of loaded tractor trailers will
travel Route 895 and the Burma Road each
day to supply the burners. They will add to
the pollution, and add danger to our roads.
OC 000 QOCC S0 00CO-EOCCOC D000 OCOOOC J00C OC 0000 0oO0 a0
Peak traffic for the Walport bumer could
go as high as 114 tractor trailer and 198
12-ton truck trips per day...

double tnat for the Clean Waste burner!

WHAT CAN WE DO ?

* Register. And vote.

We have learned in the last year that the
power of democracy is formidable. But,
you have to play to win!
¢ Communicate with elected ofTicials.

Our lawmakers are elected to represent
us, our well-being, and all of our nghts
under the Constitution of Pennsylvania.
They cannot represent our interests and
concerns unless they know about them.

+ Call your senators, represeniatives, and
local government officials.

* YYrite letters o your senalors,
representatives, and local oflicials.

Let them know how you feel.

Tell them which legislation you want
them to vote [or, or vole against.
Example: Support HB 953 which places a
moratonum on ALL new incineralors.

» Keep watch. Attending meetings ol our
local government reminds oflicials that
they are public servants who work for us.

Blythe Township Supervisors—
when: Ist Wed. each month—6 pm
where: Blythe Twp. Munic. Bldg. in

the old church in Kaska.

Wayne Twp. Planning Commission—
when: 2nd Tues. each month—7:30 pm
where: Wayne Twp. Munic. Bldg. on
Route 183, near the State Police Barracks.

Yayne Township Supervisors —
when: 3rd Wed. each month—7:30 pm
where: Wayne Twp. Munic. Bldg.
¢+ Attend all public hearings.
= Attend public meetings of the groups

CHE, CAIL HYEA & GREENFIRE.
* Yolunteer to help out in some way.

* Donate... whalever you can.

* Talk with family, fnends, and
neighbors. Encourage them to act also.

* Lois Gibbs of LLoye Canal fame »
will address a joint public meeting this
October. Don't miss her amazing ston !



CITIZENS AGAINST INCINERATION
P. 0. Box 372
Pottsville PA 17901

1. Who is getting the benefits of this project?

2 Who 1s getting the risks of this project?

3t Are the answers to numbers 1 and 2 the same? If not, why not? &

4, Who chose this site? Was it based on environmental reasons?
Economic [reasons? Political reasons? Was DER looking for the
best site?

5. Is there [competition for this project?

6. Have other communities rejected this project? You bet they
have! Why?

Ts Would it have a negative impact on property values? After
property |values go down, what impact would it have on tax base?

8. If property or persons are damaged by the project, who has
liability?

9. Is the technology proposed the only solution? The best solution?
10. Should other steps be taken first?
11. HAS THERE BEEN ANY INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL
RISKS? HEALTH RISKS? ECONOMIC RISKS?
12. Is there |anyone in your community in favor of this project? Why?
13. Is the favorable information {or this project c¢oming trom
anyone but the vendor?
14. How will |the state monitor and enforce its regulations?

15. Whai 1is their track record like?
15. What is the track record of the company like?
17. Are they|trust worthy?

 k * k k¥ * k * % *

Do yonu want |an incinerator in Blvthe Township that would process petrochemical
contaminated soil?

Clean Waste Contxol, Inc., has applied for a permit to burn off contaminants
from petroleum-sgaked scil in Schuylkill County. Water will likely be used to
cool the treated |[soil and gases produced when the soil is heated. Will this
contaminated water pollute the area? How much water will they use?

Concentrated storage of contaminated soil also increases the risk of groundwater
pollution. Petrgleum could seep into the ground. According to Pennsylvania
Wildlife magazine, just cne (1) gquart of motor oil can contaminate up to 2,000,000
gallons of drinking water.

In the book, But |Not A Drop To Drink!, Steve Coffel states that just one (1)
gallon of gasolime leaking into ground water can pollute the water supply of
a city of 50,000 people. Is an incinerator worth this risk? )

The American Petroleum Institute recognizes that petroleum products contain
at least 59 hazardous chemicals that cause cancer, birth defects, and other reproductive
harm. Included are arsenic, cadmium, chromium, mercury, nickel and lead. None
of these heavy metals are destroyed by thermal treatment. Over time, when petroleum-laced
soil is heated, even minute amounts will build up to become excesdingly serious
threats to publig health.

Think globally * Act locally R




Heavy metals can cause birth defects and brain damage in children. They attack

the central nervous system and cause cancer in adults. Kidney problems and dry,
irritated skin are also signs of poisoning.

Lead already contaminates the drinking water of 42 million people in the U.S.

Will Schuylkill County, which already has high lead levels, allow more lead into

our system? Lead poisoning in children causes loss of hearing, decreased intelligence,
and growth retardation. In adults, lead poisoning causes fatigue, increased

bloecd pressure, and heart disease. Miscarriages and stillbirths are also caused

by low levels of lead in drinking water.

X .
We prefer the Four R's - Reduction, Recycling, Recovery, Reuse. Promotes conservation,
no citizen opposition, requires industry cooperation and accountability.

Hazardous Waste 1s Everybody's Problem - Get Involved

If you are opposed to the construction of a contaminated soil incinerator in
Schuylkill County, please write or call:

Senator James J. Rhoades Cohgressman Gus Yatron
416 West Market Street Meridian Bank Building
Pottuville PA 17901 Pottsville PA 17901
717/%28=-4782 717/622-4212

Rep. Bob Allen Rep. Dave Argall

11 Westwood Center 237 W. Broad Street
Pottsville Ph 17901 Tamaqua PA 18252
717/622-6629 717/668-1240

Rep. Edward J. Lucyk DER Waste Manaygement
38 E. Centre Street William MecDsonnell
Mahanoy City PA 17948 90 East Union Street
717/773-3075 Wilkes-Barre PA 18701

717/826-2516

Commissioners Shesrs, Edward M. Silverman, President
Shollenberger, Higgins Clean Waste Control, Inc.
Schuylkill County Courthouse 849 Harrison Avenue

Pottsville PA 17901 Kearny NJ 07032

717/622-5570 201/997-9500

They have no way of knowing how we feel unless we write or call.

CITIZENS AGAINST INCINERATION
P. 0. Box 372
Pottsville PA 17901

Make sure you register and VOTE!

If you need a voter's registration form, call the Voter Registration Office
: 717/622-5570

]
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EMERGENCY ACTION ALERT

Wildlife Information Center, Inc.
629 Green St.
Allentown, Pa. 18102
(215) 434-1637

February 1982

BAN A HYDROCARBON-CONTAMINATED
SOIL-BURING INCINERATOR IN EAST PENN
TOWNSHIP, CARBON COUNTY, ADJACENT TO
BAKE OVEN KNOB, PA.

Backgrounda

Supervisors of East Penn Township, Carbon County, Pa., have approved a
permit for construction of a building and related facilities (hydrocarbon-contaminated
soii incinerator) at the base of the Kittatinny Ridge below Bake Oven Knob -- an
internationally important hawk migration observatory and research area at which the
Wildlife Informlation Center, Inc., conducts major autumn hawk migration studies.

Any environmental threats to Bake Oven Knob, or areas around it, such as
micinziation of gasoline-and-cil-contaminated seil, are of significant concern to wildiife
conservationists. Particular concems regarding the proposed incinerator include:

+ An incineraior constructed at the base of Bake Oven Knob, one of the world's major hawk
migration observatories and study sites, within the vitally important Kittatinny Raptor Migration Corridor, is
alarming. During autumn (August to early December), thousands of migratory birds of prey, including smail
numbers of endangered Bald Eagles and Peregrine Falcons, are observed there.

+ More than 30 continuous years of hawk migration counts, and other bird migration studies,
have been conducted atop Bake Oven Knob. These studies receive international distribution in scientific
papers, books, and other sources. Pioneering raptor protection and public education techniques also
were developed jat Bake Oven Knob. To date, 172 bird, 13 mammal, and & reptile species are known to
occur at that site during autumn.

# Migratory raptors also use the adjacent Kittatinny Raptor Migration Corridor as a stopping,
resting, feeding, and sleeping area as they migrate from North American breeding grounds to wintering
grounds in the sputhern United States, West Indies, and Central and South America. Red-tailed Hawks,
Merlins, and American Kestrels have been observed during autumn using tree near the edge of the
proposed incinerator site (sand quarry) as hunting and resting perches. These areas, and their raptor prey
bases, must be Kept free from contamination from incinerator ash or stack emissions.

¢ Resident raptors including Broad-winged Hawks, American Kestrels, Great Horngd Owils, and
Eastern Screech Owls nest on the Kittatinny Ridge or in the Kittatinny Raptor Migration Corridor.




+ The proposed incinerator would turn the north side of the Kittatinny Ridge and Raptor Carridor
into an “incinerator alley.” One incinerator already exists a few miles upridge at Bowmanstown, Pa.

4 The Kittatinny Ridge around Bake Oven Knob already is stressed and slightly contaminated
with heavy metals (cadmium, lead, and zinc) that drifted downridge from the EPA Superfund toxic
contamination site at Palmerton, Pa. Contamination from incinerator emissions and ash would further

stress the environment in the Bake Qven Knob area.

4 The Bake Oven Knob section of the Kittatinny Ridge is extremely stressed and ailmaost totally
defoliated every 10-to-12 years from major Gypsy Moth infestations. Any further stress and degradation to
the mountain is totally unacceptable.

4 Stack emissions and ash from the incinerator could have serious, long term effects on trees
and other forest vegetation on the Kittatinny Ridge. Would this result in the denuding of mountain
vegetation in a manner similar to the Superfund area around Lehigh Gap and Palmerton? .

4 The proposed incinerator's construction site is-within theferward “viewscape” of Bake Oven
Knaob. Any degradation of this “viewscape” is aesthetically and environmentally unacceptable.

+ iy exposure of environmentally sensitive raptors, incluci,g endangered Zaid Eagles and
Peregrine Falcons, or species in raptor food chains and webs, to incinerator stack emissions and/or
airborne toxic ash is an unacceptable wildlife hazard. At Bake Oven Knob, it would place additional
hiological and envircnmental stress cn Girds during a critically impertant and dangerous period in their
annual cycie. Mammals and reptiles using the area as permanent home sites also would be stressed. In
short, the area's rich wildlife assemblage could be at risk from the proposed incinerator.

4 The proposed incinerator would cause further unacceptable degradation of vital raptor and
other wildlife habitat within the Kittatinny Raptor Migration Carridor. Logging, expanded quarrying, and
building construction airezdy ara reducing important wildlife habitat in the Carridor.

4 The proposecd incinzrator site is in very close proximity to Lizard Creek, a small water course
near the Kittatinny Ridge. Toxic waste almost certainly would contaminate the creek and its aquatic life.

+ Two stacks associated with the proposed incinerator could pose potentially lethal air strike
hazards to birds migrating along the north side of the Kittatinny Ridge.

4 Because of prevailing autumn winds, emissions from the proposed incinerator could pose a
direct health hazard to researchers, recreational hawk watchers, school students on field trips, hikers, and
thousands of other visitors to Bake Oven Knob which directly overlooks the incinerator site. Direct human
exposure to an incinerator's emissions plumes is totally unacceptable. -

4+ The proposed incinerator will have seriously undesirable effects on other outdoor recreational
activities in East Penn Township, and the entire Bake Oven Knob area, via potentially contaminating air,
soil, and water with toxic chemicals. The federally protected Appalachian Trail, which crosses Bake Oven
Knob, and on which hundreds of hikers walk throughout the year, could be affected by toxic air pollution.
Use of area camp grounds also could be :iffected. )

The position of the Wildlife Information Center, Inc., is that any incinerator built
or operated in the vicinity of Bake Oven Knob, or elsewhere in the Kittatinny Raptor
Migration Corridor, is a serious environmental threat to raptors, other wildlife, and
people. The Center strongly opposes any incinerator facilities — including the one
proposed for East Penn Township, Carbon County, Pa.
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Delano re

Delano Supen'1wr:1m Leaswitch, angered over public oppasition to a
dirt-treatment pland lells a packed homse In Trestos Mooday that
taxes will go wp.

POTTSYILLE, PA. TUESDAY, JUNE 4, 1791

ects dirt plant

‘Opportunity of lifetime’
halted at heated session

By Anne Kzrolyl
The REPUBLICA N

TRENTON — Delano Township
supervisor chalrman John R Leas-
wilch slapped a paper grocery bag
on the Lable In tfronl of him.

Inode were 180 questionnalres
which asked lownship residents Uf
they were [or or agalnst a New Jer-
gey's company proposal for & con-
taminated-soil treatment plant In
Mahanoy Arsa Joint [ndustrial
Corp park

Tne 8 mullion plant would pro-
vide 71 local jobs and bring an estl-
ma.ed $4.5 million a year in Lhe
courty's ecopomy. The lrealed soll
would be used to (Il sbandoned
siripping pils.

“The deciding factor on Clean
Waste Coatrol is righl bere’ Leas-
wilch sald ‘'We're golng lo open

therrrand Lhat's IL but [ tell you,
we're giving you Lhe opportunly of
a ltfelime.’

One half-hour luter, with heavy
applause and a lew cheers, Lhatl "op-
portunty of a lifetime" had been
spwned In 116 of the questlonnalres
which sald health and salely was
more tmportanl lhan evonomics
Only 41 queslonnaires supporied
Lhe plant

Three responses were Lhrown
oul because of unclear answers. 80
of the onginal 72 quesUonnaires
were not relurned

“That's Lhe decision, nght then
and Lhere,” Luvuswilch said when
the numbers were Lallied "1U's done,
it's forgotten and everylhing else ™

“We had the opportunuty of a Ufe-
Ume lor somebody Lo pay owr buls

(Please (um to page 1)
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Delano

board

rejects 71-job
dirt processor

(Contlnued from page 1)
and now we're gowng lo riise your
taxes.” he sad

\bout 13 people came Lo hear the
late of 'lean Waste Conurol’s propo-
sal Monday might, packing the
Trenton Social Club and spulling out
into the hallwavs and onto the porch
where they lsiened through open
windows

Had the supenisor's voted with
thewr opuuons rather Lthan Lhe pub-
lic s, the plant would have been wel-
comed Leaswilch and supervisor
Jas Ryan support the facility; su-
pensor Michael Mannchak (s
agawnst it

Al Lthe meeung's stari, same peo-
ple proiesied the use of the ques-
tionnaires. which were stuck In
lownstup doorways, one lo a famlly,
without providing a chance for ev-
ery resident Lo record thewr oplnlon

Bul as the responses were read,
oneé by one, many in the crowd
simuled wider and wider as the nays
pued up.

Muost of the oppositon revolved
around health concerns of the treat-
ment process; “Pure waler is loo
valuable too @ive up.” "Think of the
chuldren, You are only loocking at
the dolars and not Lhe public
health™ “Let themn put it in thewr
backsard ol 1t 5 safe”

*They're stujul Somebouy else
was going to poy our bills” Leas-
wilch said afler the meeung, "1l you
heal your house with oil stop heat-
Ing your house; u you drive a car,
stop dnving, because (l's the same
kind of contambiation as thus planL”

The plant would heal soil con-
lamunated with pelroleun-based
products, burmng off the wasie gus
and oill Compans ollicials saut each

Responses supporting the plant
conudered the [aculity's economuc
impact and the chance of [lling
stnpping pits with treated soul:
“People complaln there’s no work
bul when somebody wanls lo move
in everbody's against IL" “This area
needs jobs and a good lax base. I'm
In favor of any plant comung Inlo the
area” "We would be crazy lo say
no. I've lved In Delano all my lfe
and I've never seen anybody offer
to (1Ll those stripplng pits.”

The proposal's rejection Is the
company's second this year, having
had a permit granted and then re-
voked lor a similar, smaller facuity
In Hazle Township, Luzerne County.
Attorney Ronald T. Derenzo, rep-
resenung Clean Waste, allended the
meelng “just lo see whal hap-
pened”

“Now [ will have to tell the unfor-
lunate news to my clients,” he saud.

Rejecting the planl will mean a
jump in Laxes, Leaswilch said ta the
crowd after the tally was taken

“And after | propose a lax In-
crease, | will resign. That's how |
leel abaut you people,” he sald.

The company would have pad a
“host fee" of 25 cents [or every lon
accepted. and township taxes from
the facilily were esumated at 7
000 annually

lnad ol dirt would be tested belore
and after lreatment for polenual
Fazards, and zrrussions would be
continuously monitored [rom Lhe
plant’s stack

Taxes lor the township will prob-
ably double without the planL Man-
rchiak sawd adding that he oppused
the facilily because he cdid not feel
he nhad enough wlormation o be
sare the process was sale

Y JUME 4, 1991

P

The tax rate has been steady lor
six years, and the township is plan-
nng to budding municipal olfices
nexl year and 1s facing other costs.

“And | knew 1t wasn'l gowng lo
go, [ you put 1t up for a vote,” he
said

The loss ol jobs will keep Lhe
area depressed and losing ILs youlh
said John Connchock of Delano, the
only resident lo speak lor the plant
al the meetng

“Here's an opportunuty lo bring
some work wnto the place and they
say no,” he said “The kids are grad- ~
uauny lrom tgh school [rom
colege and Lthey don't come back”

“Il vou gel the reputation ol re-
jectny all the indusines. the ndus-
try snl even gowng lo Lrv anymaore,”
he sud
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|

ON THE ENVIRONMENT
Pottsvill City Hall Chambers
January 23, 1952
Testimony of Alfred A. Siess, Jr.

My name is |Alfred A. Siess, Jr. I am a paid technical consultant
representing municipdlities and citizens' groups opposed to the three
projects: wh1ch|are the subject of today's hearing. My testimony is
on behalf of Citizens for a Healthy Environment; Hegins Township;
Citizens Against Incinerators and Saint Clair Borough, and in
opposition to the “fdcilities proposed by respectively, Walport
Corporation, Schuylkill Environmental Company,Inc. and Clean Waste
Control, Inc. |As such I would like to provide both general and
specific comment pertaining to all three proposals.

| GENERAL COMMENT

The facilitiies under discussion include two low-temperature
thermal treatmant units for the treatment of petroleum contaminated
solls and one medlcal waste incinerator. These three proposals
h~ve a uumber aof things in common:

1. Technically each is an incinerator with the handicaps of
incomplete combustion and the proclivity to synthesize
hazardous ~ompounds and release these to the environment,

2. Each is a hazardous waste incinerator as strictly defined
by Perlnsylvania's "Solid Waste Management Act", (Act 97
of July 7, 1980) and subseguent statutes:;

3. Each represents a well-documented and very serious threat
to public health and the environment.

There is one otther thing that each of the project proponents has in
common....They |[would have this committee and the public believe that
none of the abqve is true; that their proposals pose absolutely no
health or envigonmental consegquences, and that thev are performing
a public servide by bringing these facilities to Schuylkil! County.

Clean Wastd Control has stated the process "...is environmentally
safe, and meets all local, state and federal requlations.", "Once
treated, ...the [contaminated soil will emerge as clean soil that is
perfectly safe|for mine reclamation and reforestation programs."
and, "The plant will not emit toxic substances into the air or
contaminate our water system...". At a public meeting in Delano
a company "enaineer" made the astounding claim that the plant would
emit absolutely NO harmful products of incomplete combustion. At

Hazle Township|in Luzerne County, another engineering firm representing

the company told us that we should be pleased to have them put lead-
contaminated s¢il into the unlined stripping pits because the soil
there is already contaminated with lead.

:iWalport|has made similar unsubstantiated claims with respect
to burnlng contamlnated soils in an asphalt plant. Walport would
have us belleve that they can adequately test for hazardous wastes
by testing a_4*pounce sanple from the surface of a 500 _ ton pile of
contaminated s¢il. Apparently they now intend to also treat
material contaminated with waste oils which are known to contain

extremely hazardous elements such as chromium and lead.
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General comment, cont.

Schuylkill Environmental claims that they can do what has
never been done before, i.e.: burn infectious hospital waste,
including plastics and paper, without emitting toxic pollutants
such as cadmium or dioxin. Their Community Relations Officer,
Mr. Angst, recentlv circulated a flyer claiming that what comes
out of the stacks is "harmless", that "state and federal emission
standards are unbelievably strict", and about water pollution,
"There won't be anv". Mr. Angst would have us believe that DER
will provide strict control of emissions by sitting "at a desk
in Harrisburg or Wilkes-Barre."

I would like to offer a challenge to each of these companies,
"Put your money where your mouth is." If you really believe your
own rhetoric, how about backing it up with some hard data? I have
reviewed both Walport's and Clean Waste's applications and have
found them to be incomplete and without technical justification
of their claims. If you want DER to conduct a responsible review
of your applications, provide the responsible data which are
needed to perform a complete review. Reveal your company's past
compliance records completely, provide complete equipment design
information, tell us how much water will be consumed, provide
competent engineering analysis of site geological conditions,
.traffic and social impacts, potertial for damage to privaite and
public water supplies, specific sources of contaminated soil,
realistic plans for testing and operating including emergency and
contingency plcns, realistic employment figures and all of the
other information which is not adequately covered. Schuylkill
Environment could show good faith by providing the citizens and
host communities with copies- of your application-.and a list of all

of your investors.
SPECIFIC COMMENT

THERMAL TREATMENT OF CONTAHMINATED SOILS

As proposed for treatment of petroleum-contaminated soils,
therma. “r=atment is a two-stage process. In the first stage the
contaminated soil is heated in a closed chamber (kiln, primary
thermal processor, etc.) to remove water and volatile organics
from the soil. The volatile organics and water are vaporized in
the primary.unit. Exhaust gases are vented to a secondary
combustion .chamber (afterburner, thermal oxidizer, etc.) where
most of the volatiles are burned (incinerated). Proponents of
thermal treatment who do not like the process to be called
"incineration" overlook the fact that the secondary burn, where
the toxic wastes are supposed to be completely combusted, is
exactly that. . It is just .as correct to label this process
"hazardous.waste incineration" as it is to call it something else
based on what happens in the primary chamber.

LIMITATIONS OF THERMAL TREATMENT TECHNOLOGY

Thermal treatment technology is generally recognized as a
viable alternative means of remediating volatile, hazardous wastes
of the type associated with leaking petroleum tanks. However, to
safely employ this technologv one must understand its limitations.
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Limitation of thermal treatment technology, cont.

There are a¢tually two distinct technologies employved in
thermal treatment; low temperature and high temperature treatment.
Each is severely limited to very narrow and spcific applications
where the identEty of the contaminants is known with certainty-zor
can be determined on site. It is necessary to carefully identify
the contaminants to be treated before choosing the type of thermal
treatment to be| employed, because the two methods differ in effect
and safetv for different chemicals treated. For example, the low
temperature system proposed is viable for treating certain volatiles
such as 'some of| the organic constituents found in virgin petroleum
products, but it is the wrong choice completely for contaminants
such as PCB's which are not destroyed and can recombine at the

temperatures employed here as highly toxic dioxins. This 1s one
reason why thermal treatment has traditionally. been limited to
situations using portable equipment. (Even in the case of a site-

specific clean-up thermal treatment may not be the best or most
cost effective alternative.)

Neither low nor high temperature thermal treatment can destroy
hzavy metalz such as lead, mercury or cadmium. Zepending on the
temperatures employed and the metals involved, the metals are
either volatilized, in which case theware captured by pollution
control equipment, or are rel!eased to the envircnment as stack
emissions, or, Lf not volitalized, the metals wind up in the soil
or are releasedLas fugitive emissions. In every case the metals
remain hazardous and a potential or actual source of water pollution,

air pollution, or direct inhalation.

The fact th£t toxic heavy metals occur naturally in soils is
anzther good reasoun to avoid centralized thermal tieatment such as
proposed here. |When huge quantities of soil are heated or in-
cinerated over time, even minute concentrations of toxics such as
lead and cadmium will bhuild up cver time to become exceedingly
serious threats|to public health. A good nearby example is the
severe lead and|cadmium contamination of the hills surrounding
the former zinc|smelter in Palmerton, PA. which is now the object
of a "superfund|! clean-up effort.

Still another reason why on site treatment is superior to
central treatment is the avoidance of energy consumption, pollution
and costs assocjated with the transportation of the soils from the
site to the treatment facility. '

Another cause for real concern with central treatment is the
lack of control|of the incoming waste stream. Despite all of
their claims to|the contrary, none of these applicants has demonstrated
a feasible means of insuring that chemicals inappropriate to their
treatment method, such as PCB's, can be kept out of the waste stream.




Alfred A. Siess, Jr. - January 23, 1992 - Page 4.

HAZARDOUS NATURE OF PETROLEUM PRODUCTS

PENNSYLVANIA'S "SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ACT"™ P.L. 380, No. 97

of July 7, 1980. The act clearly defines "hazardous Waste" as

" ...Any garbage, refuse, sludge...material...which because of its
quantity, concentration, or physical,chemical, or infectious
characteristics may:

1) cause or significantly contribute to an incrase in
mortality or an increase in morbidity in either an
individual or the total population; ~or

2) pose a substantial present or potential haxard to
human health or the environment when improperly treated,
stored, transported, disposed of or otherwise managed: "

Specific exemptions are listed. Petroleum-contaminated soils
are not included in the exemptions, which are given not because
the exempted materials are non-hazardous, but because they are

covered by other statutes.

"Residual waste™ is defined in Act 97 as coming from the same
sources '...provided that it is not harardous..."™ Clearly a
hazardous waste as defined in the act cannot properly be classified

as a "residual waste'.

MEDICAL WASTE INCINERATION

It is obwvious from the public relations materials that
Schuylkill Environmental has circulated that they are very close
to the regulatory preccess. In Iact, it appears likely that the
investors in this project may be i1n a position to influence the
regglatory process. The problem here is that the proponents seem
gnWLlling to recognize that the regulations are the product of
intense industry lobbyving (politics instead of rational science)
and are flawed in several key respects.

While the regs recognize that infectious and chemotherapeutic
wastes "are best managed at the place of generation with a minimum
of traqsportation through the Commonwealth...", they are clearly
defgctlve in not recognizing the serious problem inherent in
incineration.

. In general, and with incineration of mixed hospital wastes
in particular, neither landfills, nor incinerators can safelv
handle hagardous wastes such as heavy metals, toxic compom’-d‘s
and volatile organics. Landfilling is unsafe because we simply
are not able to design one that doesn't leak. Incinerators
compound the problem in several ways:

1) They do ngt eliminate landfills because there is the
need to dispose of the (usually toxic) ash.
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2) As noted before, there is no such things as complete
combustion in any incineration process. The PIC's
(Pr odﬁcts of Incomplete Combustion) are often far more
dangerous than the materials being incinerated.
(i.e.|Dioxins and Furans are created in the combustion
process from materials such as plastics and paper.)

3) Materials that escape through the stack or remain in
the ash are broken down into fine particles which become
more geadily "available" to the environment. (Stack
emissions can be readily absorbed into the blood stream,

for example.)

The 21 scientists who met at Racine, Wisconsin in July, 1991
have stated with certainty, "Many compounds introduced into the
environment by |human activity are capable of disrupting the
endocrine system of animals, including fish, wildlife, and humans."
Chemlcals lndlgted by these international medical experts include

"certain PCB cogeners (forms), dioxins, furans, cadmium, lead

and mercurv. apd labcratcry znimal products"(lg precisely the
chemicals of concern in either or both medical waste or contaminated
soil incinerators.

_ S{nce 1984 | there has heen compelling new evidence showing a
significant association between dioxin exposure and a long list of
serious health|effects. (2) These extensively documented studies
expose as comp}etely fallacious the claims of incinerator proponents
that there is not adequate proof of chronic health effects from
exposure to dioxins. (Even the most die-hard incinerator proponents
have lgnq acknéwledged that all competently-tested incinerators
worldwide emit|unsafe levels of dioxins and €furans. They just
refused to accept the evidence of serious health effects.)

WHAT MUST BE DONE

_ ‘If we requilred all existing and new thermal treatment or
%nc1neration facilities of every type to prove beyond a reasonable
doubt that they are both needed and safe we would solve the problem
because safer and more economical alternatives exist for all

waste incineration processes,and, simply put, NO INCINERATORS OF ANY
TYPE WOULD BE BUILT!

I am furnighing a ™Discussion Draft" of a proposed medical
waste amendment to the federal "Solid Waste Disposal Act" as an
example of the | type of legislation that must be enacted if we
are serious abgut solving our national waste, energy, environmental
and economic problems.

"

(1) "Statement [from the work session..." provided

(2) "Affidavit |of Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr." provided
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Chemicals known to the State to cause cancer, birth defects, or other reproductive harm are
found in gasoline, crude oil, and many otlier petroleum products and their vapors, or result from their
usc. Read and follow label directions and use care when handling or using all petroleum products.

Chemicals known to the State to cause cancer, birth defects, or other reproductive harm are
found in and around gasoline stations, refineries, chemical plants, and other facilities that produce,
handle, transport, store, or sell crude oil and petroleum and chemical products.

Other facilities covered by this warning include, for example, oil and gas wells, oil and gas
treating plants, petroleum and chemical storage tanks, pipeline systenis, marine vessels and barges, tank
trucks and tank cars, loading and unloading facilities, and refueling facilities.

The foregoing warning is provided pursnant to Propaosition 65. This law requires the Governor of California to
publish a list of chemicals “"known to the State to cause cancer or reproductive toxicity.” This list is compiled in accordance witl)

a procedure established by the Proposition, and can be obtained from the California Health and Welfare Agency. Proposition 65
requires that a clear and reasonable warning be given to persons exposed to the listed chemicals in certain situations.

Ashland OIl, Incorporated Fletchzr Oll and Relining Company Texaco USA

|-6800-523-3157

Allantic Oll Company
-800-523-3157

ARCO
Atlanlic Richtield Company
1-800-523-13157

BP America, Inc.
1.500-5923-3157

CHEVRON CORPORATION
and lls subsldlarles
1-800-457-2022

CONOCO INC.
Its subsldlarles and alfillates
1-800-523-3157

Exxon Company, U.S.A.
a division ol Exxon Corporatlon,
and alffilialed companies
1-BO0-5213-4157

1-800-523-3157

Golden West BHellning Company
1-800-223- 3157

Marathon Qll Company
[-800-523-3157

Mobil Oil Corporallon,
Its alfiliates and subsldlarles
1-800-523- 3157

Paclllc Relining Company
1-800-323-3157

Philli»s Petroleum Company
1-800-523-3157

Sanle Fe Energy Resources, Inc.

[-800-523-3157

Santa Fe Energy
Operaling Parlners, L.P.
I-600-523- 3157

Shell Oll Company
and ils subsldlarles
1-800-521- 1157

1-800-523-3157

Thrifty Oll Company
1-800-523-3157

Time OIl Co.
1-800-523-3157

Tosco Rellning Company
1-800-523-3157

Ultramar Inc.
1-B00-5213-3157

Unlon Paclfic
Resources Company
1-800-523-3157

UNOCAL Corporation
1-800-523-3I57

U.S. Oll & Relining Co.
[-B00-523-3157

Weslern Fuel Oil Company

1-800-523-3157
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-lion,

~ ford Townsh:p A

- meeting on !

- Staff Writer. 4.+ '2'?
Saying Clearfield; wounty ha5='

seen enougn air-and|weter pcllu-

"By Marian g zar,

protested a contaminated Soil in-i

cinerator.. proposed . to’ burnj:

300,0000 tons annually “in; Brad-q
1. .;' j'._‘}‘

See photo onpage 13 ! R,
About -14: persons attendedsa-;

Earth of maler at the Clearfield ;

County "‘ourt.“:c‘..se which. wasw;
not planned as.a public meeting, s '+

and cam:. cway-unassured ‘by:y
company officials, who said theys:
would be: providing.an en-i.

vironmental:service by t:teanmgi :

the contammated earm by : m 2
.cineration. = = ad e
Off1c1als of Bradford and

InCIneratorﬁ[ri‘rBradf rd Township:

>~.those-with many: auesr.ions an
citlzens and officialz fromE:
several municipalities- yesterday.: '
signs ‘they - carried :outside- me\s

'Need is the Air We Breath,?” “Say~ f'. e

:¢ propasal by Ciedn; &

.. el

Mr:—W;se..w.as able o au.end
"Bradford-Township Suoervisom‘
‘Seth Cowder-came with: alstrofzx
questions.z .~ 2 ZETARe AR ANy
He. noted- tie ‘permit :applica-n
‘tion states.the incinerator: wouldss:
not be limited to the items llsted;_v,
“that , is. vanous types.. of:* pet=®

.,{-

- Tm'nt.oPagee‘Col"S &

L tha,
——.\_u___.;______,; U+ SRR e £ W0

- Graham: tnwnsh;p,.aWaiIacewnw
.Borough=-and Wallacetonu:
Muonicipal'Authority were' amnng“

S Ry

CONCEINS, 1> 25 7 &
1cket

: Citizens brought alung

courthouse, which read:i?All We:~

No: to Incinerators, Super-Land- ne
fills in the Sky,’” ancl_._. Our. Kms
Deserve Clean Air.” \=ix.="
One protester was- dressed as..
the .Grim: Rea er and: aauther
woreagas TASK.h o Tt oy A
Commmsioner Bill Wise . said.’
the- cnmmlwslonerswrnut‘neiy
receive: requests- for- Informa-.
tional meetings. He said after be-
Ing contacted by the news media, |
it was decided to open this meet-.

S PR

-t ing with Clean Earth'of Bigler,

hut oi the cnmmissloners only

S Kb i s e d
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. ——(krom rage \)—

iroleum- contamlnated dirt, and
asked if it could also be used to
burn garbage.

Mr. Cowger said the proposed
site is underlain with an aquifer
and he expressed concern about
nearby wetlands. He pointed out.
65 violations ‘and a permit
revocation listed in the com-
pliance history of afflliated com-
panies, noting the figure does not
inspire trust. ;- B¥rmewes

Bonnie Hansell,"a’ member of
Wallaceton Borough Council,

ointed out the incinerator would

Ee about one-half mile from the

borough water source:and sald.

the borough and water authority -
oppose the proposal.:=%This is~
right in our backyard.” 2 #~ --n &

‘A citizen who [ives near the'IA®

" Construction.:® athalt plant,#
.-where the incinerator s planned,-
asked what the company-plans to.
[ do to clean ug the current opera-!
| tions, noting his porch is covered
with white dust and**it would.
| take you six months to clean up
your own spills."’

Clean Earth of B:gler is a joint
venture of IA- Construction and -
Stout Environmez tal qervice
Co., Thorofare, N.J.*: o w

Another - citizen® asked how

through 60 incoming trucks a day
to-determine the contents were’
materials allowed,” and citizens"
said the actions of garba e com::
Pames have . inspired strust 7
‘BFIbumedus” R A Ly
The Coigcernsid leizens Ef
ownsnip ... 45
.assisb e fight o Etgd Lﬁdﬂ q”
clneratar “‘Decause we' ‘breath
the same alr.". -~ = "Faiisds e

Group President Pam’ Emigh,
after the meeting, said fine par;
ticulate air pollnfi ion from the-in:
cinerator could ;eac.l all county
residents. ", ¢+ VL s

.Particulate - pollution* even
while meeting govemment ‘emis-..
-sion* standards, " can : penetrate
‘deep’ into lungs and “has ‘' been”
shown id some: studles to- causa
increased - respiratory- diseases .,
such as bronchitis and asthma m
.children she said.’,

- Cltizens were u set that the
| public ‘was not informed of the
'R{oposal -until"’a ‘news-article. -

Emigh- said : companies*
come in and convince-officials
‘and the last to know are the peo-
‘ple who will lwe near. the facih--”.
jes.: - e b
=] hope our commlssioners Wlll‘
‘not swallow the' sugar-coated
pill;”. Sylvia Bunzer: of CCGT.-'
sald.> ¢ rr st
¥ Graham Towuship Su ervisor
‘Mafred Rinehart said C earfield.
County is being selected for trash -
and incinerators ‘because of low-
income and Interstate 80. *

““Yesterday was Earth Da
: what a way to start off Monday,

" ghe said.

Xi’_"

Clean Earth could possibly check .

Henri J. Molleron. vice presi-
dent of 1A Construction. as<ed if

he would live next to Uiz In-
cinerator, said he lives in Phila-
delphia.

He and Michael Goebner,
director of business development
for Stout Environmental, fielded
questions for over two hours.
They could not say exactly
where lhe contaminated soil
would come from, it depends on
market forces,- but they said
there Is lots of it in Pennsylvania...
i -'Ninety-five percent will come
_from, underground <storage
" tanks,” Mr, Molleron said.>! - *
.They sald hydrocarbons emit-
'! ‘ted by petroleum can get into the
air from contaminated"sites but
by incinerating it, the company is. '
helping cleanup:# == oot
ydrocarbons® such as
benzene, .methane and .butane’
‘come “from incomplete cumbus-.
“tion of fossil :fuels and are con:
. verted Into photochemlcal smng
by sunlights.- ==
Companif offictals decllned ‘to.
l make avallable a cuTy of an'air::
v pollution permit, saylngthey did+
.not know if they  were permitted -
todo so by the state Department :-
of Environmental Resources to-
which they referred the requests.:=
= They-said the emission stack®:
+will be 34.75 feet high..The pro-? '
-posed: site is at an elevatlon of*'
.1740feet il el Tt
"The company off:clals said the.”:
lnclnerator will - ‘use* " the' best
ravallable “technology® and=DER*i
}‘was impressed with ‘the -

technology. T G e
Fs- They _asked - that " the. ?ubllc“
| keep-an open mind .and‘said the:*

, meeting with county officlals’ wisﬁ
arranged - to ‘lend- guidance-‘inﬁ
reviewing tha aophcatmu R
The.: contaminated - soil’ falls;,
within the residual. waste. classi-m
fication;z-which;zcovers., many.-
types of- waste.varying-in ﬁoten-:,,
tial for damage:to public. ealth ;.
and .the environment accordmg J 5
to DER ey . _-._,-,;’1. ol ._El;@?
“The DER‘,.is“pm osinggnev{w
regulations* for *residualy waste®:
sand while*the?Clean Earth¥apd;
- plication"was for solid-waste, thex
gcompagz'r. ;oltftit;:i:tili]rsaid -it gmaq
repareds-w e new.sregulasy
_ﬁong in mind <3 Feae s 3
. They. saiditheyrknow-of no res:
uirements. mrhost:murﬂcipsllty :
 fees 3P s P R e e TR
- “The Clean Earth;officials-estiiiz
-mated 'the: lncineratnr"wouldm ;
_on line'three tb:sixXnonths after:a’:
ermit<is ‘approved:. "Wuuld{:
ave 10 employees,’~ £ 73 i s
Currently +there*ls"a’ Bo-dayu
comment ‘period--for- the solid.
waste application and 30 days for
the air pollution permit, = =i-n
Gera d Duke, Clearfleid Cuunu
Planning Commission execu- -
uve director, who- set up yester-
day's meet[ng, sald. comments
; need to be specific and DER will .
make the flnal decision. i
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To the editor: . -
There appears to be s
.question-about the"

om2® jclear. We have not yet been able
ngn:;h'gg fto determine whw%;hm

— e gy S

It would be premature for
CBES to.take a position on the
5L of . proposed. PEMSCO/Transcon

the. objective and ntral.cg‘:.'f is

ie ‘.outmcﬁu djl;i.'ﬁdt"'aﬁ—{al'y::“facﬂny‘ “We encouraged our

- fory, tters, Lo 3=
CHES (Cattsens; fufpa. D¢ e‘-;lhn'lhe decislonzonithe Moore membership. to attend the

Eastern Shore] has taken:wi
respect to the treatment of con-
taminated solls in Northampton

County. I'm writing to clarify.ougg. 2

£ Tacllity.” Sincgdts jinception, < briefing on bio-remediation that

took place April 20. CBES has
not had the opportunity to re-
view the PEMSCO/Transcon

CBES has been an advocate for
JBecaningful Comprehensive
and fonadhering to the.n-

oAk PIAL, £
. position. ... f Rt e t'and guidance-provided- by- - proposal that was submltted to

From our perspective, there
sare now two principal issues,~
One relates to a very sensitive =

public policy matter: that of the

county's review znd decislon

process th- ~zittzd the
granting of a z : clearance
for a facllity t¢ =t contami-
nated soil. The zer issue fo-
cuses on nut health and

groundwater concenis relate] to
the testing, transparting, treat-
ing, and residue disposal of the
contaminated soll being trucked
into the Moore facility. -
While Individual members
have expressed deep concern
over the possible lmpacts .to?
public health and groundwater !
from .the importation, -stsrage ,
and treatment i containinated -
<material, the CBES organization=-
-- has-soncentrated an the review?
and decision process:and the
application -of the "county's
adopted pulizies. )
. A’zoning offlce review that
excluded the planning commis-
slon and the public from a
precedent-setting proposal- of .
significant impert to the entire
community is indeed.unfortu- !
-~qate. In our cplalon, the very
limited review of the Moore pro-
‘posal and subsequent decision
was a serious error in judge-
e : Lo
The disregard of the intent
and the direction provided by
the comprehenstve plan regard-
ing the importation of solid
wasles was a contributing factor
to a decision that has aroused
the Ire of many residents. The
county's Comprehensive Plan,
approved by the board of.su-
pervisors 'in’ 1990, addresse ¥’ the:
subject of solid wuu:‘Qanb‘;‘
jective Is worded as [ollows:
"Prevent the disposal of other
than local solld wastes/haz-
ardous materials in North-
ampton County.” A correspond-
ing strategy reads, "Create an %=
ordinance prohlbiting the im-
portation of out-of-state solid’
waste/hazardous materials for
disposal in the county."
In our opinlon, the intent of

e ———

-.or disregard the plan, the public

the county. We assume the pro-
posal will be in the form of an
amendment to the zoning ordli-
nance permitting blo-remedla-
tion facilitles In the Induest=icl

the plan. When .oflicials ignore

trust in county government
erodes.

If the conniy's current posl-
tion on solid, waste/hazardous
materials as stated in the Com-
prehensive; Plan ‘s considered
inappropriate, outdated or
needing modification, thers Is 2
proscribed . procedure for a-
mending the plan. To our knowl-
edge, no such amendment has
been proposed. « .

" In the Northampton Zoning
Ordinance,.under the section ti-
tled . Industrial.General . Zoning
District. there is a lengthy-list of
permissiple uses..:An asphalt or
bituminous ;zixing plant is cne
of the permissible .uses.. Treat-
ing contaminated -soll is not
listed as a permissible use.
However, "accessory -uses.and
suuctios incidental® is a-per-
missible use and was the justifi-
cation for granting zoning clear-
ance’ to the ‘asphalt’ plant to
treat contaminated soll. We
thought this was a questionable
Judgment. As reported in the
Eastern Shore News,” attorney
Bruce Jones characterized the
current use of the Nassawadax
facility as clearly and unequivo-
cally violating the zoning ordl-
nance. We assume the supervi-
sors are seeking legal advice as
to their options, and we, like ev-
eryone else, are walting to see
what action they will take.

Our organization has con-
cluded that a county review and
decision process that permits
the exclusion of the planning
commission ‘frooy having lnput
Into what surely must.be char-
acterized as an .extremely sen-
sitive public policy lssue is
fiawed. We have therefore writ-
ten to the county administrator
and the board of supervisors
suggesting they take prompt
and appropriate action to mod-
ify the process to prevent a re-
currence of the type of limited
review that took place with the
Moere proposal.

To the editor:

Let's do ow. homewors. While
your reporting on the dirt re-
mediation plant has been excel-
lent, your editorial is full of er-
roneous conclusions. 1. The soll
is being disposed of here. 2. Mr.
Moore did not jump through “all
the hoops.” 3. There is a danger
to the Eastern Shore from im-
zorting coutarsinated il

1..The soll s b<ing brought
bere in 20-ton dumyp trucks from
Maryland, New Csrsey, Penn-
sylvania and, psrhaps. other
states. The soli. sflter being
“pivcessed.” 1s being pid w2 the
borrow pit area behind the
asphalt plant off Route 600.
There are 25-[foot walls of dirt
surrounding the perimeter of Mr.
Moore’s property and the flrst
borrow pit has been filled. Thers
is another pit now closer to Route
6800. The material is belng
“proceseed” and disposed of In
the county, disposed of here as
wasle. By Mr. Mnore's own ad-
mission, his piant has been
"down” for several weeks, but ths
trucks ccntinue to roll in. and
the dirt walls in the borrow pit
area conlnue to grow. | lnvite the
editor 1o come see the pit area

2. Your next errcncous slate-
ment is that Mr. Moore “jumped
through all the hoops.” He, in
fact, short-cutted the county
with a'ned from Zoning Admin-
Istrator.John Humphrey. His
perml!t-was granted without
approval of, or knowledge of,
adjacent land owners, the
zoning/planning commisslon, or
the local board of supervisors.
There were no open hearings.
This Is a completely separate
operation from the original

. asphalt plint permit. 1t ts tWegal
as It 1s not a permlitted use
under the zoning ordinances.

ses CBES concern

General Zoning District. This'
means the planning commis-
sion might again have to grap-
ple with a posslble conflict be-
tween the proposed zoning
amendment and the current
guldance in the mmpréhennrv:
plan. ",
| trust these remarks will
provide a perspective on where
we have concentrated our efforts
and the conclusions we have
reached thus far.

Suzanne Wescoat

Presidznt, CBES

Disagrees with editorial

3. There is a polential danger
fcr sur crunty. Our drinking
waler needs to be guarded
against the possibllity of con-
tamination. There are no labs
nor testing facllities in this
county to safeguard agalnst an
accident. One bad load could
spell disaster and we have no
regulations nor enforcement
capabllities In place to safe-
guard people or property.

Here are some questions that
you could research and answe:,

1. If this stuff 1s s0 harmless,
why isn't It “recycled” in the
state wnere {i onginated?

2. Whose dirt was It and who
pald for its treatment?

3. How long does It take to
“process” a 20-ton truckload of
dirt and where is that “pro-
cessed” dirt then stored?

4. Why has Northampton
County been fortunate enough
to become the dirt recycling
plant for all these states?

5. What's the next material
that Mr. Moore will want to re-

cycle?

6. Who regulates and In-
spects this plant In a county
lgnorant of its very existence?

Asking for controls on a
man’s property goes against my
grainA land- owner should be
able to do as he pleases oo his
own land — as'long as 1t dees
not harm his nelghbor's prop-
erty or llfe. As adjacent land-
owners we did not object to the
borrow pit. or the asphalt plant,
but we do feel threatened by
this operation. There are too
many risks and unanswered
queslons.

Barbara Custis
Nassawadax
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R, state TSeparimedf & Wasta
“Hanagemedt added fuelto the
fire’ roaring tve? sl hemediation.
- in Nertbhampten County this week
SHén *If trdered the! Gerdld M.
Mo ¥ Scit i+ asthalt plant,
~in Nassawadtx — wherd tontam-.
Flhated?sdl] 18" tusrentlyl belng) "dscontinue soll remedlation undl
-“"‘...‘::ﬁmﬂj"!:mﬁamd-—'*“c:aac' W{a;mmwmm
‘rand dexist its cperaticn. - d 1 Nearly elght months later, In
-u_.Althougn facility owner Blly' "Kletler dated Aug. 28, DWM
2 i Mecr= was mfcrmed by the DWM C.Dmpllancc and Enlorcement,
mhbbf‘ua-f? 1992 “that thermal Dlr:ctm John Ely llsted lhc
\ treatment. of petroleum-centam-
<frated wclls requires a-permit’
# frooethe department,-Mogre has
<not'applied for-obe. At thdt time '
THie OWH explored tt:c,po';'"‘uty
fmlha.t Moore's. facility might be
L exempt; from #0lid. waste regu-*
‘-.T.a..ion If it were.2lasslfiad as a-
_:-:z.-rdmg operalici. .
Recyclables, or. spcculativn}y
.accumulated material, ar- de-
-.flned.by the DWM. as ‘any’.
~mdterial that is accumulatad;
. beforéd bélng recycled or In

laden solls noncompliant with
Lhc cxemption rcqulmncnts. >
A For these reasons, DWM
Environmental Program Super-.
‘vjsor for Compliance and Ea-!
forcement Gerould .J. McCoy
Ja.dvlacd Moore In February to'

cility 1s not exempt from
' permit requircements: WSy
A t—contamlnalcd solls B.r::
stored on an asphalt 1 vad onthe
ground and arc not ncctaaaﬁry
iricorporuted into a product:
.." —the proposal to mell treated

solls as cover soil for i landilll 1s
!nconaiutcnt wlth ermlt ex-

¢mptbn.a r. I e

clalmed rather than used or
reused directly, - <iv o .

“‘anticipation of potehtial| recyc- ! “In additl.n;” Ely wiote! “this

 Ung. A.solid wasts ls not being
.accumulated speculattvely when
At is recyclable, has a fpasible _
"w-:a:m of recycling avallable and ~
.73.pervan! ¢f the solld waste |
“accumulated 14 D-ci..g emoved |
from the site aonualiy.” T
 According to the DWM, In ]
‘order for \r{ocrts Gdlity to meet ™
*L_c:.c r:rju!;:m'-nts — and be

office has riscrvatio:s about
whether the contaminated sol
ls effectlve us ar .rgrcdicnt In
thc fasphalt] process™ ' - v’

; -Ely orderenl the opcmt;on to
cease’ Immediately” and all
wastes dlsposed on sftc to be
tdentifled and removed to an
appropriately permilted facility.

" Moore Is asked lo respond

U from permit 'regulations within 15 days to the DWM’ s
Lhd pctrslcu:: f‘onta;nir.a'cd 1 jorder to quit operation.” }
-odi bc;;:lz accepted py the ~ f-.,. In addition, Mocre was La.emc-d

a nollce of vinlalion on trvo counts
from the State Water Cantrol
Board thls week for fallure to
rsubmit 'a complete Virginla
Pollutant Abatement (VPA] permit
-application, due July 10, and
fallure to contaln discharge
----- and /or threat of discharge of oll o

-.:ac!.l!ry must be:used.as an
+ ingredient within & contdouctsly
: operating-asphalt batch pro-

T cesaing system. -The department
B considmd the *aqutdowzn®. of
= Mocre's a.strb.al "roduc..lcn to

- following reasons why Moore' s

W —the umla arclbucliﬁg;.rc;-'

"state walers becausc plles of

contaminated soll were found
uncovered durlng an unan-
nounced SWCB Inspection on
July 22,
v, .Although Moor'c was advised
by the SWCB In a letter daled
June 8 that a VPA permit was
required for the soll remedlatlon
factlity, the board has not yet
recclved an appllcation from
HI’.)OI'L‘. .. y I “dt

In addltlon, SWCB lnspector
Barbara Brumbaugh conducted
an unannounced Ilnspectlon at
_the asphalt plant on July 22
and found that 35-40 percent of
the more than 50,000 tons of
contaminated solls stored at the
facility were uncovered. Ac-
cording to Brumbaugh's report.’
she Instructed Moore during
two prcvlous inspections to
keep'all contaminated solls
ccm:n:d at all times.

Fla aJ? Upsour moved to
recommend agaln.sk rézohind.
a::.d s2id " feel the txpansrd ™
the Industrial General Distritt
w3uld combéudd tontforersy
and mhebju‘acbastﬁut:atf
Ncrhampm(}txmty’ Vs
Moc"r: 14 acheditled tca'"oc:al
fors thé ‘Northamrptot Touhty
?ckd%:‘.‘mniﬂ, FapRalsqhg;
‘ceasd And Bealst ofderisaued td -
hirt 47 thé cotinty."The appaal’
|3 Aldrsd 1o beTheattd Wedrda®
18ay, 'Sept!'g, 4l 10130 ainHn
~the astvile Tt "t k...a-tz""m_;

u,_

et
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Proposed plant’s
toxic emissions

called dangerous

A controverslal soll-recycling
| plant proposed for Rosedale would
release dangerous levels of Loxic ben-
{ zene Into the alr of the eastern Balti-

more County community, a Johns
| Hopkins Umverslt) sclentist said
'v&stcr‘dav
i Dr. Marc NDononhue, t:hairman of
Hopkin=" themical engineering fac-
ulty, s7id the company seeking to
bulid \ue plani has serfously under-
estimated lhe amount of benzene
that wouil escape !nto tiie alr from
gasoline-contaminated soll the facili-
ty would treat.

Benzene, an Ingredient of gaso-
line. can cause cancer I Inhaled.

The plantawhich could process
up to 188 tons d{ petroleum-talnted
soll pcr‘BI‘:}b\!S planned by Environ-
mental Recycling Associates.

That firma Is a subsidiary of Bryn
Awel CWNNTO“FSO“ pavement
manufacturer that wants to use the
decontarninated dit In Its asphalt.

If the plant were bullt as pro-
posed, Its benzene emissions would
“greatly exceed” federal and state air
pollution limits — by up to 10 times,
sald Dr. Donohue, who was hired to
study the project by a group of resl-
dents who oppose It.

Dr. Donohue’s report was given
this week to the Maryland Depart-
ment of the Environment. which wily
‘decide whether to permit the
Tate officials plan to review the
study, along with othzr objections
ralsed by Rosedale residents, sald
Donald Andrew, chiel of new per-
mits

No decislon has been made, bul
Mr. Andrew net«d tha! his agency
previously concluded that the plant
would not release unsale leveis of

STAFF GRAPHICS

toxic pollutants such as benzene if it
were operated properly.

The 85 millllon plant would clean
up and reuse dirt contaminated by
gasoline, diesel fuel and oll that has
leaked from underground storage
tanks.

: The plant would remove petro-
leum residues from the soll by “cook-
ing” 1t at 500 degrees Fahrenheit,
then burn off the evaporated con-
taminants.

Much petroleum-contaminated
dirt Is now dumped In landfills or
hauled out of state for disposal, but
there are six sofl reclamation plants
operating or proposed In Maryland.

Dr. Donohue sald he was sur-
prised by his findings In the case of
the Rosedale plant berause he be-
lleves that the technology emplayed

"can be quite safe.”

“But precautions need to be tak-
en, and it doesn’t appear that those
precautions are being taken,” Dr. Do-
nohue added.

He said that the company’s pro-
jections of benzene emissions were
incorrectly calculated and based on
“questionable assumptions.”

Dr. Donohue urged the state to
look Intz wnether the plant would
emit dangerous levels of other toxic
pollutants, such as lead. mercury
and arsenic.

Robert Smith, a lawyer for Envl-
ronmental Recycling Associates,
sald yesterday that he had not seen
the new study.

He sald company officials stand
by thelr own studies, which show
the recycling plant would not release
unsale levels of benzene or any other
polluta_nt_«;

“We think what we’ve done Is rca-
sonable.” Mr. Smith saic

“The assumptions we made were
superconservative.”

Most of the dirt stockpiled so far
for treatment by the plant Is contam-
inated with ofl. not gascline, Mr.
Smith noted. so it has very little ben-
zene In It

But Larry Bonkowski, a board
member of Southeast Association for
the Environment, the comunity
group that hired Dr. Donohue. said
the study confirmed Rosedale resi-
dents’ belief that the plant would be
unsafe.

About 600 angry residents, In-
cluding the area’s state leglislators,
turned out last month at a state
hearing to oppose the project.

“This would never go In a ‘better’
nelghborhood, let's face It.” Mr. Ban-
kowskl said,

I S,
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Measure offered to classify
so1l cleaners as incinerators

State Journed 9-9-9

By THE ASSOCIATED PRESS

A bill 10 give local governments
greater control over conuoversial
soil-cleaning plants would bring the
state Division for Air Quality “‘into
the 20th century’ on the issue, an
anomey says. |

Tom FitzGerald, the Frankfort-
based environmental lawyer who
drafted the bill| said officials haven't
been treating the soil plants as in-
cinerators, ‘‘even though they can’t
find any difference. ... They are
incineratng.”’

FizGerald, executive director of
the Kznmcky' Resources Council,
said the bill introduced Friday by
Rep. Herbie Deskins Jr. would cor-
rect that

The bill would classify the so-
called thermal stripping plants, used
to treat petroleum-contaminated soil,
as commercial waste incineralors.
That would allow countdes to ban
them under their solid-waste man-
agement plans.

Such plants have been a special
concern for Deskins, D-Pikeville,
because two soil-cleaning facilities
are proposed for Pike County.

His bill calls for the same public
comment process on the plants as is
now required before landfills and
surface mines are granted permits. It
also would allow a state hearing of-
ficer to suspend a permit wlthoul a
court challenge.

*“This brings the Division for Air

Bill seeks contro! of soil-cleaning plants

Associated Press Ql gzqa- h[ ,
. FRANKFORT — An Eastern
Kentucky lawmaker mntroduced a
bill yesterday to allow stricter local
control of controversial soil-clean-
ing plants.
The bill by Rep. Herbie Deskins
Jr., D-Pikeville, would classify the
thermal stripping plants as com-
mercial waste indnerators. That
would allow counties to ban the
.plants under their solid-waste man-

agement Slanc.

Deskins has been concerned
about such plants because two are
proposed for Pike County.

His bill calls for the same public
comment process on sml-cle.anmg
plants that is required for landfills
and surface mines. The bill would
allow a smte hearing officer to
suspend a permit without a court
challenge.

Quality into the 20th century in the
way the public is involved in the
process,”” FitzGerald said.

The plants proposed for Pike
County would heat the dirt in a ro-
tating drum (o evaporate volatile or-
ganic compounds, such as benzene.
The gases would be filtered to re-
move particulates from the emis-
sions, and the soil could then be
used for fil or other purposes.

State officials have said the pro-
cess appears o be safe and effective,
but a number of Pike County resi-
dents have denounced the state's
handling of the matter as lax.

Currendy, five permit applica-
uons are on file in Kenwmcky for
such plants, and two of them have
been approved. However, none of
the plants is in operaton.

Because the plants are not consid-
ered “‘major sources’’ of toxins, the
state does not require public input in
the permiting process. FitzGerald
+said that was-"‘flat-out unfair.”

/ Petipleum-soaked dirt contains,
some ous elements, but the
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency has delaved declaring the
soii itseif hazardous.

The state Natural Resources and
Environmental Protecton Cabinet is
currently reviewing whether thermal
stripping should be cosidered in-
cineration. The review began Tues-
day after the state suspended permits
granted for one of the Pike County
plants.

The cabinet also is checking
whether Green Earth Technologies
Parmers — a partnership between a
Canadian company and a Pikeville-
based fmm — did not make proper
disclosures on its permit application.
FizGerald lauded the action but said
the legislaton was still necessary.

““The agency's review may not
provide the relief that the pcoplc
need,”’ he said.

Two of the permits on file are for
mobile - soil-treatment units. De-
skins' bill would not cover the mo-
bile plants, however.

The measure would amend a 1990
law that overhauled the state's solid-
wasle statutes,




Permits

of Pike
soil plant
suspended

Associated Press 9[574 >

FRANKFORT, Ky. — The state

suspended the construction and op-
erating permits for a controversial
Pike County soil-treatment plant
yesterday because of possible mis-
ions on the developers’
applications, an official said.

In a letter t0 Green Earth Tech-
nologies Partners, Kentucky Envi-
ronmental Protection Commissioner
Rill Eddins said the state also will
.look into whether the piant shouid
be classified as an incinerator.

‘The state Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet
announced the suspensions during
an administrative hearing on the
permits, .granted by the Division for
Air Quality and the Division of
Waste Management.

" The action follows a prorise offi-
cals made to area residents last
week o re-evaluate the situadon.

Cabinet Secretary Phillip Shep-
herd said the suspension also would
apply to two mobile soil-cleaning
plants that have permits. _

The Green Earth plant, : built
about 10 miles north of Pikeville on
Cowpen Creek, would use a rotating
drum to heat petroleum-tainted
soils. The process would evaporate
off contaminants, such as benzene,
and filter them out of the smoke.

Company officals have said the
plant's emissions would be 99.8 per-
cent pure. But area residents fear
they will be exposed to toxins and
claim the state didn't investigate the

‘proposal well enough before grant- |

ing the permits.

On the applications, International
Technology and Trade was listed as
the maker of the plant's afterburn-
er. But the cabinet’s letter said state
officials have been told the com-
pany did not make the unit.

The application also contains a
diagcam cf a device that is not part
of the Cowpen Creek plant.

Ariel Industries, a Tennessee
company, claims Green Earth used
plans fivm a similar plant it nakes
to get the permit.

The cabinet ordered Green Earth
to submit results from tests done on |
the equipment while it was operated
in Wisconsin. It also asked for a full !
list of the company's owners, offi--
cers, directers and sharshoiders.

Green Earth is a partnership be-
tween Toronto-based Green Earth
Technologies and Pikeville-based
Soil Conversions Assurance Group.
Officials from both companies were
unavailable for comment yesterday.

Residents are also fighting a pro-
posal by Three-Seasons Inc. to build
an identical plant in another part of
Pike County. Each plant would han-
dle about 240,000 tons of soil a
year.

. Three-Seasons' application was
put on hold because of deficiencies.
Air-quality officials have issued per-
mits for statewide use of two mobile
treatment unifs ‘to Williams Envi-
ronmental Services of Stone Moun-
tain, Ga.,, and Statewide Environ-
mental Services Inc, based in
Greensburg, Ky.




BUI |I”ig t)l According to the March 29, R
1990, issue of the Federal Register,

toxic soll
WOrries
residents

By Allen G. Breed
Aaiocialad Press Q.I i1 MY _

PIKEVILLE — The furor start-
ed in December,

Pike County residents were
shocked to learn that Toronto-based
Green Earth Technologies Inc. had
begun building a strange plant on
an old mine site north of Pikeville.
The company proposed to treat
240,000 tons of petroleumn-contami-
nated soil a year using a process
called thermal| stripping.

The shack intensified when peo-
ple lcamed that another company
— Three-Seasons Inc. — planned

an identical plant on the other side :

of Pikeviliz

The outcry led state, officials to
look closer, and they announced
this month there was reason to
believe Green Earth had falsified its
application. The state suspended
permits for the nearly completed
pi.?.i'.i'_

Thermal stripping has beeu
used nationwide for several years,
and the US. Environmental Protec-
Hon Agency considers it effective.
But Kentuckians fear the "Creen
Earth situation proved state gov-
ermnment didn't- know enough about
the process before approving it

“What Kentucky failed to do is
to get adequate information on the
nature of the equipment and its
efficences, il terms of its ability to
burn the compounds,” said Tom
FitzGerald, director of the Frank-
fort-based Kentucky Resources
Coundl, '

The EPA |says there are at least
330,000 ' underground petroleum
storage tank cleanup sites across
the country. Matt Rhody, a spokes-
man for the Kentucky Division for
Waste Management, * said there
were an estimated 3,000 such sites
in the state alone.

The soils contain * cancer-caus-
ing compounds, such as benzene
and toluene. These volatile organic
compounds are classified by the
EPA as hazardous, but the agency
carved out an exception for soil
contaminated by leaking under-
ground storage tanks.

EPA found it necessary to defer
classifying the dirt as hazardous.
The agency determined the soll
could “overwhelm the hazardous
waste permitting program and the
capacity of existing hazardous
waste treatment, storage and dis-
posal faclities.”

“Every filling station would
have to be classified as a hazardous
waste site,” said Gene Coker, an
EPA hydrologist in Atlanta.

Two alternatives are to dump
the dirt in landfills or to spread it
out and allow the compounds to
evaporate. But landfill space is
growing scarce, and the danger of
surface-water contamination is
great, Coker said.

He said thermal stripping —
which produces reusable dirt —is a
cost-effective and “very forthright
enterprise.” .

Dirt is heated In a rotaung
chamber at 450 to 750 degrees
Fahreaueit to “drive off” the hydrc
carbons.

Gases go through an afterburn-
er at 1.200 to 1,800 degrees. They
then are filtered through a “bag
house” or some other scrubbing
device to remove particulates.

Hisham Saaid, acting director of
the Kentucky Division for Air Qual-
ity, said the state has issued per-
mits for two mobile units. Howevzr,

_Kentucky has no sperific regula-

tions governing these units, he said.

Kentucky officals are grappling
with stricter controls i the proc-
ess. Three states that have had
about two years' experience with
the process — Florida, Minnesota
and New York — are sharing that
knowledge with Kentucky.

None of the four states has an

inspection schedule, although all

say they would try to make at least
one visit annually.

All four require initial tests on
emissions, but none requires regu-
lar follow-ups. FitzGerald said Ken-
tucky’s test is useless because the
permits don’t spell out specific lim-
Its.

All four require preburn and
post-burn analyses on the soil, but
Kentucky does not specify the fre-
quency of those tests, FitzGerald
said.

Kentucky is alone among the
four states in not requiring a public
comment period on the granting of
permits forsuch units and is the
only one that doesn't require cov-
ered storage areas for dirt to pre-
vent runoff,

R
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AN ACT relating to air emissions and declaring an

emergency.

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the Commonwealth

of Kentucky:

SECTION 1. A NEW SECTION OF SUBCHAPTER 20 OF KRS
CHAPTER 224 IS CREATED TO READ AS FOLLOWS:

(1) Any air contaminant source that thermally treats
soils that have been contaminated by releases of petroleum
from underground tanks at commercial or induptrisl

wh i a n wi requl
Z W hall

it _accepis only those soils it has_ contaminated or those

min i wh V—0W i idiar An

ogbhile unit for thermal treatment QL petroleum

contaminated soils where the unit processes the éoils at,

or in the immediate proximity, of the site of the goil

contamination and which does not receive soils from other
. T &3 Facilit hall 1 b

; ;

(2) The cabinet shall not issue a permit Eo

new ir ntami T

to this section unless -the fiscal court in which that

source will be located approves, after public notice and a

public hearing, its construction or operation, The

-
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1 cabinet, upon request., shall conduct a public hearing at "
2 the same time the fiscal court conducts its public
3 hearing. The cabinet and fiscal, court public hearings
4 shall be held simultaneously., A fiscal court shall not
5 disapprove operation of a source if it has previously
6 approved its construction, The fiscal court shall consider
7 the social and economic impacts of that source on the
8 affected county, including changes in property values,
9 community perception, and other nsychic costs: costs and
10
11
£ 12
o 13
12
15
16
_ 17
18
15
20
23
22
23 public by prominent advertisement in newspapers of general
24 Circulation in the locality in which the source will be
S 25 located or modified of the application and preliminary
(“’/ 26 determination with respect to the application. The cabinet

D
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Section Z. Whereas permits authorizing the

-
-t

construction or reconstruction of the air contaminant
sources subject to Secticn 1 9of this Act 2re in the
process of being reviewed without an opportunity for the
public to comment, an emergency is declared to exist, and
this Act shall become effective wupon its passage and

approval by the Governor,.
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months ago DBrox was ap-

proached by an “environmental

By MARY BOYLE
Sun Stalf

HUDSON, N.H. — Brox Pav-
ing Materialg Inc. has no plana
to appeal a recent ruling by the

Hupson

state that derlied the asphalt ;l
| company a permit to burn more
jthan 400 tons of contaminated i

goil at its Greeley Street plant,

“We have np plans tc appeal
the ruling, nor do we in.end to
apply for a similar variance
permit in the future,” said
George Hall, division manager
in charge of soil operation.

The Air Resources Division
of the Department of Environ-
. mental Services (DES) 7n Mon-;
“day ruled that Brax rmay not
process 4F.; . wiena oof.

contariinated virgin petroleum
soil that surrounded an under-
ground storage tank in Man-
chester owned by Elbes Associ-
ates.

The soil w's contaminated
by tetrachloioethylene and
trichloroethylene, two chemi-
cals that have been linked tao
cance’, liver\disease and hearts
defec?s in infantas.

DES dehied the permit re- .
quest because Brox was not
able to show that the denial of a
variance permit would produce
serious economic hardship on
the company, according to the
DES ruling, |

Hall yesterday explained the
situation that he said prompted
the longtime Hudson company
to request the varignce permit.

Hall ‘sdid' .about gight

Plaaéeseeét}iL}i&. &l F

consultant” who requestad that
Brox seek a permis to burn the
contaminated material being
stored in Manchester.

Hall declined to identify the
environmental consultant.

Hall said Brox was appre-
hensive about seeking a vari-
ance permit from the state to
burn the contaminated soil be-
cause Brox did not think it
would meet DES air quality
atandards,

But he said the =7 z.pany was
assured by the environmental
consultant that the burning
procedure would not violate
DES regulations and the per-
mit would be granted.

According to the DES ruling,
the pgranting of the permit
would not have violated air
quelity standards. The permit
was not granted zolely because
Brox failed to show tlLe denial
of the permit would have pro-
duced serious econcmic hard-
ship. ,

Hall said Brox has learned
from the incident. The permit
seeling process was timely and
costly =and .the company
“doesn’t'plan to go through that
again,” he said.

The contaminatad soil will
remain in Manchester, Hall
gaid, “We mever take in soil
until it's approved,” be said.

Hall said the people of Hud-
son overreacted to the situa-
tion, referring to & group of
more than 100 residents who
cowded into & Town Coundl
meeting earlier this week to
voice opposition to the permit,
before it was learned the per-
mit was denied by the state.

If the permit was granted, it
would have permitted Brox
only to process one specific pile
of soil, Hall said.




foundations) to residents living along the truck routes. Other possible environmental concerns are
odor, dust and fire danger.

Presently, the majority of toxins being released in the Metropolitan area are located on the
North Portland Peninsula and across the river in Linnton (see Northwest Environmental Advocates’
"Toxic Waters" map, available at Powell’s Bookstore for $3.00). DEQ spokesperson, Carolyn Young,
stated in the June 24, 1992, issue of The Oregonian that the removal of toxic waste is expensive and
far above DEQ’s budget. Sonas’ toxic pollution would be one more source of contamination for
North Portland to contend with.

WILL THE SONAS PLANT INCREASE
N. PORTLAND’S ECONOMIC GROWTH?

No. Sonas would employ only 5 to 7 people for its plant operation. -Toxic industries
discourage clean businesses from relocating to North Portland and bringing better jobs.

WHAT CAN YOU DO TO STOP SONAS?

Write to: John Houser
Metro Council Analyst
2000 SW 1st
Portland, OR 97201-5398

Ask him to revoke Sonas’ iMetro franchise pei.nit.
Also, please write to:
Vera Katz
2068 NW Johnson St.
Portland, OR 57209
Express your opposition to the siting of the Sonas plant.
Your opposition can also be heard or read by thousands of people simply by calling KKEY

Talk Radio, 1150 AM at 222-1150, or by writing To The Editor in The Oregonian and St. Johns
Review.

For more information regarding the proposed installation of the Sonas plant, please call:

CITIZENS’ REVIEW COMMITTEE

Christy Ingraham, Coordinator, 286-9592
Betsy Valle, Coordinator, 286-9891
Regina Vieira, Coordinator, 289-3548

Stand up for your right to clean air, water and land. Call the Citizens Review Committee
today to receive informative literature on the health and environmental hazards of toxic incinerators
and other hazardous industry practices.




To the editor:

A thousand Peninsula residents have signed a
petition attemnpting to prevent Sonas Soil Reco-
very from setting up an incineration plant for
contaminated soil less than a mile from the edge
of town.

Citizens in Pennsylvania have been successful
in blocking this company from locating there, as

I hope we shall be here. Sonas’s only operating |

plant is in Florida, where citizens have com-
plained about noise and odor.

Heavy metals such as lead, mercury, cad- .
~.am, etc. occur naturally in-any zoil and
become airborne when burned. Some would be
filtered but not all. Centralized thermal treat-
ment would fnean accumulation of much of
these metals in our neighborhood. For example,
a tin can in the ground poses no threat, but burn
it and the sub-micra particles may lodge in your
lungs. _ nn

Products of incomplete combustion, known as
PICS, are formed during combustion. To try to
idertify these with curren! iechnology is a bit
like hanging wallpaper with a sledge hammer.

The permit from DEQ allows Sonas to emit
17.3 tons oi particulates annually, including 32.7
tons of sulphur oxides, 51.9 tons of nitrogen
oxides, 3,020 pounds of benzene, and much
more. The permit doesn’t even mention lead,
which is sure to be a factor.

Sonas claims the contaminated soil is not
hazardous. Common sense tells you that it is.
Otherwise, why bother to clean it? Read the
warning label on the back of an oil can in the
supermarket. The State of California says, “Che-
micals known to cause cancer, birth defects or
other reproductive harm are found in and

around gasoline stations.”

In addition to cleaning soil from around
leaking underground storage tanks (known as
LUSTs), Sonas plans to clean soil from above-
ground spills, bringing it in by train, barge and
truck.

Clean-up experts now say it is much better to
treat spills ““in situ,” or on-site. Think of all the
energy it takes to dig, load, transport, unload,
etc. Also, on-site inspections are more accurate
for PCBs, radioactivity and other toxins.

Landfilling is not the only other option to
burning. There are many emerging systems
using bio-technologies, deep well absorption,
etc. If a neighbor wulked their dog on your front
lawn every morning, and said, “But he has to go
somewhere,”” it would not be your responsibility
to find another place. Likewise, we do not want
an incinerator in our back yard.

Perhaps some people think it will bring jobs.
The Poriland Development Commission offered
Sonas a $100,000 tax break over three years. For
th's Sonias need only hire 40 percent of its seven
warkers from the economic development zone
— wi-icl: does not even include St. Johns.

Schnitzer Steel, who is selling the land, was at
a meeting last May where land was taken from
other places to put their property into the zone.

A group of citizens will be presenting reasons
not to locate an incineration plant in St. Johns to
METRO, 2000 S.W. 1st, on Jan. 5, at 5:30 pam.

Also, Flying Focus will have a video show
about Sonas on cable TV Friday, Dec. 11 at 930

p-m. on channel 11.
Betsy Valle
North Baltimore Street




Soil Recycle Plan's

Environment Impact

Conrliwd Stimdag

Sought by C'ville

By JON BLACKWELL
Student Intern

A [facllity planned by Enviro-
sound Recovery Inc. to recycle
petroleum-contaminated soil
should be examined by a state
agency (o determine its en-
vironmental impact, the town of
| Cortlandville Planning Board
| decided last night.

Board members, meeting at the

l Town Hall, voted unanimously to
‘ request that the Syracuse office of
| the state Department of En-
| vironmental Conservation make an
| environmental assessment of a $3.5
‘ million to $4 million thermal pro-
| cessing unit which ERI[ wanls Lo
build for its recvcling plant In
Polkville.

The board made its decision after
a public hearing in which several
Cortlandville residents endorsed
the guai ¢f recyclii:Z but expressed
concerns about the safe operation
of the proposed plant.

The Cortlandvilte Town Board is
scheduled to hold a public hearing
on the issue tonight at 7:30 p.m. at
the Town Hall.

ERI, a company formed last
August by 3uit-Kote Corp., & Lui-
ings Crossing-based highway pav-
ing company, needs an aquifer pro-
tection permit from the town board
before it can bulld the processing
farility, the first of its kind In cer-
tral New York. A favorable en-
vironmental assessment Is
necessary before the permit is ap-
proved.

Bruce Weber, the town's zoning
enforcement officer, said lonight's
public hearing will consider the
planning board's request that the
DEC in Syracuse become the agen-
cy which makes an environmental
assessment.

Al last night's public hearing,
Charles Seymour, vice president of
Suit-Kote's new soil recovery firm,
said ERI's proposed plant would
benefit, not harm, the local en-
vironment.

‘‘We are taking soil damaged by
petroleum products and restoring it
instead of sending it off to land-
fills," he sald.

Seymour explained that the ther-
mal process of remediating soil will
occur “‘in a facility much like an
asphalt plant."” In this facility, he

explained, soil would be heated to’

more than 500 degrees Fahrenheit
o remove contaminants. The con-
taminants would be destroyed in an
after-burner

“The result is soil with a 99.99
percenl purily rale," he said.

Seymour said that all malerials
entering the plant would undergo
an analytic Lest by a DEC-certified
laboratory. He emphasized that no
substances containing heavy
metals or hazardous or toxic waste
will be recycled.

Seymour said the DEC has
already licensed the ERI plant,
which would be built on a 10-acre
plot along Route 11 just south of the
Suburban Skyliner Diner.

In order to get the DEC permit,
no soll whose weight contains more
than 1 percent contaminant can be
brought into the plant, Seymour
said.

ERI has already constructed a
facility for the conversion of soll in-
to paving materiais oi: s Polkvllle
site. The facility was approved by
the town board last year. Seymour
sald it processed 500 tons of soil into
cold roix ussphali last vear before
the GEC rescinded the Beneficial
Use Determinations (BUD) of all
facillties in New York engaged in
such conversions.

Once the state reinstates Enviro-
sound’s BUD, Seymour says, the
facility will begin recycling 4,000
tens of soll this spring.

About six  concerned area
residents asked guestions about the
ERI project, focusing on whether
contaminated soll might escape the
plan! and be a hazara Seymour
gave assurances that “‘we won't
emit anything Into the at-
mosphere.”’

Seymour also he had "‘no inten-
tion'' of running the plant’s thermal
processing device on a full-time

asis. He sai at the unit would be
mobile and would be moved away
trom Cortlandville often in order to
reclainr soll at other sites In the
northeastern United States. i

One questioner noted that while
ERI was conducting tests of its soil
treatment process last November
In Binghamton, a malfunction oc-
curred and dust clouds formed.

““We are very embarrassed with
that day, even though the DEC peo-
ple sort of shrugged at it,”’ Seymour
conceded.

John Buck, who owns an en-
vironmental laboratory firm that
has cooperated with ERI in testing
the soll recycling process, also
voiced concerns aboul safety at the
new plant.

“*‘Have you really scrutinized it?"
Buck asked planning board
members.

“I'm generally in favor it, and it
certainly can’t be bad for Cortland-
ville 1f It's done properly.”

e —
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Editorial

From tha Fila of CCHW

Better Safe Than Sorry

By optlng to name the Syracuse
olfice of the stale Department of
Environmental Conservatlan
(DEC) as the lead agency lo do an
environmental assessment of |a
proposed petroleum-contaminated
sol recycling facllity at a Polkville
site, members of the Cortlandville
Planning Board have taken an Im-
portant step toward [inding out as
much as possible about the
proposed operatlon before declding
whether or not the required perm!{s
should be granted.

On the surface, the soil recycling
project sounds environmentally ap-
pealing. Instead of simply dlspos-
Ing of such soil in landfUls, the con-
tamlnants would be removed from
the soll through exposure to [ntense
heat. The contaminants would then
be destroyed through a process
described as belng similar o Incla-
eration. The only resldue from the
recycling operation would be soll
that Is virtually [(ree of con-
taminants. The operation would be
run by Envirosound Recovery, [a-
¢, a (lrm founded by Suit-Kote
Corp. last summer,

Not surprisingly, the olly-sall
recycling operation has raised
some questlons and concerns In the
mlnds of area residents, Would ILn-
cineration of the contaminanis
resull n harm({ul emissions? Could
contaminants {rom soll brought lo
the Polkvlle plant be environmen-
tally harmful to the area Im-
medlalely surrounding the facllity?
What safeguards would exist lo
prevent soil contaminated wilh
heavy metals or other hazardous or
toxlc materials {rom comling Inlo
the plant? Ilow great would he Lhe
threat of groundwaler conlaminp-
tlon at the Envirosound site?

Fortunately, offlcials [n the
Town of Cortlandville recognize
Lhat these are legillmate questlons
that nced to be answered — and
that's why they named the Syra-
cuse offlce of the DEC as the
agency to do an environmental as-
sessment of the proposed operation
and the thermal processiig unit
that would be used.

An Envirosound offlclal ad-
dressed numerous questlons relat-
Ing to the soll recycling operation
and Its environmental lmgact last
week durlng meetlngs of both the
Cortlandville Planning Board and
Town Board. Charles Seymour,
vice presldent of Envirosound, as-
sured town officlals and area resi-
dents attending the meetlngs that
the plant would be operated salely
and that no harmful emisslons
would result [rom the soll recycling
operation. Still, an environmental
assessment by the DEC — as well
as a formal environmental Impact
statement — are wise precautlon-
ary steps that will  help
Cortlandville offlclals make an In-
formed decision about whether or
nol the required aquifer protectlon
permit should be Issued for this
particular operation.

Since Enviresound ls proposing
to bulld whal Is reportedly the first
petroleun-contaminated soll recy-
cling facllity of its kind In Central
New York, Town of Cortlandville
officlals are wise to proceed slnwiz
and carefully by requesting that an
environmental assessment Jf the
proposed operation be conducted
by the DEC. Clearly, It Is belter to
be sale than sorry when [t comes to
protecting and preserving the
quallty of our environment.

"
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Questions Are Posed

To the Editor:

In an effort to get more Informa-
tlon about Lthe proposed soil
burner/locinerator (proposed by
ERl — Envirysound, a Sult-Cote
subsidlar, ) [ -ave sent lhe [ollow-
lng qu: stlons tc Bob Torba, head ol
regultory allaurs at the DEC, and
to the Cortland County Planning
Depariment:

The Polkville facllity is located in
a floor! plain, very oear the aquifer.
What special regulations exist for
handling toxic waste on a flood
plain, near an agulfer?

WLl the wvolatillzed gasses be
distllled and disposed of as hazar-
dous waste, or will they be In-
cineratad, fiitered and partly allow-
ed to escape ou! the stack?

There are other methods that can
be used to remediate the sites that
already exist in Cortland County,
such as In place "‘vacumn extrac-
tlon' or rental of a mobile unit for a
very brief time. Have these alter-
natives been theroughly explored?

How many tons of steam will be
emitted [rom L'e proposed facility
per 2¢ hours of operatlon, per week
and per month? What will be the ef-
{ects of the steam (carTylng some
degree of the Initlal contamination)
being released Into a low-lying
river valley? Does the area already
suffer temperature [nversions?

Is the faciliiy likely to need to
bulld settling ~onds and leachate
collection devices on the [lood
plain, near the aquller?

Wil filters, scrubbers and
leachate be considered hazardous
waste, needing to be dumped In a
hazardous waste [acility? How
much waste, needlng disposal, will
be produced?

What will he released Into the
Tloughnioga River?

‘Wha: provisions will be made for

unannaunced, independent
maonioring of stack emlissions, alr-

born particulates and other pollu-
tion, (and enforcement) on a 24
hour basis?

Whal !s to prevent the [acllity
from seeking further walvers (n
order to process morce highly hazar-
dous materials In the future?

In the event of accidental en-
vironmental degradation or con-
tamination of the aquifer, will the
company's llablity be limited
because [t |s a subsidlary?

What would be the noise level, In
declbels, at the perimeter of the
facility and at neighboring proper-
ties?

From what geographical area
does the company propose to im-
port the toxically contaminated
solls?

Has the company sought to site
simllar facilties ln other towns?
What has been the result?

Where is the nearest facility llke
the proposed facility?

Does the company plan lo
operate the mobile unit at Its

. Homer property?

What are the criteria for decidlng
If the unit will be mobile or If It will
operate in Polkville?

Have nelghboring buslnesses and
property owners and county
residents been adequately Inform-
ed concerning the risks of the pro-
posed facility?

How much stress will the propos-
ed (acility place upon exlsting coun-
Ly facillties {such as sewer) and at
what cost?

Wil the storage of Imported con-
taminated solls occur at other sites
In Cortland County?

Will a full Environmental lmpact
Study, Including publle hearings,
be undertaken?

Al whal point In the process can
the community impose stipulations
upon the proposed facility?

Thank you.

Pam Witllin
Homer, N.Y
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Weathersiield restricts
soil plants

Tribune Chronicle

By KAREN VIOLETTE

Tribuna Chronicle

WEATHERSFIELD — Another
community has banned a move lo
bulld soll remed!ation plants
within Its boundartes.

The township trustees Tuesday
adopted a recommendatlon by the
Zoning Commission Lo allow only
mobile soll recycling plants In the
township.

Members of the Zoning
Commission voled against the
plant and similar operatlons
earller this month.

Niles Remediation Inc. wanted
to construct a plant that burns oll

and gasoline from conltam’.:atc?
soll In Nlles Commerce Park. The
company’s previous plan o bulld
In Niles was blocked ny Clly
Councll there. And the company
has threatend to lake the clty to
court.

“We effectlvely accomplished
whal we set out lo do The
Interests of the people have been
served,” Trustee Joacph Takacs
sald this morning.

Takacs sald he researched 1010
15 other states’ laws and found
none that permitled permanent
soll remediation plants.

“With this method there will be

N9 massing of emissions at uny
one point In the township,”
Takacs said. .
Much of the emissions from
these plants Is lead, he sald.
Takacs sald no one at the
meeling spoke In ‘avor of the

plants, although GCirard altorney
Gary Gllmartin, who has acted as
a spokesman for Nliles
Remedlatlon Inc., did attend.
Cllmartin could not be reached
for comment this moming. It Is
unclear whether he or the

company will pursue any leg
action against Weathers[leld.

Gllmartin did speak out at
public hearing last month, callin
some of the proposed regulation
“"unconstitutional.”

With a valld EPA permit, th
company, once known a
Environs, originally planped |
bulld In the Niles partion of th
industrial park. When that mov.
was blocked, the company alterex
its plans by moving less than 20
feet away Into the lownshlj
portion of the park.

Staff writer Christophe:
Bobby contributed to this story

been served."”

_l_-;_\

VLA
We sffectively accomplished what we sst
outto do. The interests of the people have

Trustee Joseph Takacs
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OCALA, Fla. (AP) — A cat-litter plant whose
emissions spatked [ears of foal-deforming fallout
in this thoroughbred horse country says it will
switch its industrial kiln to bum clead natural gas
instead of dinty ail. 5

The company, Mid-Florida Mining Industrics
Inc., also says it will drop plans ta get/into the side
business of cleaning petroleum-contaminated soils
in the kiln, where clay is baked dry 19 form cat lit-
ter.

Roth steps are an effort to settle al dispute with
local enviroamentalists and area jthoroughbred
breeders who believe emissions from the plant
might be to blame for a rash of miscarmiages and
deformed foals in the high-dollar horse indusiry.

The agrecment between MFM and We the Peo-
ple for a Safe Environment, a citizea-action group
fuunded by a horse breeder, also calls for the com-
pany to pay f[or the aonual spot lesting of fucls,

clays, adjacent surfi.ces and gro.ndwaters and to be
an active mecmber if & company -cammunity com-
miltee to address le-:al coacerus.

In exchange, 'We the Pcople [agreed to the
suspension of a stute administratiye hearing that
was scheduled afi:c the group isKed lhe state lo
order the compaany to stop bumis g used motor oil
as fuel.

““The whole crux of this has begn MFM's con-
version to natural gas,'' said David Titus, a MFM
spokesman. ‘We Lave already tdiken sieps with
West Florida Matural (Gas toward that direction

"“Once we have hooked up to e pipeline, lhea
We The People will netition that vje admunistralive
hearing be voluntarily disnussed.”

Dr. Camelius '"Sonny'' Linki president and
founder of the cilizen's group, jsaid he felt the
agreement would go a long way toward preserving

Soil-burning plants blamed
for problems

the health of northem Marion County farm and’

cslale »7ca.

Ocala is the Lub for breeding, which is the
sta.z's third-most-profitable industry behind citrus
and tourism.

Toe conttoversy between breeders and the com-
pany started last fall, soon after MFM applied for 3
stat: permit to build an afterbumer that would let
the company incinerale conlaminated soils coo-
taining creosot:, coal tar and hydrocarbons.

'"Whea Link fcund out that MFM wanted to bum
con'amioaled :roil, he envisioned harmful emis-
sions spewing into the air and floating oolo
pastures, where . would be calen by horses.

A receat Ugir zrsity of Florda study, doae at the
request of the F'orida Thoroughbred Breeders As-
sociation, showed soil samples swrrounding the
plant dido’l contain toxic levels of lead or cad-
mium.

An average lead cooceatration of 10.2 parts per
million, well below the indusiry safety benchmark
of 30 ppro, were found in soil samples taken within
one mile of the plant.

Ile and feared cven small amounts of contami-
nants could be barmful to the thoroughbreds,

""We're breeding what I like to call Olympic
athletes,"” said Link He reported several miscar-
riages at his Flamingo Farm last year,

Other breeders reported deformed or short-lived
foals. A occropsy on one that lived less than 24
hours revealed sn abnormally high level of lead in
its liver

Florida ranks behind only Kentucky and
California in foal produclion. Mare than 21,000
people in Marion County are employed in a busi-
ness that breeders estimate contributes $S1 billion
annually to the state's economy.

LR B
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Residents claim state got
invalid data for permit

B Many people say they no
longer trust the ‘protection’
part of the Ohio Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

LOWELI.VILLE — One by one
they came before the micruphone
— a final opportunity to vent their
frustration and anger at the gov-
ernment agency they have been
fighting since May over a contro-
versial soil-burning plant here.

Donald Schregardus, director of
the Ohio Environmental Protection
- Agency, is expected to decide be-
fore year's end whether Gennaro
Pavers Inc. of Warren will be
grznted 2 {inal permit to operatza its
facility, according to Grant Wilkin-
son, & legal affairs deputy for the
director.

About 40 residents of Lowellville,
Poland Townsi:ip and Struthers
gathered Wednesday night in Low-
ellville High School gym to state
their views for the record during
an Ohio EPA public hearing.

Decislon: Schregardus will con-
sider a court reporter's transcript
of comments and questions along
with OEPA officials’ responses and
other information before making a
final decision, Wilkinson said.

The agency granted a 90-day con-
ditional operating permit to Genna-
ro Sept. 18 after the plant passed
emissions tests “with flying col-
ors," according to the agency. Resi-
dents continue to question the ac-
curacy of the tests, which
measured the amount of lead and
other substances released when the
plant burns gasoline and other fu-
els out of contaminated soil.

Faulty tests? John A. Saulitis,
the Mahoning Valley Director of
Ohio Citizen Action, examined the

tests and said they were “invalid.”
He questioned the test conditions
and OEPA test reports, which state
a piece of machinery failed during
a test. The report:-concludes that
portion of the test was “probably
invalid"” as 2 result

“It would seem that knowingly
using invalid data to reach a con-
clusion ... would establish a new
standard of irrespcnsibility on the
part of the Ohio EPA,” he said.

Rebuttal: Plant owner David
Gennaro rebutted Saulitis’ charges,
saying the plant has been proven
safe “beyond any doubt.” Gennaro
said the test was redone later.

Szuylitis and other residents
asked the Ohio EPA to conduct
another series of emissions tests
and !n allow residents to complete
their owr. tests.

County Inspections: Richard
D. Setty, chief of the Mahoning
County Board of Health's Solid
Waste Program, made another plea
to the OEPA to allow county in-
spectors to conduct periodic in-
spections and tests at the facility.

Setty argued that the county can
keep tabs on the plant better than
the agency can.

Meanwhile, residents are ques-
tioning the agency's motives, say-
ing it has been ""bought out" by big
business and that it “does not pro-
tect residents’ interests.”

U.S. EPA: Saulitis called for
U.S. EPA officials to intervene be-
cause he said he no longer trusts
officials at the Ohio EPA's district
office in Twinsburg.

Ohio EPA will accept written
comment until Nov. 18.
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BY KIM BATES

BLADE STAFF WRITER

[f a plant that removes petrolgum
from soil was coming to your neigh-
borhoed, would you want to know?

Citizens living near 957 Front St,,
the proposed site for a soil-cleaning
facility, say they had no idea that a
permit to install had been issued.
They claim the notification process
— by Taledo's division of polldtion
control and the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency — is inadequale.

Council members who are on Lhe
city's enviconment, utilities, and law
committee said last night |they
agree.

They met with interested citizens
and city officials to discuss theg pro-
posed location and ways tn improve
the nutification process.

“This thing has been in the mak-
ing for some lime [ guess/ and
they've been keeping it a pretty
damn good secret,” said Lou Tome-
zak of East Toledo, who found out
about the permit just before the

public comment period ran put.

Thermal Earth Sciences of Day-
ton has a draft permit to install a
facility that would use heat|to re-
move petroleum products such as
gasoline and oil from contaminated
soil.

The company has a staff recom-
mendation from OEPA and a permit
from the city's division of pollution
control to install the plant.

It would be allowed to emijt up to
47 tons of dust and dirt and 35 tons
of organic compounds into the air
every year. But the firm said the
emissions would be much lpwer.’

The proposed site is near Waite
High School, a park, Toledd's port,
and blocks of homes. There are
more than 3,100 children in the high
school and several other neqrby ele-
mentary schools.

Council member Mike Ferner, the
vice chairman of the committee,
said the group is working with poliu-
tion control to develop a better
notification process.

Soil-cleaning facility planned for Front Street

esidents say they weren’t
old of plant

6 This thing has been ir. the making for
some t:me I guess, and they've been keeping
it a pretty damn good secret.

Lou Tomczak
B East “oleda resident

But he is ursure that the city can
change the situation with Thermal
Earth Sciences. The proposed site is
in an industrial area, which is what
made it attractive to Bob Aber-
nathy, Thermal Earth Sciences own-
er,

The usual procedure for a cor:.pa-
ny to acquire a permit to build is as
follows:

> OEPA receives a permit appli-
cation.

» Public notice runs in a iocal

newspaper.

» An information meeting is held
If requested.

? There's an application check
ans technical review.

» There are 10 days of public
commment

» A public hearing is held if re-
quested

» Comments are reviewed.

» OEPA gives a final recommen-
daticn and OEPA director rules.

» The company has a right to

appeal the director's decision.

Companies may choose their own
sites, as long as they comply wilh
city zoning laws and environmental
regulations.

The citizens who did find out
about the permit during a 30-day
comment period wrote 1lth-hour
letters to OEPA on the last possible
day, halting the company's actions
for now.

OEPA will hold a public hearing
within two months.

Citizens on the east side say
they're concerned about their busi-
nesses and their health and that of
their children,

The plant would become the sec-
ond soil-recycling facility in Toledo.
The [irst also is on the east side,

Residents also say the plant
would add to the air pollution lin-
gering in East Toledo and moving
through all of Toleda

"“When there's something that's
tough to swallow, difficult to breath,
put it in East Toledo,” M¢. Tomezak
said. "That's a damn shame.”




Developer sues over tainted site

Gasoline fouls
Warren property

By JON BARNES

Tribune Chronicle

WARREN — When developer
Stephen Lippy decided to go
ahead with a small retall center
for the northwest corner of East
Market Street and North Road, he
thought the site was
environmentally clean.

That changed as soon as
workers began removing the old
underground storage tanks from
the property, where a gas statlon
once stood.

“"We began tank removal In
February, and whenever we pul
our shavel into the ground, a gas
odor would appear,” Lippy sald.
"“The ground was just completely
saturated with gas.”

As a result, Lippy and North
Mar Cenler V, the partnership
that bought the land last year,
could face hundreds of thousands
of dollars In clean-up costs. The
development, which was to have
included small shops catering to
the large number of offlice
workers In the area, Is on hold.

Unsightly holes now pock-mark
the property, shadowed by huge
storage lanks contalntng
contaminated water remove
from the ground.

Lippy sald workers have
removed four tanks, and one or
two remain underground. AN
environmental assessment done
In 1989 by Unlversal Asbestos
Management Inc. of Youngstown
reported that there were only
three tanks on the site, he said.

Universal Asbestos [s one of
eight defendants named In a sull
Lippy has filed In U.5. District
Court In Cleveland. The sull
charges (he former property
owners with fraud and clalms
negligence on the part of
Unlversal Asbestos and Soclety
Natlonal Bank, which [inanced
the purchase of the property laat
year and recommended that
Universal Asbestos do the
environmental testing.

In addition to the Youngstown
company and the bank, the sult

names as defendants Paul,
Phyllis and Richard Maren and
Judith Elgenfeld, who owned the
property from 1982 to 1990 and
sold It to North Mar: Mandel
Enterprises, which leased the
property and operated an
equipment rzntal business there
from 1983 15 1990:; :nd Mobll Ofl
Corp., whi:h owned ond operated
a gas statlon at the site [rom 1964
to 1578
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Sydney Mandel, of Mandel
IZnterprises. and Richard Maron
ld not return nessapes left at
halr aflflleee At rravs far Sactetv
ar.d Unlversal Asbestos refused ta
comment an the allegations.

The sult seeks at least
8600.000 in compensatory and
punitive damages. In additlon to

‘past and future costs for cleaning
up the site.

According to the sult, Soclety
required the property to be glven a
clean environmental bill of health
before the bank would flnance

-North Mar's purchase. The bank

recommended Univeéersal
Asbestos to do the lesting, even
though the company had little
experience with such work, sald
Lippy and his attorney, Steven
Bell.

Meil said that Richard Maron,
or.:of the former owners, told the
¢ mpany where 5 take soll

samples during the testing.

The - company’s report
concluded no environmental
problems or regulatory violations
exlsted at the site, the sult sald.

But Triad Consultants Inc..
which removed the tanks, found
“multiple holes and deep
corroslon pitting,"” and laboratory
lests on the soll revealed
hazardous substances Including
chromium, arsenic and lead. the
sult sald,

Lippy sald he Is still awalting
word from environmental
consultants on what It will take to
clean up the half-acre site.

"We took away 1.300 yards of
dirt anddidn't scratch the surface

In terms of cleaning the site,” he
sald.
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More Dirty
Dirt Burners

Contaminated soil| bumers provide a |
striking example of the potental effects
state agency budget cuts and impending |
changes in SB 359 will have on the public.
Al least 13 contaminated soil burners, also
known as soil remediaton/recycling fa-
cilides, have been proposed or permitted
in Ohio (September QER).

These 13 facilities will thermally treat
(that is, burn) over one million tons of pe-
troleumn contaminated soils a year. There
may be as many as 6 more facilities under |
discussion. QEC has|learned that there is
no data on how much contaminated soil
there is in Ohia. We suspect Ohioans may
be facing annther out-of-state waste prob-
lem with all these faciliues. .

Because petroieum contaminated soils |
could conwin hazardous wastes such as |
benzene, toiuene, lead, ethylene dichlo-
ride, u-ichlorocr.hyleni:. and heavy metals,
the OEC believes these facilities should be
regulated 1 the same level of smingency
as hazardous waste incinerators. Other
states do, but not Ohio.

viost scii burmer proposais are for
“‘portable’” units. Once a porable unit
receives an air permit. it czn locate almost
anywhere in Ohio on 30 da = nouce to the
EPA and without public input. This amounts
to a *‘cat and mouse chase'" as the under-

staffed EPA chases these facilies all across |
Ohio. The facility could show up next |

door 10 anyone at any ume.

Even more disturbing are significant
discrepancies in the permits for different
burners. In fact, after reviewing eight
different permits from three different dis-
trict offices, it was hard o tell that they
were for the same type of facility. This is
what we found:

While hazardous waste incinerators are
required Lo destroy wastes at 99,99% effi-

ciency, maost soil bumers require 99%, |

However, one proposal, in Hebron, only |
requires 97,5% efficiency. This means |
that for every 1 pound of emissions froma !
hazardous waste facility, sou burners will |

emit 100 pounds and the Hebron facility
will emit 250 pounds!

One facility was allowed tw emit 2800
pounds of year a lead while another could

emitas little as 80 pounds; others don'teven
menuon lead. Two permits regulate emis-
sions of carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide,
and nirous oxides; the other do not. Allow-
able particulate emissions range from 13.3

to 50.4 million tons per year while allow- |

able emissions of voladle organic com-

pounds range from 15 to 40 tons per year.

Meanwhile, U.S. EPA has evaluated 7 |

different non-thermal remediation technolo-

gies. The only significant emissions from |

bio-remediation or vacuum exwracton are a
few tons of organic compounds, No lead,
no particulates, and no burning.

Pzyond the permit terms ther.cives, there
1s a major question regarding EPA's ability |
to enforce them. Ohio EPA announced in |
September that § members ~{ the air poiln-
ton controi program will be laid-off unless
their fee bill, SB 359, is passed--and then
agreed 10 an industry amendment in that
bill to increase industmy's hold over air
permitiing procedures while limiting the
public's role. See more derails on page 3

Who benefits? Not Ohio's neighbor- |
hoods--just the companies wanting to make
a fast buck. Again, many of their custom-
crs will be from out-of-state.



All About/Gasoline Cleé_r'l-ups

When Water Isn't the Only
ng Coming Out of the Well

Thi

By JOHN HOLUSHA

CLARKSBURG, N.J.

HE Amoco gasoline station here has an

I environmental problem not unlike those

of other stations around the country.

Over the years, thousands of gallons of gaso-

line have seeped undetected from the sta-

tion's underground slorage lanks into the

sandy soil here, in the central part of the
state.

Cleaning up the soil and ground water at
stations like Amoca's has become big busi-
ness far a handful of publicly traded engi-
neering and construction companies that spe-
cialize in ground water cleanup. At Clarks-
burg, the cleanup operation belongs to Han-
dex Environmental Recovery Inc. of Mor-
ganville, N.J. With stricter new regulations in
place, Handex's sales swelled to almost $50
million last year from $19.5 million in 1988,
while net income mor< th2n doubled to $5.8
miliion. The company's shares, first stic 10
the public in 1989, trade over the counier =
about $31 a share,

The company is not the biggest in the
business among the public cornnanies. That
sianding goes to Grounc Water Technology
Inc., the industry leader with $124 million in
sales and Geraghty & Miller, with $110 mil-
hion 1n sales. But unlike some of the other
companies in the industry, which act as engi-
neering consultants, Handex actually moves
the dirt. t

The industry owes its rapid growth largely
to new environmental regulations. Michael
A.lundy, an analysi with Hambrecht & Quist
inc., an irvestmen: hrm 1ir New Tork, esu-
mates that $750 million is being spent annual-
ly o clean up underground storage tanks,
with some states jusl beginning vigorous
gnicroement, Much of the ie mrovided
by the major oil compantes trying ‘o limit
their legal hability and 2 coraply with state
environmental regulations.

"Enlorcement drives the markel,”™ said

. Curtis Lee Smith Jr., Handex's chairman.
“In New Jersey you have very strong rules

——ae
mongy

and very strong enforcement.'” Nol surpris- |

ingly, New Jersey is the company's bigges!
market, with more than 100 remediation op-
erations underway.

Big-Ticket Items

An Industry Grows
- On Regulatory Zeal

Underground chemical storage tanks that
leak are a major environmental problem.
There are approximately 1.4 million large-
volume motor fuel and chemical tanks in the

ground and, according to the Environmental
Protection Agency in Washingion, as many
as 25 percent of them are jeaking

The escaping malerial represents & dan-
ger to the ground water that supphes 25
percent of the water used across the country
for domestic, agricultural and industrial pur-
poses. Fumes carried by underground water ,
can accumulate in nearby basements, risk-
ing an explosion or fire,

At the Clarksburg station site, for example,
gasoline from the tanks met the first laver of
water, al about 12 feel below ground. The

. .gasoline floated on top and began to spread

out horizontally as the ground water moved.

Eventually the underground plume of hy-
drocarbons reached nearby wells used by
residents of the area for drinking waler and a
cleanup was ordered by stale environmental
regulators. The station (which was once op-
erated by Exxon) is now ringed by 18 wells. *
from which water is pumped out and treated.
ssonitoring wells nearby check the nrogres:
of the cleanup and the gradual snrnking of
the plume of polluton.

As compounds have been added to gaso-
line, the cost and length of time for cleanups
has grown, Mr. Smith said. In the p=si, he
said, the average gasoline station could be
cleaned up by pumping and treating for three
years at & cosl of §125,000. Now a typical job
lasts five years or more at-a cost of more
than $350,000.

Handex and the other cleanup companies
do the bulk of their work for large oil compa-
nies like Amoco, Shell and Exxon, which can

: afford to pay cleanup costs and also want to|

avoid more ciivironmeital probiems. Bu!

. where does that leave the unbranded gaso—i

line station, often operated as a family busi-
ness? ’

“‘Mom end pon' are dead,” Mr. Smith,
said. “How can th.; afford $100.000 or more!
1o ciean up after a Jeak”" iiowever, he noted !
that some states have trust funds, based on
fuel taxes, to assist in cleanups out of the

financial reach of station operators.

Pump Out the Volume |

For Bigger Leaks,
Grander Plans

Cleaning up ground waler contaminated
by motor {uels is a tedious business of pump-
ing and treatment. Once hydrogeologists lo-
cale the waler underground, the direction of
the flow and the exienl of the spread of
pollution, they can design a cleanup plan. For
8 small leak, onc well may do. But for larger
one, a network of wells must be designed to
pump out the pollution,
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Usually there are two pumps to a well. One
al or just below the level of the proundwater
is used to pull in the liquid gasoline floating
on top. A second pump, sel deeper, is used (o
pull the contaminaled water out of the
ground. At the Clarksburg site, the wells have
been drilled to a depth of 22 {eet, according to
Myma Seto, a hydrogeologist with Handex.

Once the contaminated water has been
lifted out of the ground — by pumps powered
by compressed air instead of electricity, to
2void the shones 2 gpark — the
first siep is 10 separate the gasoline {rom the
water. This is done in a holding tank where
the gasoline is skimmed off the top.

Since pumping began here in November
1989, more2han 1,000 gallons of liquid gaso-
line has been recovered from almost 2 mil-
lion gallons of water, Ms. Seto said.

Handex officials expect to continue pump-
ing at the site for five more years to reduce
contamiration to acceptable levels. With
some chemicals, where accepizdie levels are
measured in parts per billion, contaminated
ground water must be filtered repeatedly
before its purity is acceplable.

of firs from

Peckish Bacteria

A Special Solution
For Fuel Enhancers

In the early 1970's, when tetraethyl lead
was removed from gaspline to reduce herm-
ful lead ermussions, it was replaced by other
<hemicals like xylene, benzene and toluene,
These chemicals, which are added to gaso-
line 1o increase oclane and reduce “‘knock,"
had an unintendad consequence: Unlike the
othsr compansnts of gasoline, these materi-
als partially dissulve 1n watcr, adding to the
compiexity of treatment In addiuon, all
three chemicals are considered toxic.

“¥You end up with two plumes, a floating
plume and dissolved plume,” said Car] Klep-
per, president of Fenley & Nichol, an environ-
mental services company based in Deer
Park, N.Y. “You have to remaove the fleating
plume and then go after the dissolved.”

The threse chemicals, known as aromalics,

can be extracted from a solution in waler I
passing the water over beds of acltivaied
carbon. Several big tanks of carbon are in .
large shed behind the Clarksburg staiwn
Periodically, as 1t becomes filled with hydi.
tarbons, the carbon is removed and regeine
ated by heaung. The volatile chemicals
burned as they are driven oul of the carbon 1
minimize air pollution
Part of the waler stream 1s treated by a1
sinipping 1n a column that is about thro
stories 1all. The water 15 inseried al the
where 11 trickles down over inert maicy il
whle air is blown upwards. The contact wi:'
air extracts the volatde chemicals fram it
!t water and carries them into the atmoesphir
Some of the npewest octane enhancor-
blended in by pasoline producers. includiic
methyl teruary butyl ether and teruary but
alcohol, do not lend themselves 1o carbon
adsorption or air siripping. But some strain=
of bacteria find them to be a tasty mea! So
part of the treatment here I1s lo pump [n
waler through a tank filled with bacteria
Since the treated water is re-injecied it
the ground nearby, 1l mus! meel sitandaiu:
5¢1 fur arinking waler, wnien limit peni
fontaminangn to gne part per bilhon, %
are flushing  the aguifer.” Ms &




ter does not clean hydrocarbon va-

pors trapped in soil above the water,
line. These vapors can cause problems if
they migrate into low subsurface areas
where they can re-contaminate cleaned
waler if the walter table rises aftera
heavy rainfall.

So treatment of a contaminated site
ofien includes air as well as water wells,
The shallow air wells are connected toa
vacuum pump todraw clean air through
the soil where it can pull out the lingefing
hydrocarbon vapors.

In most cases, the yapors have 1o be
treated, generally by incineration, before

N,

PUMPING and treating ground wa-

Treating a Case of the Vapbrs

they are released Lo the atmosphere. \.ﬁ‘cul-Il
atile organic compounds of the types
found in gasoline are an important com-
ponent of smog in urban areas.

On-site treatment of vapor-laden soil
can shorten water cleanup time by two to
three years, industry experts say. This

method has been use €
contamijna solvents like paint thin-

ners as well as petroleum leaks.

One study done by the General Motors
Research Laboratories found that vapor
extraction of paint thinner in clay soil
cost only 5 percent of the cost of more
conventional methods like the excavation
and disposal of the soil.”

lecking tank o:charges hydrocarbons, polluting soil and groundwater.

3]

Coanular

ecovery wells are drilled, and contaminated water and hydrocarbons are purnped out.
. sctivated —_|

carbon unit
(G.A.C.)

he separator separates undissplved hydrocarbons from thp polluted water.
he activated carbon unit separates dissolved hydrocarbons from water.

he cleaned water is retumed 1o the ground.

So;.::arlior (3]
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Project Summary

Evaluation of the Carcinogenicity
of Unleaded Gasoline

Larry D. a{nderson, Chao W. Chen, Vincent James Cogliang,
Aparna M. Koppikar, Robert £E. McGaugny, William E. Pepelko, and

D. E. B. Porter

In the final report, the likelinood that
unieaded gasoiine vapors are carcino-
genic 1o humans is evaluezad. Froni
carcinogenicity data in animals, an
estimate is made of the magnitude of
cancer risk a parson would experience,
it exposad for a lifetime 10 1 ppm in the
ambient air, under the assumption that
gasoiine vapors are carcinogenic. All
studies believed to be relevant to deter-
mining the potential carcinogenicrty of
unleaded gasoline vapors are reviewsd
inciuding: {a) chronic and shorter-term
snimal studies of aercsoiized whole
pasoline, various gasoiine fractions, and
enalogous hydrocarbon mixtures: and
(b) epidemiologic studies of occupations
invoiving exposurs to gasoline vapors.
Fitty-five epioemiciogic studies invoiv-
ing gasoline exposure are reviewsd. A
guantitative analysis of cancer incigencs
in the two long-term animal gasoling
inhalation studies is performed, an
upper-bond cancer risk potency esumats
is calculated, and the uncertainues in
the estimate are discussed. The major
conciusions are: (1) atthough empioy-
ment in the petroleum refinenes is
possibly associated with.cancers of the
stomach. respiratory system, and hym-
phopoistic and hematopoietic tizsues,
exposure to gasoline cannot be m-
plicated as a causative apent becauss
of contounding exposure to other
chemicals and inadeguate information
on gasoiine exposure; (2) the occurrence
of iver cancer in fernale mice and kianey
cancer in maie rats proviaes *‘sufficient”’
evidence in animals that inhalation of
wholly aerosolized pasoiine is carcino-
penic; and (3) gasoiine vapors trom
vehicle refueiing might be less carcino-
genic than indicated by animal exper-

ments using wholly asrosolized gasoiine,
it the lazs voiatile components, which
are appareiiily rezponsible for acute
kidney toxicity, also contribute 10 the
obsarvad carcinogenic responsa.

Thiz Project Summary was developed
v EPA's Dffice oi ixsalth andsEnviron-
mental Assessment, Washington, DC, to
announce key findings of the research
project that is tully cocumented in &
separate report of the same title (see
Project Report ordenng iniormation at
back).
itronuction

This cocument presents an evaluauon
of the likelihood that unieaced gasoiine i1s
a husnan carcinogen ana proviaes a basis
for estir:.ating 1ts possibie public nealtn
impact, including a potency evaluaton in
relation to otner carcinogens. The evalu-
ation of carcinogenicity aepends heavily
on arumal bioassays and epigemiologic
evigence. However, other factors, includ-
INg mutagenicity, metabolism (parucularly
in relanon to mteraction with DNA|, and
pharmacokinelic behavior have an Im-
portant bearing on both the gualmatve
and guantnatuve assessment of carcino-
genicity. This cocument presents an
evaiuation of the animal bioassays and
relevant toxicity studies, the human
epigemiologic evidence, the guantnative
aspects of assessment, and finally, a
summary and conclusions dealing with
all of the relevan: aspects of ‘the car-
cinogenicmy of unieacea gasoline.

Summary and Conciusions
Animal Studiss _
A lifeume Innalauon bioassay of un-

leaded gasoline n rats and mice nas
inguced a statistucally significant in-




S

creased incigence (6/100) of renal car-
cinomas 1n the kianev cortex of male rats
and a larger, also staustically signiticant,
increase 1n tne incigence (20/100) of
hepatocellular carcinomas in femaie mice
Female rats and male mHce had no
significant treatment-related increase In
tumors at any organ site, The increase of
renal carcinomas In male rats was
staustcally significant at the highest dose
tested (2,056 ppm) but not at tne two
lower doses (282 ppm and 67 ppm).
However, the combined incidence of
adenoma/carcinoma/sarcoma was also
significantly increased atthe intermediate
gose. In mice, the incidence of liver car-
cinomas alone and agenoma &nd car-
cinoma combined was significantly
increased in the highest but not the two
lower aose groups. Mooerate gecrements
in the body weight gain in the high-dose
groups Indicate that the maximum tol-
erated dose was reached. Glomeruio-
neohrosis cccurred in neers all of the
malae rats, and mineralization of the peivis
was correlated with gose. However, there
W8S no correlanon between animals with
{:mors snd those »wii™ Minerziizanon.
The same pattern of glomerulonehprriis,
as well as positive tumor responses,
occured with chronic inhalation exposure
‘1o synthetic fuels (RJ-5 and JP-10).
Chronic inhalaton studies with jet fuels
used by the Air Force and Navy (JP-4 and
1=.5) ke fesulicd in the same nepnro-
tezi7 lesions, but no Information Is avail-
aha apo'rt the carcinogenic response.

'n a senes of exposures of maie rats to
a var>ty of distiliawe fracuions and 1o
individual components of pasoiine, toxicry
was correlated with tne paraffin com-
pounds present In the 145° 10 2B0O°F
distiliate fractions and|/not with aromatic
compaounas in the mixture. The most toxic
compounds were branched-chain alipha-
tics, generally in e C6-C9 range, al-
though some larger molecules such as
2.2.4 4-terramethyl octane also showed
a high level of activity. The acute and
subchronic renal toxicnty of ocecalin, =
volatile hydrocarbon of the same general
Type as those tound in gasoline, is con-
fined 10 male rats and did not occur in
tfemale rats or in ™ice, dogs, or guinea
pigs.

The renal toxicity patiern observed with
exposure 10 hydrocarbon mixiures In-
volving protein accumuiation in renal
tubules is cieariy different than the kianey
lesions occurring spontaneously n old
rats, and occurs In males of both Fischer
344 and Sprague-Dawiey strains, but not
in femaies of these stramns or in mice or

2

monkevs. Mutagenesis 1ests of unieacec
gasoline nave peen carried ou! In
Saimonelia, veast. mouse Iiympnhoma /n
vIivo Cviogenencs, In mouse gominant
ietnal systems, and in 2 rat kianey cell
DNA repair. moagel. Various gasoiine
teeasiocks have been tested in mouse
lympnoma and /n vivo cylogenetlics
assays., The resutts of most of these
assays nNave not met the criteria for pos:-
live responses.

Epidemiologic Studies

Fitty-five studies were reviewed 1o
getermine if there is any epigemioiogic
evidence for an association berween
gasoline exposure and cancer risk. Since
unieaoed gasoiine was only introduced
inthe mid-1970's, even recent epigemio-
logic studies are not likely to show an
unieaded gasoline eftect because ot the
long latency period generally associated
with cancer Theretorz, this review was
not lirsed to unieaoec gasoline exposure,
but adaressed any potenual gasoline
expasure.

Noriz of the studies reviewed provioed
gualntative as well as guantitative esti-
mates of pasoiine exposure.

Seven studies were identified that
evaiuated the association between em-

‘ployment in the gasoiine service inaustry

and cancer risks; the ingusty here In-
ciuges gasoline service sianon owners
anad atnennants, carags workeis, gasoiine
and fuel truck drivers, and tnose wno
reported working writh gasoline. One stuay
cied In the Inerature provioed some
evinence of an associz™'an between
gasoline service station employment and
risk of primary liver cancer. The remain-
INg six studies were juaged inageguale.

Twenty-five studies were reviewed that
evaluatled the asSOCIELON Detween em-
ployment in a petroleum refinery (a work
environment with potential gasoline ex-
posure) and cancer risk. Judged in-
dividually, these studies provided mnade-
guate evidence of an association. How-
ever, judged collectively tnese studies
provide sugpestive evidence of an associ-
auon between employment 1n a petrroleum
refinery and risk of stomach cancer,
respiratory system cancer (i.e., lung,
pleura, nasal cavity, and sinuses), and
cancer of the lymphatic and hematopoietic
ssues.

Nineteen case-control studies were
reviewed whnich evaluated employment
In the petroleum INQUSIry as a cancer risk
factor. Anotner stugy cited in the lnerature
proviged hmited evidence of an associ-

auon belween Deroleurm INQUSIry em-
plovment and ris< of piagoer cancer

Also reviewed were four protocols of
epigemiologic sludies In progress. Tnese
stugies may provioe evioence of an as-
sociation between gasoline exposure and
cancer risk: however, tnese findings are
3 to 5 vears in the tuture,

Quantitative — Data trom the AP| study
on kianey tumors in male rats and hiver
acenomas and carcinomas in female mice
were used 1o aerive an estimate of the
incremental upper-iimit unmt risk due 1o
conunuous human exposure to 1 ppm of
unieaged gasoline. Since the animals
preatned an aerosol of whole gasoline
unaer laboratory condiuions, whereas
humans are expected 10 breathe only the
more volatile components of the mixiure,
the esumates are uncertain. f tumor
Inguction 1s caused by the same, relauvely
nonvolatile C6-C9 branched hydrocarbons
that are primarily responsible tor tne
nepnrotoxICity 1IN male rats, then the
guanttative esumates of the rizk of
breathing gasoline vapors may be overly
conservative. The carcinogenic poiency
esumate for unieaoed gasoline war
gerived from a continuous expasure stuay,
wneraas the actual human exposure Is
periodic in most cases. The availabie
information is Not adeguate 10 elermine
it this will result in an overestimation or
an unaerestmation of risk. The estumates
trom the mouse and rat aata are similar:
21 % 'IG'::' {ppm}”’ from mouse gata and
2.5x 10" (ppm)” from rat aata.

The presence of 2% benzene in the
unieaced gasoline mture could theo-
reucally contribute 1o the response, al-
though the mouse iiver and rat kigney
have not been the target organs in anmimal
expernments with benzene. Based on
those experiments, It is estumated that
the contribution of benzene to the re-
sponse observed In the APl unleaced
gasoiine studies could be on the oroer of
20%. however, there 15 no gualitative
evigence that benzene actualiy 1s con-
ributing 10 the response.

Conclusions
On the basis of a small but definie
kidney tumor response 1N male rats ang a
significant hepatocelluiar response 1In
temale mice, using EPA’s Guigeiines for
Carcinogen Risk Assessment 10 ciassify
tne weight of evigence for carcinogenicry
In_ex mental a - s_sui-
f,f:cnem evioence 1o conciuge that gasoline
vapors are carcinogenic in animals, .The
m 10 the

syntneuc tuels RJ-5 and JP-10, anc the
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renal toxicity observed in CNronic Dioas-
says with JP-4 and JP-5, support tne
findings with unieaced gasoline. Indical-
'ng tnat some agent or comopinNaton of
agents common 10 these MIXIUFes IS
responsible tor the observed eftects

The relevance of the rat kioney response
to human carcinogenicity has been ques-
tioned on the .basis of experiments
showing that early-occurring kidney toxi-
oIty 1s apparently caused by the interaction
of gasoline hydrocarbon components witn
a unigue protein (alpha-2-microglobulin)
produced in large guantiuies only by the
male rat and not other species. If this
toxicity were the cause of the kidney
tumor response, the case for human
carcinogenicity would be weakened.
However, given the current evigence, the
Carcinogen Assessment Group cannot
disregard the rat Kidney tumor response
as an indication ot potential human car-
cinogenicity for several reasons: (a) the
link berween hyarocarbon nephropathy
and tumor INQUCTION 1S NOl Prove:n, o)

with very ltew excepluons, cnhnemicals
causing cancer In numans also cause
cancer in animais, ingicanng a similarity
of response across tne animal kingaom,
and (c) the xioney ot experimental animals
1S a oemonstrated target organ tor more
than 100 carcinogenic chemicals

Tne EPA Science Advisory Board and
the Health Etfects Instuitute nave n-
dependently reviewed the earlier graft of
this report. Both groups agreed that the
evidence for carcinogenicity In animails
meets the EPA Guidelines crueria for

2ssocialec with certain types of cancer
However the evigence tor evaluarmg
gasoline as a potenual carcinogen 15
consigered Inageguate unoer the EPA
Guioelines criteriz for epigemiologic
evigence ’
Based on sufficient evicence in animal
studies and inadeguate evigence 10
eplgemiologic stuaies, the overall weight
of evigence for unieaged gasoline 1s EPA
category B2, meaning tnat unieaded
gasoline I1s a probable human carcinogen.
Tne carcinogenic potency of unieaded

sufficient—evidence 1n_animals_and_in- gasoline, using gata from the most sensi-

adeguate evidence in humans, They both
pointed out the unceriain relevance of rat
kigney tumors as an indication of human
response and the difficulty in making
guanutauve esumates of gasoline vapor
potency from the animal study of whoie
gasoline wnen tne igentity of the car-
cinogenic component IS unknown.

Tne epiaemiologic studies collectively
provide limited evidence tnat occupatonal
2xposure 1n the petroleum - =aystry s
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Tive species tesied, 1s 3.5 x 10" per ppm,
This 1s @ plausible upper bound tor the
increased cancer risk trom unleaded
gasoline, meaning that the true risk is
not ime!y 10 exceed this estumate and

may be lower.




7 = EPA RANKS 47 INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES AS POSING HEALTH RISK FROM AIR TOXICS s,

EPA has wdenufied 47 industnal processes -- from more than 350 processes analyzed - as posing the
preatest exposure dnd health threat from air 1oxics, and will likely select these sources for early
regulauon under the air toxics provision of the new clean air law, sccording to agency officials (see
process list below). The pending versions of Clean Aur Act amendments require EPA 10 furst select, then
regulate, industnal sources on a rolling basis over a |10-year penod. The furst 10 sources EPA selects will .
be hased on exisung work for 1ts NESHAPs (Nauonal Emission Suandards for Hazardous Air Pollutants)
program; but therealter, EPA will rely heavily on the new source ranking 1o determine which categones
should be wackled next. .

The rankung +- which addresses hundreds of sources of the 191 chemicals listed in both the Senate and
House commuttee bills -- represents the [irst concrete step lowards regulaung a vanety of pollutants from
single sources. EPA has been working 10 devise a sysiem that would conuol each of a source's pollutants
since early in the Bush Adminismauon, agency officials say. The ranking system compiled last summer by
EPA’s office of ait quality planning & standards in Research Tnangle Park, NC -- and which will be
updated — will not be used in lisung first phase sources but will play a significant roie in regulagng
subsequent phases, according to an EPA official.

To develop the ranking, the agency fillered 2 wide vanety of sources through (wo-different methods
for measunng potenual exposure and health effects, one official explains. One method rendered relatively
high scores o sources emitung muluple chemicals while the second method was weighted 10 measure
emussions of individual poliutants. Pul together, the two methods should give a reasonable reading on the
relative health and exposure nsk of each source, according w0 the EPA official.

Through the new ranking sysiem EPA found 47 sources with the highest scores for exposure and
health threat potenual. In all, the agency compiled ten categones of 25 to 50 sources each, offering a
comprehensive look at the source caiegones EPA will review in drafung new air toxics regulations.

FPA sources say that decisions on the first ten sources 10 be regulated under the new law werz
dictaied by the voluminous informauon gathered under the eclipsed NESHAPs process. The agency “might
frave made differer: decizions” about first phase sources if the new rzrding system had been in plecz
earlier in the process of revising the Clean Aur Act, according 10 a source,

Source categones addressed afler the first round should be determined by a new ranking system, m
EPA source expians. The method for compiling last Juns's list may be revised but will probsbly provide
the framework for|the future source hisungs, sccording o the EPA source.

Coke ovens used in sieel producuon and commercial stenlizers, or degreasers, are the only two
sources that EPA plans 1o tackle in phase one that aiso appear in the group of 47 high exposure, high
health threat sources lisied by EPA. The agency also plans to regulate the manufacure of organic
chemicals n phase one, but will probabiy use 2 comprehensive appreach in order o bring a range of
chemicals under one rule, sources say.

The list of industnial processes is dominated by =ources [rom the energy and transportation fields.

Industnal boilers, lighi-duty gasoline vehicics, petroleum refining and bulk petroleum 1cnfnmzls are Ir:nt:d
5 in the (op ten, with medium-duty gasolinz vehicles, peuolcum markeung, and coal and oil combusuon

follow:ng closely. The oil and auto industrizs D2ve waged [uncu: battles in Coagress to limit m;ic controls
L' on their industnes, perhaps foreshadowing regulatory batties o come. An oil industry sowte maintains
that he would like 1o see more work done on the ranking method 1o insurs "a more balanced approach.

CATEGORY ONE SOURCES UNDER PROPOSED EPA RANKING SYSTEM
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Teratogenesis. Carcinopenesis. and Mutagenesis 10:399—308 (1990)

Dangerous Properties of Petroleum-
Refining Products: Carcinogenicity of
Motor Fuels (Gasoline)

Myron A. M=himan
UMDNJ-Robert Wood Johnson Medical School, Environmental and Commzaity
Medicine, Piscataway, New Jersey

Gasoline contains larps numbers of dangerous and cancrr-causing chemicals such as
penzene. butadienc. loluene. ethvibenzene. xviene. tnmethyl pentanc. methyjien-
butviether t MTBE) and manyv others. For the U.S. alone approximately 140 biliion gal-
—~OT 5T gasoline were consumed 1n 1989 An increase in only ten cents per-gallon in
price of gasoline pencrates 14 biliion dollars 1n extra profit per vear for oil industry canel.
L aboratory -ammais cxposed 10 gasoline geveloped cancers in different ussues and
rrgzns. A number of epidemiological studies in humans provide evidence of increased
ncer risk of leukerr:a. kidney, livern b=in. vmpposarcoma. lymphanc issue pancreas
and other tissucs and orgars.

Key words: liver 2nd “idney tomors. benzrene. ydrocarbons. butadiene. diszass

INTRODUCTION

Gasoline is derived from trude petroleum by a vanery of refining and manufactur-
-ing processes,.and its various components are separated by distillation. The refining
-processes that extend vield and medify the character of gasoline are catalytic eracking,
coking, alkylarion, and camalync reforming (Fig. 1). The worid consumption of cruas
in 1986 was approxmmately 62 miliion barrels per.day. In the United States aione. about

140 billion galions of gasoline were consumed in 1989,

Liquid gasoline 1s one of the bener-known compicx mixtures of perroleum chemi-
<als 1o which humans arezxposed [1). It consists of more than 150 hydrocarbons with
-a boiling Tange of approximmately 40°C 10 180°C. The gasoiine hydrocarbons are com-

- prised of about 50% 10 70% of alkanes (paraffins), which consist of straighi-chain
hydrocarbons of C. to Cy, Tange: isoparaffins. which are branched-chain hydrocarbons
of about the same sizz: alkenes (olefins), approximately 5% of which are unsamrated
linear and branched-chain hydrocarbons: and naphthenics. which are saturated cyciics.
Aromatcs, which are the most dangerous carcinogenic chemicals in gasoline are pres-

Address Tepnint Teguests and correspondence 10 Myron A, Mehiman. Department of Environmental and
Community Medicine. UMDNI. 675 Hoes Lanc. Piscataway. NJ 08854,

© 1990 Wilew-Liss. Inc.
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TYPICAL FUEL AND SOLYENT PRODUCTS FLOW PLAN
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ent.z? 30% 1040% and consist mainiy of benzene. toluene, ethyvlbenzene, and xyiene
(Fig. 2). Other blending agents -and additives are aiso present in gasohine {1]. As a
result of phasing out in Tecent vears. both tetraethyl and tetramethyl lead—which are
strong neurotoxicants from gasoiine. alcohols. and others such as ethanol. methanol,
tert-butyl aicohol. and methyiten-butyietner (MTBE)—are being added at 5% 10 20%
to the gasoline. Gasoline contains more than |.000 possible chemical substances.

H::mans come in contact ‘with both iiquid.and vapors of gasoiine. There ts a sub-
siantial vapor reiezsed frosn gasoiine. whicn resuits i humar cxposure 10 gasoiine va-
pors at vanety of contact points and most imporiantly in the massive numbers of retail
service stations and adiacent populated areas.

in 1982 the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) ~stimated that approximately
3.6 billion gallons of gasoline wers emitted into the atmospherc as vapors in tne United
States alone. of which at least 40% occurred at retail service stations [2]. This volume
Tepresents not only a iarge human population exposurs source from gasoline vapors.
but also a very. significant source of hydrocarbens 10 air poliution of the atmosphere as
well as a ajor contribution to the greenhouse efiect (global warming).. In order 10 deal
with this serious problem of emissions. the U.S. EPA miriaied vapor contols at bulk
transfer points, including Tetail gas stations. -during the unicading and loading of gaso-
line (Fig. 3). This emission control is called smge . -which collects and Tecovers dis-
piaced gasoiine vapors from storage tanks in the retail gas.stations and requms them 1o
the mank truck. The stage | controls are now-widely implemented in the United States
.during bulk loading and unioading of gasoiine. ;

Figurs 4 shows the stage 1l controls. where gasoime vapors are Teicased at Tetail
service stations during refueling of cars. with the Tecovery systems at the gas pump
nozzie. Such controls are now in effect in some states. inciuding New Jersey. New York.
Californiz. and the District of Columbia. Other states arc now considenng mmpiemen- -
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Fig. 2. Chemicals normally found in retail gzsoine. (Reproduced Irom Page and Mehiman. 1989, with
permission of the publisher.)

zation of stage Il controls in order to Teduce gasoline vapor emissions and 1o protect
“human health and the environment.
“The concern for an increased cancer Tisk for humans inhaling gasoline vapors or
coming in contact with iiquid gasoline is based on more recent data showing kidney
Jumorsin male rars and liver rumors tn mice exposed 10 whole vaporized gasoline [3—17].
s -well as epidemiology studies in refinery workers [29-31]. The results of ammal
studies are of great impornanceand significance for prediction of human cancer nisk
—from gasoline.

VAPOR COMPOSITION

Volatility of the individual components in liquid gasoline is the chief factor re-
sponsible for the composition of gasoline vapors. The distribution of gasoline compo-
Tents into the volatile phase is related to cach component’'s boiling point and vapor
pressure. The differences berween the composition of dispensed hquid gasoline and
gasoline r=fueling vapors are rather large for some componenis (Table 1).
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TABLE l. Comparison of Hydrocarbon Composition in Dispensed Ligquid Gasoline and

Refueling Gasoline yapors*

Drspensed Retuehing VL rnos
Compound haud 1% ) vapon (e ) 1S W
Alkanes tn-paraifins)
P 0.1 52 T0.22K.6
-Biutane 6.2 41,1 7.686.2
n-Pentanc 4.0 5.6 R
n-Hexane a7 0.9 0.50.3
n-Heptane 1.3 0.2 0.30.1
Branched alkanes tisoparaffins)
|sobutanc 0.7 4.8 I Y
|sopentance 74 16 <+ 2420
2-Methy ipentane ih 2 0.8.0.5
3-Metmvipentane 2.b {5 0704
2.2 4-Tnmetnvipentane 1.% 0.2 120
2 3. 4-Trinethyipeniane 1.1 0.1 (L] =
Cwcloalkanes
Methvicyclopenune 1.7 0.6 (1430.26
Metnvicyclohexane e ” 0.1 (.24 (.00
Aikenes tolefiny)
“Trans-2-butane 04 1.7 4,847
Cis-2-butane 04 1.7 4.9.4.6
2-Methvi- | -butane 0.9 .4 181
{-2-Pentane B 12 1.6 1510
2-Methyl-2-butane ' 1.7 N | 409
+ATOTANCS
T 2 0.9 0.340.21
“Tolzene in 2 0.% 0.100.05
Xvienes 4.9 0.1 1.04.0.007
Ethyl benzene 2 4 0.06:0.008

=Repr.ai¢ with permission Socieiy of Automouve Eng-.cen. inc. trom Tironi et al., 1986 |4]. Based on
average summer ang winier blends. S/W = Summer Winier.

Human exposure to gasoline vapars is characterized by the vapor phase to liguid
-phase (V/L) ratio. Humans areexposed to volatile fractions. of which 90% by weizht
consists of light<4-5 carbon compounds compared with liguid gasoline. 60% of which
consists of light<-5 carbon compounds. The aromatic compounds where the V/L ra-
10 is low show that these compounds are |ess volatile and remain 1n the liquid phase.

TOXICITY OF GASOLINE VAPORS

‘Human exposure 10 gasoline vapors occurs In service swations. [0 ank truck oper-
-ators. and in the surrounding community. [he acute toxicity of accidentally ingested
liquid gasoline is primarily Telated 10 narcotic effects of the C.~Cy saturated hydrocar-
bons and 1o pneumonitis [6]. The long-term health effects from acute exposure remain
10 be assessed. ‘
_ On the other hand. human exposure to vapors occurs frequently. as vapors are
emitted in the distribution process. espeically during automobile r‘:l_u—‘.:lII'IE. Exposure
to gasoline vapors in high concsntration has occurred from the intentional sniffing of
vapors for hallucination efiects. The symptoms are eve imauon. dizziness. excitement.
intoxication. nausez. anesthesia. muscular weakness. liver and kidnev damae=. Death
has resuited following exposure 1o vapors for 5 min at 5.000 ppm-[?}_ intormation

~tl 1YY
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TABLE Il. Summary of Heslth FEffects of Tovic (Lasniine ( omponents

Benrene Toiwene o e MTBE’
Carcimoeenicns e A L ~o Daw .
Termoeemcnty - - - - - oy D -
Genetic eliecty - - - No Dana
Chronic eftets - - - - - o Data E

*MTBE = Methvi-i-puivi cther. = = = = very srong; = = + srong. = = nederie

concerning long-term nhalation of gasoline vapors by gas station attendants or refin-
- ery workers is suggestive ol scrious health effects. such as cancer.

CARCINOGENICITY OF GASOLINE VAPORS

information related to the carcinogenicity of petroleum products has been obtained
tfrom animal skin painung studies | 18]. The swudies show that the carcinogenic acuvity
of petroicum products resides. among others. in polvnuciear aromnatic hyd-ocaroons of
the 3-7 ning size | 18-20]. Studies on carcinogenicity of various gasoline components
are summanzed in Table 1. Studies on the carcinogenicity of gasoline vapors were
carmed out by the Amencan Petroleum insutute (APl) on whoie. vaporized gasoline in
B.C.F, mice and Fisher 324 rats [20].

The mice and rats were exposed for 2 vezss to gasoline vapors at concentrations =7
67. 292, and 2056 ppm. The resuits showed a significant increase in tumors in the
feraie mice at a high dose of exposure (Table I11). A dose-reiated increase in kidney
tnors (adenomas and carcinomas) was also reponed {Tablz I'V)

TABLE I1I. incdence of Liver Tumors in Male and Fernake Mice Exposed 10 Whok Vaportzed Gasoline®

Ammals Toal &
Test croup examined umon Adenomas Carcinomuas Carcinomas
Contr! 10X Ky 13 18 1o
Lame e 'K} 2% X 20 .2
Mid dose 101 U Y 25 4.7
High dose 11 51 13 40 64

"Seproiuced trom Mehtman et al.. 1982 [20].

TABLE IV, incidence of Kidnev Tumors in Male Rats Exposed to Whole Yaporized Gasoimc”

Numper of animals Number of kianey

Test group necroosed umoTs
Conrrols 49 0
Low dose 167 ppm) 59

Carcinoma !
Mid oome (292 ppm) St

Carcinoma ]

Adenoma -
High dose (2.056 ppm)

~ Carcinoma 6
Auenoma |

= Reproduced from Mehiman eral.. 1984 [20].
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The increase in total hiver tumors of both male and femaie mice in the high-dose-
level group should also be considered in evaluation of human nsk. with some degree
of caution. On the other hand. if one examines the increase in carcinomas of the fiver
in both maie and female mice. the increase in liver carcinomas 1s dose relaied and
thus significant for evaluauon of human risk. For u detailed treatment of factors
involved in induction of liver tumors in the B4C.1F strain of mice and its significance.

see Trump et al. [28].

“THE DATA

Studies by Swenberg et al. [21] of the Chemical Industry Institute of Toxicology
(CIIT) sponsored by the petroieum industry through APl suggest. but do not prove.
that the renal tumors in male rats may be due to 2 mechanism specific 1o male rats. The
hyperpiastic and neopiastic kidney lesions that arose in the rats following chronic ex-
posure 10 vaporized gasoline “wzre secondzry to an accumulation of hvaline droplets
within the proximal tbule of the rat kidney.

It was postulated that the accumulation of hyaline droplets caused cell injury or
killing. which in umn snm-ulates cell proliferation and neoplasia [21-24]. Normalily,
the alpha-2-p-globulin is secreted from the liver into the bicod and excreted via the
kidney giomeruius. About 60% is reabsorbed in the proximal tubule cells of the kidney
and degraded 1nto its constituent amino acids by lvsosome enzymes.

On the other hand. the female rats rapidly metaboiized and excreted tnmethyl-
pentane and its metabolites, wiereas in male rats these products are retained [23). The
significance of ihese findings to evaiuavon of human health is stll obscurs.

EPIDEMIOLOGY STUDIES IN PETROLEUM INDUSTRY

“The results of a number of epidemioicgizal studies on cancer risk in workers &!
gasoline service statons provide evidence of increased risk for liver cancer [25). Thomas
et al. [29] examined tecords of workers from Qil. Chemical and Atomic Workers
International Union (OCAW). A towal of 3.105 maies whose deaths wers teporied by
OCAW local unions in Texas berween 1947 and 1977 were analvzed. Approximately
-40% of the deceased were less than 50 vears of age at death. and 40% of the deceased
were union members for less than 10 vears. Proportional mornaiity ratios (PMRs). ad-
justed for.age and calendar time using the U.S. general popuiation. were anaiyzed and
tested for stanstical significance. It was observed that there was a significant increase
(£ < 0.05) in cancerTates of the digestive organs and pentoneum. eSOy SVsiems.
and skin. The PMRs for cancer of the stomach and kidney were aiso significantly higner.
“These results provide evidence for the carcinogenicity of gasoline vapors in humans.

Also. Thomas:et al. in 1982 [30]) extended their previous studies of union mem-
bers in Texas Tefineries. Again. this study demonstrated 2 significant increase in can-
cers of the stomach. pancreas. prostate. brain. and hematopoietic and lvmpharic svsiems
(including ieukemia).

Collectively. epidemiologic studies of emplovees in the petroleum refinery indus-
try sugeest that cancer 7isk 1s of major concern. The unit cancer risk from gasolins
vapors and some components of gasoline. benzene. ethviene dibromide (EDB). and
ethylene dichlonde (EDC) are shown n Table V.
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TABLE V. Unit Cancer Risk From (susoiine

Pollutani Lt nsk® FHealth eliects summan Comments

GasMine vapor K sdney (umors in rats. Gasoiine west sammoies in
liver tumon 1n mice the antmal studwes were

compietcly vosatilized and
therefore may not be
compiciely representative
ul amteent gasoline vapor
eXposures.,

Plausibie upper hmut"

Rat studies s x 10
Mce studies 2 10°
Maximum likelihood estimaies )
Rat siudies 20x10°
Mice studies 1 4 10-

Benzenc 2.2 x |0 ¢ Hurman evidence of EPA: lisied as a hazardous
leubemogimicity Zvmbal air poliutant, emission
gland lumor 1n rais. standards proposed.
Ixmpnoid and vtner IARC™: sufficrent evidence
Cancers In mice. 10 SUppPOT a causal -

Ethviene dibromide

Ethviene dichicnde

e

1)

10

Evidence ol carcinge-
Lenwhiy in animals oy
inhalation and pavaps.
Rats: nasal tumors:
mice: hiver iumons.,

E: sience ¢! carcine-
TEMWIY 10 amimais,

Rats: crrcuiatory svsiem.
kyrestamach. and glands:
mive: hiver. lung. glands,

and uterus.

TIOCIALON between
€Yposure and cancer.

EPA: suspect numan
carcinogen: recent
resnctions on pexticidal uses.

EPA: suspect human
carcinogen. Draft health
assessment gocument reicased
lor review March 1984, -

*Unet cancer nsk 130100 1 0 lerms of the prohabiliny of 3 cancer incioence toccurmence ) single individual
for a 70 vear lietme o expesure 10 | ppm ol saollutant

"Coalidence mienai of Y5,

*Denved trom numan epiderminiogical data, ULS. EPA Iniemal Repont,

For ethviene dibromide (EDB). the evidence of carcinogenicity is by inhalauon
and gavage. EDB produced nasal tumors in rats and liver tumors inmice. The EPA has
classified the EDB as suspected human carcinogen and has restricted its use as pesticide.
Ethviene dichloride (EDC) has also been classified as suspecied-human carcinogen
and has been shown In rats fo cause cancer of the circulatory system. forestomach. and
giands. In mice. EDC caused cancer of the liver. lung. giands. and uterus.

Benzene is well known and estabiished both 1n animais and humans as a carcino-
gen. A chemical that causes cancer in two or more animal species with more than ons
site should be considered and classified a< human carcinogen. based on current scien-
tific state of the ar,

It is important that the health effects of various gasoline components—i.c.. ben-
zene. toluene. xvienc. cthylbenzene (Malioni et al.. personal communicauon) .and
others—not be overiooked [26]. In fact..an intzmational Agency for Research on Can-
cer (IARC) report in 1989 [27) states that gasoiine is “*a possible human carcinogen. ™

I EEE——
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“The U.S. Environmental Protection concluded that. “*based on sufficient evidence
in amimals and inadequate evidence in epidemiologic studies. the overall weignt ol evi-
dence for unicaded gasoline 1s EPA category 2A. meaning that unieaded gasoline 1s 2
probable human carcinogen. "

Thus, based on current scientific state of the art and our scientific knowiedge that
all known human carcinogens have been demonstrated 1o cause cancer In animals. the
finding by the Amencan Petroieum Institute (APl) that gasoline causes cancer in at
Jeast two species—rat kidney and mouse liver—as well as human epidemiology stud-
jes showing imporant and significant increases in cancer of the fiver. kidney. digestive
organs. respIratory sysiems. skin. pancreas. prosiale. brain. and hematopoletic and lym-
phatic sysiems establishes gasoiine as Class 1A in carcinogen.

CONCLUSIONS

|. Kidney and liver tumors nbserved in the rat and mouse aller exposure for a
lifcuime established gasoline as a carcinogen.

2. The international Agency for Research on Cancer has conciuded that gasoline
is possibly a human carcinogen. and the U.S. EPA has concluded that gasoline 1s prob-
ably a human carcinogen. When one combines the weight of total available evidence.
it is conciuded that gasoline should be classitied as Class i A human carcinogen.

3. Stwudies on heaith effects with very low leveis of benzene. a component of gas-
oline. necessitate that all avoidable exposure 10 gasoiine and gasoline vapors be avoided.

4. Because benzene and other gasoline components are known human carcinogens.
based on California Department of Health nisk evaluation. the benzzne level in gasoiine
must be limited to 0.5% rather than 1o the current worldwide levels of 2.5% 10 5%.

5. Siage 1l controls shouid be impiemented immediately in all states to avoid sig-
nificant and important sk of cancer to human populations from exposure to gasoline.
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