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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 r, erient kiln or asphalt plant suddenly 
decided they want  to 'treat" contam:nated soil in their 
boilers? 

Dozens if not hundreds of communities across the 
cc,untry 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) ti at contain petroleum hydrocarbons and gaso-
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. 

It 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 
rnt incinerate the waste." 

Is this a new solution to the complex problems of 
contaminated sites? No. Not at ill. 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. 

Instead, 'heated air" (there was no explanation of how 
the air is heated) io passed over soil driving volatile 
chemicals out of the soil and into the air. This contarni 
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 different 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 fiorn 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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ne dichloride (EDC), benzene, 
ese additives are the worst 
They are also the most toxic 

reat to public health and the 
the toxicity of gasoline adcii- 

ent is a poor choice for these 
es are so hard to destroy. Lead 

cineration/ burning/ thermal 
ead is in soil to start with will 
or be volatilized onto particu-
e stack gases. EDB and EDC 
estroy because of the chlorine 
hold them together. They also 
be volatilized and escape with 
e, toluene and xylene can be 
t a portion of these chemicals 

tack gases. 

cause no incinerator/burner/ 
destroy 100% of the waste 

how well designed. Whatever 
also come out into the air, land 
rounding community. Incin- 
practice what is predicted in 

-of-the-art emission controls, 

• 

dibromide (EDB), ethyl 
toluene and xylene. 
components of gasoline 
and pose the greatest t 
environment (see box o r 
tives). 

Burning/ thermal trea 
soils because the additi 
cannot be destroyed by 
treatment, so whatever 
either remain in the so 
lates that escape with 
are also very difficult to 
and bromine bonds tha 
will remain in the soil o 
the stack gases. Benze 
more easily destroyed, b 
will also end up in the 

Why will this happen? B 
thermal treatment ^t` 
that is burned no matte 
goes in to the burner Ix :1 1 
and waterways of he s 
erators cannot achieve 
theory. Even with stat 
you cannot eliminate toxic emissions. Not even the 
best available air pollution controls are 100% effective. 

Making matters worse is the fact that some companies 
are claiming they will "recycle" the soil after it has been 
treated. By claiming to recycle" the soil, EPA exempts 
these companies from having to comply with the usual 
rules and regulations that apply to the handling, stor-
age, transport dispos.alof hazardot As waste. Compa-
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 a result, 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 on 
the decision-makers. Contact CCHW for help on how 
best to do this. 

For more information on hazardous 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 at 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: 
From the File of CCHW 

Tetra ethyl lead: Learning disorders, anemia, encephalopathy, congenital abnormalities, 
neuromuscular dysfunction and cancer. 

Ethylene dichlori4e (EDC): Liver and kidney disorders, eye damage, central nervous system 
(CNS) problems and cancer. 

Ethylene dibromide (EDB): Skin and eye irritation, CNS problems, liver and kidney damage, 
cancer. 

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

Toluene: CNS problems, liver and kidney damage. 

Xylene: CNS problems, liver damage, irritant skin, upper respiratory irritation. 

Gasoline itself: Irritation of the skin, eyes and upper respiratory system, CNS problems, 
liver and kidney •amage. 
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Center for Health, Environment and Justice 

Questions About Soil Burners 

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

2. Where will the contaminated soil come from?. What are the 
sources of the soil? 

3: How will the company monitor the soil to determine what's in 
it? Provide a description of the testing protocols and 
procedures. 

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

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

6. How will you guarantee that PCBs and other toxic chemicals 
won't he present in the soil to be burned? Now dr1-1 in the 
future? 

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

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

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

10. 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 
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This list shoLld include at least the following chemicals that will 
be released: 

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

Volatile orga n 
benzene, ethy 
total halogen 

is chemicals (VOCs): benzene, toluene, xylene, ethyl 
ene dichloride (EDC), ethylene dibromide (EDB) and 
ted organic chemicals. 

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

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

12. How will you avoid the formation of Products of Incomplete 
Combusti n (PICs) in the burning process? 

13. Will air emissions testing include looking for dioxin, the 
most co on PIC formed during the burning of chlorinated 

'chemical much as ethylene dichloride? If not, why not? 

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

15. pollution modelling been domi. to determine potential 
air impa ts on people living downwind and immediately around 
the burn r? If so, what air specific air pollutants/emissions 
hF, ve bee modelled? 

16. Using th air models and/or other information, has the health 
risks th burner poses been determined for people living 
downwind and immediately around the buner? If so, what are 
health r sks for cancer and non cancer health effects, for 
these tw target groups? What was the basis for the risks 
assessme ts? i.e. what chemicals did they use to estimate 
exposure and what emission levels did they use to makes these 
estimate ? 

17. What air pollution control equipment is installed on the 
burner t control emissions? What specific pollutants are 
controll d by each type of equipment. i.e. electrostatic 
precipit for and bag house filter only remove particulates; 
scrubber only remove acid gases. 

18. How will 
The cont 
lead whi 
temperat 
released 

particulates emissions specifically be controlled? 
minated soils is likely to contain large amounts of 
h vol-atilize et about 600 degrees. Will the buner 
re be this high? If so, large amounts of lead may be 
into the community. 



Lead is a highly toxic and substance that cause birth defects, 
cancer, central nervous systems problems and is especially 
toxic to young children. 

19. 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? 

20. How far will the chemicals released from the burner travel? 

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

22. 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? 

23. Hot-: :ouch 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. 

24. 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? 

25. What are the testing procedures for determining the chemicals/ 
contaminants it ;_his waste water? How often is this testing 
done? 

26., How will surfac:! water runoff from the site be controlled? 
i.e. rainfall will pick up contaminants in the soil generating 
a illeachaten that will migrate off site in the general 
direction of the surface topography. 

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

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

29. What is the compliance history of the company? 

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

31. What is the experience of the operator in burning contaminated 
soil? 

32. Who will ensure that everything you claim you will be doing is 
actually done? 
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In Our 

OPINION 
Soil Burner Operators Violate Public Trust 

Th lifeblood of any community is its ability to generate tax revenue so it can provide 
servic s to its residents. An essential ingredient for this is the ability to attract business to 
a co unity. Communities must attract business in such a way that they are not harmed 
either financially or physically by the location of a firm there. 

By he same token, businesses must realize that a trust is bestowed upon them when they 
are allOwed to build and operate in a community. This is especially important for businesses 

.-ts remember when new relatively unproven or untester! technologies ?r - r invoived. 
Unto nately, Ira Conklin and TPS Technulogy of Florida along with the Department of 
Envir nrnental Conservation, to a lesser degree, have forgotten this tenet of business 
opera ions. 

When the River Road, New Windsor soil burner site was first proposed, a firestorm of 
public opposition to it swept the area. Questions about its safety were raised in numerous 
publics meetings and, to their credit; TPS and Conklin tried to may these concerns by 
inviti the media to a question and - answer session which included a tour of the facility. 

The even went so far as to promise the public a chance to comment on their application 
for a ermit to operate. But, this was a promise unfulfilled. At the end of May, TPS 
reque. ted their permit and effectively stifled any meaninz'u-  I public comments. Hardly a 
trust uilding move. 

No , the operators of the soil burner want to bring in materials not covered under their 
origin permits. These are materials, which according to New Wuidsor Supervisor 
Geor e Meyers, they said they would not bring in. If this promise was made, then what 
does i say about the people who made it? Ifthey repudiate their own statements, how much 
stock e they going to put in the trust bestowed upon them by the community to operate 
a busi ess in a safe and conscientious manner? 

An ther public comment period has been established concerning the new permit 
applic tion. A DEC oEcial, according to one publication, has said they welcome public 
co mm nt . 

Re ly? If that were the case, why didn't they insist on it before the permits were issued 
in Jun ? 

All t e events surrounding the soil burner indicate that building public trust appears never 
to hav been a concern of TPS and Conklin. It also has certainly shown how little the DEC 
cares bout its role as public watchdog. 

If 'S, as well as the DEC, expect to make the soil burner a lasting concern, then the 
appea ance ofuni-lateral action should be discarded and an attitude ofco-operation should 
veva' 



Soil Burner Put On Hot Seat 
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by Richard Durbin 
Questions, comments. and con-

cerns About (lie soil burner on 
River Road in New Windsor con-
untied this seek as the facility 
%% as cited for Iwo zoning viola-
I ions and iold to appear in New 
wilidso r itm II Court 011 Julw 3 
In ans%%ei the tickets issued for 
illose   u^ i,nuns 

Ne%, windsor Supervisor 
;Col rc 	k•1‘. IC% C.11C(11111S 	Cek 

111.11 .1 ,  11.111 id 111c lOWICS (VI ((C11 

\11t111'.1.: in TI'S 1 •1:C11110100.' 5 

/11111...111011 I, Modify Iheir ()per- 
ing octind. he :sill  include ref- 

Plaiiiiing Board 
IlleC11111:111111111C!.111.11 111(11C;11C Ira ,  

I'0111.1111 did nut plan on treating 
d i e Is pcs 01 sods covered in the 
pel 11111 inodilicanon application. 

If aninw ed. these permits will 
allow die site (otrcal soil contam-
inated swish manufactured gas 
prod ..k.Is. The main by-products 
of heating such soils include hy-
drogen cyanide and sulfur diox-
ide. 

According to records in Mcycrs' 
possession, during an April 27, 
1994 Planning Board meeting, 
Ira Conklin said, "we're dealing 
with everyday gas station and 
Ronne healing oil" as the soil con-
taminates. Mcycrs questioned the 
forthrightness of the soil burner 
operators with the Planning Board 
on what they will ultimately treat 
at the site especially given recent 
reports noting that at six of (heir 
seven sites MGI' contaminated 
soils are treated. 

Meyers also tied the new per-
mit application in with the zoning 
violation tickets issued recently. 

"If wc don't trust them to close 
a door on time, how can we trust 
:hellion what they will burn (here," 
observed Mcycrs. 

The tickets were issued after 
TPS failed to take corrective ac-
tion when complaints about dust 
and noise were brought to their 
attention. Under their operating 
guidelines, the doors of the soil 
burner facility must be closed from  

7 p.m. to 7 a..n. and that soil at Bic 
site will be covered or watereo 
down to minimize dust. 

Mcycrs also raised the issue o' . 
 monitoring the site to ensure cow-

pl iance with Department of Envi-
ronmental Conservation guide 
lines on air emissions. Meyers 
questioned die method of self-
monitoiing in %%inch the operator 
.mots a sample to a stale laborato-
ry 1 a see if (;ley meet the appropri-
ate guidelines. 

Meyers would like to see the 
DEC moni:or the site along lines 
similar to the random drug testing 
orpohce ameers a lid (nick di ivers 
in which the tester shows up un-
announced and asks for a sample. 
Mcycrs implied that this ensures 
compliance by having the person 
being (Wed always ready to pass 
the test; "you don't need to be a 
genius to figure this out." 

"The biggest problem I have 
(with the soil burner) is the noise 
and the dust Crow the soil," Com-
menied Mike Lucas, a New Wind-
se: Planilic;i, Board member and 
6. viler of prcoerty across the street 
;ram tl•e soil burner. 

"They nev 7r tried to be good 
neighbors: observed Lucas, who 
'supported It• project because he 
felt Conklin, would run it well. 
"They never ;slced what they car 
dr, to be goqd neighbors, they 
disregarded Abe neighborhood, 
Conklin wouldn't do this, it's TPS." 

Lucas :eels that if anyone has 
complaints about the site they 
should call, Oinilizi .about then' 
mid not TPS. a. 

"Is it pod ko read (about new 
permits„in 
stead, 9 Leaning it as neighbors.” 

the newspaper, in- I) 

luestioned Lucas. "Couldn't they 
lave a( (cast (old the Plaiming 
Joard or Town Board they were 

soils in addition to their original 
pout `'s7" • 

Lucas, as a private citizen, 
helped verify the complaints about 
the noise and dust coining from 
the soil burner. lie remarked I hat 
John McDonald, Ncw Windsor 
fire inspector, issued the tickets 
and that he took pictures within 
the last ten days to substantiate 
That the site still had not complied 
with the regulations concerning 
dust. Earlier this year during a 

Planning Board meeting at which 
TPS sought to expand their hours. 
Lucas stood down from the Plan-
ning Board members podium and 
spoke from the audience as a pri-
vate citizen about his concerns 
regarding the faciliiy. 

"I don't want it to close." said 
Lucas, "I want it to operate within 
the rules agreed upon in the be-
ginning and keep die operaiton 
clean and cline( with tespect its 
neighbors." 
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Doc sees danger in plan 
Cooker emissions may harm asthma sufferers 

By DAVE L'IIEUREUX 
Staff Writer 

NEW WINDSOR — Allowing TPS 
Technologies to -
destroy coal tars at its 
River Road plant 
could harm thousands 
of people with 
respiratory disorders, 
a local allergist warns. 

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

"About one in every 15 	enc.ans suf- 
fers from bronchial as 	a," he said. 
"These fumes would put a considerable 
part of the population at ris " 

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

TPS already has statee permits to 
cleanse petroleum pollutants from soils 
by subjecting them to ternperatures of 
1 , 550 degrees. Now its perators are 
seeking to modify their D C permits so 
they can cleanse coal tars the by-prod-
ucts of a technology, ab ndoned more 
than 30 years ago, that eated natural 
gas from coal. 

The state Department o Environmen-
tal Conservation -announ ed last week 
that it had decided the T coal tar pro-
posal would pose no sign can tlreat to 
the environment.  

DEC further noted that 'ilowabie emis-
sions of sulfur dioxide, whiff _h 	irrita).e  

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

Emissions of hydrogen cyanide, which 
can deprive cells of oxygen, could go up to 
0.5 pounds an hour if DEC modified the 
existing TPS permits to treat soils conta-
minated with coal tars 

"These DEC thresholds blow my 
mind," said Parrinello. "Just what is the 
proper threshold for sulfur dioxide or 
hydrogen cyanide? 

In a recent interview, Robert Stanton, 
an air quality engineer for the regional 
DEC office, noted that stilfur 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. 

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 lar e 
quantities of dust emanating om e 
plant along River 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_twn Hrkets  to TPS operators, 
accusing em  of violatin town zoning 
ordinances concerning dust an noise. 

DEC is taking public comments on the 
TPS coal tar proposal until July 26. -Com-
ments on the draft permits cane sent to 
Michael D.Tilei=finHar-i-,-NYSDEC Division 
of Environmental Permits, 21 South Putt 
Corners Road, New Paltz, N.Y. 12561-
1596. The e-mail address is: 

Mike.Merrirnan ec.mailnet.state.ny.us . 
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Local Issues 

Local Incinerator Battle 
Will Set a Course for State Policy 

Nearly every com-

munity has one: a pro- 

posed source of pollu-

tion or environment-

al destruction that 

would threaten the 

health or quality of 

life of its residents. 

Most environmental 

laws allow the public 

to comment on pro-

posals with signifi 

cant environmental 

impacts, but neigh-

bors are still frus-

trated by their inabil-

ity to influence final 

decisions. Gtizens are 

often overwhelmed 

or intimidated by a 

seemingly endless 
morass of technical 

and regulatory coni-

plexity. Those who 

wade into the morass- 

find that most envi- 
ronmental laws con- 

tain It: tholes or 

other critical weak-

them. To make matters 

n dismiss the concerned 

tin my Back Yard)  

nesses that work against 

worse, decisionmakers ofte 

neighbors as NIMBYs (No 
In the last year and a half, a group of citizens in 

Nev. wtnilaor (Orange County) have found them- 

selves plunged into this classic situation. They have 

raised concerns about plans by two companies to 

treat contaminated soil at new plants in their town. 

The ,:ampanies use a process called thermal 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 Environment (CURE), are concerned 

about the effects of the plants °it air quality 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 Hudson, 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 taken 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, 

it is 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  

pesticides and gasoline additives in the air. It ap-

pears that the actual health threat of the air emis-

sions will never be known because the DEC has 

studied the health risks of only one contaminant 

and does not plan to monitor air emissions. 

The citizens and environmentalists have had 

some effect on the DEC's oversight of the soil treat-

ment plants. For example, the DEC produced a 
guidance document for the facilities, which in-

cludes restrictions on the use of treated soil and 

It is impossible 
to regulate what is not measured. 

expanded testing of soil before and after treatment. 

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 sir quality standards still ignore 

the combined 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 NINO Y 
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 
for' t:Tenting mobtfe-equipmenrcarrenttrused --  
only temporarily at contaminated 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, it is appropriate to give spe 

scrutiny to important details like ',filch 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 for the xil treatment technoit...gy 

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 sta te. The 

DEC soon will accept public com- 

ments on the permit guidelines 
for these plants. For more infor- 

mation, call Scenic Hudson at 

(914) 473  1440.*  
Josh Cleland, Environmental 

Assoc., Scenic Hudson 
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ACTION ALERT 

NEW WINDSOR SOIL BURNER 

NY Department of Health Suggests Tighter Environmental Controls 

For nearly two 
petroleum-con 
Working with 
En ir^ument ( 
Conservation 
the facility bef 

Last year, Sce 
Environmental 
some of our co 
September 5. 
"Preliminary 
Windsor, New 

: - 

The DOH re 

•
. 	- 
The fa 
con 

years, Scenic Hudson has advocated stronger environmental controls for a 
ated soil treatment facility (a.k.a. soil burner) in New Windsor, New York. 

local group opposed to the facility, Citizens United for a Responsible 
RE), we havr made die case that the NYS Department of Environmental 

EC) and the Town of New Windsor, did not adequately consider the impacts of 
re granting initial approvals. 

c Hudson, Citizens' United for a Responsible Environment (CURE), the Citizens' 
Coalition, and others asked the NYS Department of Health (DOH) to investigate 
terns about the New Windsor soil burner. DOH released its report on 
copy of the report can be obtained by calling 1-800-458-1158. Ask for the 

sessment clf Air Contaminant Imparts, TPST Soil Reclamation Facility, New 
fork? 

rt is helpful because it backs up some of our main concerns about the soil burner 

ty is able to accept unreasonably high concentrations of non-petroleum 
nants (e.g., heavy mernls, PCBs and other toxic organic compounds); 

Stack e 
Air Gui 

issions of PCBs, arsenic, mercury, and other contaminants could exceed DEC's 
e Concentrations (AGCs) or other health-based standards; 

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

• Additio al pre-treatment soil testing appears to be appropriate. 

Unfortunately, OH's recommendations are worded weakly and DEC is not obligated to make 
any changes. 	EC might ignore the new findings if there is no public pressure for better 
environmental ntrols. 

WE CAN STILL MAKE A D11 i.h.RENCE 

It is not too lat 
Windsor soil b 
needed to mak 

to make a difference. DEC has not yet issued a final air permit for the New 
rner, in part because we urged them to wait for the DOH report. Your help is 
DEC act on the DOH findings for the final air permit. 

September' 13, 1996 



In July, DEC 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 guidance to address 
the deficiencies 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, 
• Request better soil testing and air emissions standards for soil burners; and 

Insist on air emissions monitoring. 

The author of the DOH report is: 

Dr. John Hawley, Research Director 
Division of Environmental Health Assessment 
NYS Department of Health 
II University Place 
Albany, NY 12203-3199 

He will forward your letter with 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 
	

PO Box 406 
40 Mulberry. Street 
	

Vails Gate, NY 12584 
Middletown, NY 10940 

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



Walport plan 
turned down 
by township  	tp(411ica_n  

Application for soil plant 
in Summit Station rejected 

oaf ref?z_ v Alex Nussbaum 
n REPUBLICAN 

REEDSVILLE — A Reading 
company's attempt to install a pe- 

oleurn-contaminated soil proc-
: ssing plant near Summit Station 
: nded Wednesday when the Wayne 
ownship supervisors rejected its 

d development plan. 
To the applause of 22 people, the 

• ecision sent Walport Corp. back to 
-pare one of the permitting proc-
ss. Approval of the development 
Ian is necessary before the compa-
y can seek a township zoning per-

mit for the burner. 
If Walport .s still interested in 

the site, it must now submit a new 
land development plan to the town-
hip's planning commission. 

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 

umrni 
Station 

Fairarounds 

To Read'r, 

"1"  
(PennDOT), not because of local 
opposition to the project. 

Heidi B. Mas.-Jic an attorney 
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 Waiport'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 ( D ER). 
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 P(-tel 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 
'CHE). 

"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 they'll let it drop," 
Schropp said. "Hopefully, they wilL" 

Plans to build a similar plant in 
Blythe Township were dropped last 
month by Clean Waste Control Inc., 
of Kearny, NJ., 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-
iary of Tamaqua-based Lehigh_ 
Asphalt Paving & Construction Co. 

••••- • 	- - 	– 



mati 
group opposes 
soil incinerator 

Until thi!: point, plans for the 
plant progressed unchallenged 
through the environmental permit- 

g process. 
"I don't think people really 

thought it was going to go through," 
said Zack Murray, who lives on 
Route 895 less than half a mile from 
where the burner would be built. 
Now, he said, more people are 

(Please turn to page 16) 

By Karen B be 
The REP UBLI 

SUMMIT STATION — Some 
opposition 	a proposed contarni- 
nated-soil b 
	

g plant on Route 
895 here is 	acing• 

lielghbo last week formed a 
,group — Coalition of CitlaPnA  

Against In eratlon. 
A petitio — titled "Operation 

Valley Shi Id" — contains a 
statement g people to stop 
-construction of the plant and 
appears to about 100 signa-
tures. 

–Our gut feeling is — incine-
ration is ur::. ealthy, it's bad," said 
Kate Potter, spokeswoman for the 
coalition. • 

Coalition nnembers plan to 
.attend the W yne Township 2,-card 
of Superviso meeting at 7:30 p.m. 
July 17 to 	cuss the proposed 
plant. Any 	sidents wishing to 
speak out at town meeting are re-
quired to co ct the township see-
retary prior the meeting. 

• 1 

Group o posing soil incinerator 
(Continued from page 5) 

-aarning the proposal is mg re-
Dewed by the state De ent of 
:.inviroiunental Resources (DER) 
Ad could soon be a reality. 

The - plant is proposed by alport 
aduStries, Reading, a sister mpa-
y ..tit 'Windsor Service Inc. which 
.wns an _asphalt plant and ummit 
rune inc., a tniarry, at th same 
rea _targeted for the soil burner, 
r:rokis from the Schuylkill County 
airground.s. • 

The application DER is 
ig is for an operation with the ca-
.city to hum 50 tons of peti oleum-

)ntaminated soil per hour. • 2,000-
,n storage structure would built 
I site. 
"I need. more informatio 

evin M. Shire, who lives o 
.er Hill Road, south of the si 
"I'm very concerned wi 

oy're going to be brea  

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

Curt Matirri,  president of CM 
Environmental Service Inc., 
Morgantown, Walport's consultant, 
said if he had children who lived 
.near a plant like the one proposed, 
he would have no worries. 

-"I absolutely feel that —.no prob-
lem at all," he said 

Malizzi summed up the opera- 
•tion: 

The soil would first pass through 
a 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 temperatures reach 
around 1,500 degrees and the con-
taminants are completely de-
stroyed, he said. 

The air from the process would 
1-12sc  through a "heat exchange," 
which would cool it enough to pass  

through a "bag house" — a large 
.ter. 

From there: the filtered air goes: 
up the stack and out of the plant. 1 

"Nothing is released without: 
going through the after burner and: 
bag house — and then a stack," _Ma-; 
lizu cam  

Equipment in the plant would: 
have monitors to alert operators if 
the system malfunctioned, he 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 to be a dirty 
industrial site: Its a very clean op-
eration." 

Potter said she wants to find out 
for sure. 

She said there are still many: 
questions to be answered and the: 
coalition is trying to gather as much 
information as it can about the pro-
posed operation. 

" said 
Sum-
. 
what 

g," he 

1 
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Warne T ► p. 
goes against 
burner plan 
Proposal unsatisfactory, 
environmental study says 
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Based on study, 

township 
opposes burner 

By Erica Franklin 
ear .1:PVILIC,Cv 

R EDS V 11.1.r: • - Fmeinerrs 
who onextucted an envirnemarnial 

0/ a preowned sod burner for 
Wayne lowieusep recommended Use 
project not be permitted as es be-

anew it coked be a potential heath 

runt and mrscht pow other  Prornerm 
As a remit. the tourredwp supero. 

90rs, who commomoned the study. 
towed a statement Wednesday 

(west, sayinn they rid not support 
Reading-boned Walcon Corp.'s pr• 

pawl contammatednod treatment 

plant . 

It WAS the brig time the superss 
scree toad taken a stand on Use bone 

er once Walpurt filed for to 

Departmene or e'..rivironmental Ree• 

source" tOKR f permits last !melee 

Ranson Isar propceed butldaag 
the burner no f t acres 01 land adjs• 
rent to the Summit Stone quarry 
near Summit station owned by its 

Sigel' convenes. Windsor Seesaws 
Inc. It would roes op to SO last pre 

hour al prinnewv.cani a...sons 

soil and toe the treated sod to wane 

Li 

'Alter doe CaINSCrflt1011  d the 

concerns in the resort .. we 

learned in order to anise.% &fare 

Clef 0 sits prenntaa Wallows no. 

(Mese owe to pare 6) 

(Continued from pastel) 
has e to male ChIllgel to its land de.. 
selopment plan and permit apple 
cation." supersssor Chairman Lar• 
r)• L Iuckenbtll read Irons a 
prepared statement 

- We feel tt s in the best interests 
of the N a, ne lovmship supervisors 
not to consider approval In its ongs• 
nal form. -  hr said 

1 he statement was met with 
applause from about 70 residents 
who attended Wednesdays meet• 
trig 

Both at a Iporl 'President George 
A Walborn and its engtneenng con. 
sultant Curt r Malin, were un. 
a, atlable for comment this morn. 
Ina 

I he compana t as qUalit ■ ■ nd 
solid w /AV permits are still under 
I 1, 	f) 

	

I M 	, 	state Department of 
Ilin trimmer tal Resources t DER I 

The township supervisors. at the 
request of the study s author. Camp 
Dresser L McKee inc. (CDNIL Lan. 
taster. handdelleered copies of the 
report to DER officials Tuesday. 

A copy was also lur.arded 
Wednesday to Walport. And it will 
be available today to the public In 
the municipal building during office 
hours 

Based on a review of Walport'l 
permit applications, correspon• 
dence and other documents, CUM 
engineers found much Information 
about the plant "ltuficachng or M. 
complete," the study states 

The study "confirms our con-
cenu riser emissions into the atr, 
the blending of sod possible esplo. 
Pons storage practices storm wa-
ter runoff and ground water con• 
lamination, -  members of the local  

grassroots group Citizen., For a 
Ilealth, Envtronment said in a pre• 
pared statement this morning 

However, the stud) ai.iuM•S 
Walport will only be taking in "t -u 
gun" pelroleum.contammated soil, 
CIIE members Lee V NtacCaul. 
and Thomas R Smith said in the 
statement. And Walport has made 
no assurances the incoming sot1.111 
not contain other substances such 
as dioxins and PCBS !ruin old trans-
formers, they said 

Given the information supplant 
by the Company , some of CDNI s 
concerns Include. 

• The plant may emit more than 
SO Ions per ,ear of tom com 
pounds. such is the carcinogen ben 
:end which are in the pettolet.m 
and be less than 99 percent Ohm,' it 
In destro,ing those compounds . 

The must steel the S0 mot : 0  

percent standard — the low est 
achievable emissions rate — to 
comply It the requirements of 
the Clean is Act of 1990, according 
to CD" 

• he permit applications do not, 
but should state annual pollutant 
emissions based on the average 
amount of sod led into the burner. 
Nor do they include benzene or lead 
emissions 

%reciter. a plan for moruturmg 
the operating conditions at the plant 
to ensure it is running safely should 

be prostded 
• DepeAing on aind direction• 

wind sped and other sanables. 
emissions from the plant may 
ullrvl t esolents living on the sleep 
slopes to the north of the site us 
Summer IliU 

Rased 	on 	mr•screerung 
guideline. de, eloped Lis Not f ork 

since Penns, -s also has none). 
CUM estimates the impact of beer 
zone emissions :torn the plant at the 
ground le, el Mould be too high . 

CUM requests Nalport do a de-
tailed assessment of its emissions 
Impact on the site using specific ea• 
nables, such as climate and lopog-
aphy. 

• Wa port shoud raise as stack 
sight because 	is not 25 times 

g later than 1,se highest building 
proi-x.irare st 	site. which is con. 
Pdered goe.d engineenng prat. 

• Walport does not. but should. 
inslude the roethixt b, .loch it . 
blend soils anti high and low con-

centration of pelt Ovum al the burn. 
er It also should include now the 
blended sod wdt la tested for tow 
tampowitts 

• A a 1port ontuld ittn.id•t has  

ing enclosed storage facilities tar 
pr ocessug the contaminated Sod 

• A alport should pros ride a con. 
tingene, plan of other disposal fa 
cilities that would be willing to 
accept the treated sod if it does not 
meet DER s -clean fill" require. 
menu . 

• tt alport s application pros ides 
no pros Isom for treating storm we. 
ter runoff from the plant. but 
should Toxic pollutants ma ,  be 
found in the storm alter 

• st slport has no means of as. 
sessing ground *titer qualit ∎  once 
the plant has been operating At 
least one on lite ground w tiler mon-
itoring well should be installed 

• DER and A alpon should dis. 
cuss and find a reliable method 
for testing the snits that tome into 
the !Join, Inc their t•it al entice nt r.. 
Dull at pvtruleuill ■ /1111••.11Mlb 
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t y Anne Karolyl 
773e REPUBLICAN 

SAINT CLAIR — They spoke of 
fear for their health 

They spoke of anger, environ-
mental threats 
and corporate 
greed. 

But when 
about 45 people 
gathered at a 
Citizens Against 
Incineration 
meeting here 
Tuesday night, 
one message 
was clear, espe-
cially to state 
Sen. James J. 

Rhoades, R-29. 
"If you don't have the numbers, 

if you don't get vocal, you're going 
to lose it," said Rhoades. "You've 
got to band together and tell these 
people, you take care of yours, 
we'll lake care of ours and stay out 
of here." 

Citizens Against Incineration 

was formed by residents opposing 
plans of Clean Waste Control of 
Kearney, NJ., 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, associated with Windsor 
Services of Reading. 

On Tuesday night, residents 
planned their protest and dis-
cussed their options In battling the 
Blythe proposal, targeted for a site 
about three miles north of Saint 
Clair off the Burma Road. 

"If they put these in we're going 
to die, and tf we don't stick togeth-
er and try to stop this that's what'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, shortly after the compa-
ny submits a permit application to 
the state. 

Paul Brown, president of Con-
(Please turn to page 20) 

Residents meet 
to discuss fears 
about burner 
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Residents meet to discuss fears about burner 
(Continued from page 19) 

corned Citizens of Schuylkill Coun-
ty, said he plans to contact the coun-
ty commissioners to see 1/ the issue 
of Incineration can be included on a 
future ballot. 

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

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

The borough of Saint Clair has 
hired an attorney to battle the pro-
posal at the state level, said council 
President John A. Shandor. 

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

Rhoades read from a list of 59 
toxic materials, including 13 heavy 
metals, found In petroleum pro-
ducts. Ills source was a May HU re-
port by the American Petroleum 
Institute of Washingtin, D.C. 

Those materials, including 
benzene, arsenic, lead, mercury, 
cadmium, cobalt and toulene, are 
not destroyed during the incine-
ration process, said Alfred A. Seiss 
Jr., the state representative for the 
National Coordinating Committee 
for the National War on Waste. 

"They say they have state of the 
art equipment A hammer may be 
state of the art but that doesn't pre- 

vent yousell from hitting your tin- 
ger with it," he said. 'Their equip- 
ment Is good only for dealing with a 
precise amount of materials." 

Seiss said Clean Waste's plan to 
deposit the ash in stripping pits will 
allow materials not destroyed dur-
ing incineration to combine, cre-
ating more toxins. Ile said those 
toxins could infiltrate the ground 
and air. • 

Making the hazard even more 
threatening, state and federal stan-
dards for materials such as lead do 
not adcP. ess the hazards of such 
toxins building up over time, Seiss 
said. For example, federal regula-
tions for lead content in drinldng 
water are more stringent than 
those for dirt processed in Incinera-
tors, which can sit for "ears in con-
tact with round water, ;le said. 

The Blythe site is within a mile 
of the Silver and Wolf Creek reser-
voirs. 

Blo-remediation, which uses 
enzymes to digest unwanted wast-
es, Is a viable, cheaper option for 
the treatment of dirt contaminated. 
with petroleum products, Seiss said. 

Rhoades read an advertisement 
run by the nation's leading petro-
leum companies in California news-
papers this spring. A state law there 
required petroleum -ompanies to 
make irlormation avAlable about 
the hazards of their products. The 
advertisement said hazards range 
from cancers to birth defects. 

Itecent research shows incinera-
tion of aly kind is hazardous, cre-
ating minute, toxic particles which 
can easily invade the body and lead 

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

The low risks the company is 
offering are dangers residents 
should hot have forced upon them, 
Rossetti said 

"It I want to take a risk, I'll take 
a risk Don't you force me to take a 
risk," Rossetti said. 

Pat Richman, one of the group's 
founders, said Clean Waste Is trying 
a 'divide and conquer" attack 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 
county. 

"If I am guilty of having an inter- 

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

Before coming to Blythe, Clean 
Waste tried to locate at sites in Hai-
le Township, Luzerne County, and in 
Delano Township. 

"The facts as presented by Clean' 
Waste Control are a snow-Job," 
Richman said. "This Is not a Repub-
lican or a Democratic 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 Citizens 
Against Incineration are planning 
to attend a meeting at 7:30 tonight 
concerning the Summit Station pro-
posal, said Donna Boyd, one of the 
group's organizers. The meeting 
will be held at the Friedensburg 
Elementary School along Route 443. 



Ordinances restrict soil plant proposals /00-H-51  ve )(e. OA) Rgiu—.5 lc-gm 
E. Penn board says changes not directed at Tamaqua firm's incinerator plan 

By Alex Nussbaum 

The REPUBLICAN 	/ /13 93 
ASIIFIELD — Folio g an 

hour-long public hearing, the East 
Penn Township supervisor adopted 
two ordinances Tuesday ght plac-
ing more restrictions on a proposed 
contaminated soil treatment plant, 

Though solicitor Wiliam C. 
Schwab said the ordinances are not  

aimed at the soil plar:t proposal, the 
restrictions create another obstacle 
for East Penn Recycling, the Ta:na-
qua-based firm which has proposed 
the facility in Carbon County. 

• Following the ...ote, company 
attorney Edward J. McKai ski, 
Bethelehem, said his clients were 
still debating their next step. How-
ever, In an interview earlier in the 
day, East Penn Recycling co-owner 

Ronald S. Ornytrow 'ndicated the 
project will continue. 

"There's nothing in this regu-
lation we can't live with," he said. 

Dm ytrov, said his company 
would continue seeking a township 
building pernut for the plant 

East Perm Recycling proposed 
the plant for a site off of Route 895, 
two miles east of Andreas. The fa-
cility would treat about 200,000 tons  

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

The petroleum would be vapor. 
lzed, separated from the soil and, if 
the facility operates correctly, bro-
ken Into less harmful chemicals. 

However, the new ordinances 
place several restrictions on the 
Please see ORDINANCES/Page 18 
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company and anyone else ‘3an dlln g 
hazardous, municipal or other 
forms of waste in the township: 

✓ The company will have to 
obtain a registration certificate 
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 funds if 
contamination does occur. 

✓ The company will be required 
to present an emergency manage-
ment plan spelling out the steps to 
be taken if contaminated material 
Is spilled outside the facility. 

✓ Unless the supervisors grant 
an exception, trucks hauling con-
taminated soil will be bartied from 
township roads. 

✓ Delivery of the soil will be 
limited to 7 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday 
to Friday. 

. Five members of Schuylkill 
County's Citizens Against Incine-
ratibO (CAI) attended the meeting 
to show their support for opponents 
of the project. Last year, the group 
successfully challenged a New Jer-
sey firm's plan to build a similar 
plant in Blythe Township. 
‘ After the meeting, lnembers of 

the Blue Mountain Environmental 
Association, a group opposing the 
facility, said they expect the contro-
versy to continue. 

"I'm glad for the ordinance, but I 
think we're still going to have a 
fight In front of us," said Michelle 
Beckett, the association's president 
"We'll just wait and see. I'm ready 
for IL" 
! The three-member board passed 

the ordinances without comment  

after an hour-long public hearing 
where opponents and the devel-
opers confronted each other. 

About 40 township residents 
attended the hearing, almost all of 
them speaking out against the pro-
posal The treatment facility would 
pollute their water, land and 
children with cancer-causing diox-
ins, they said, and would attract 
other hazardous waste processors. 

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

The developers and their oppo-
nents accused each other of distort-
ing facts about the facility and the 
ordinances during the hearing. 

"Who's kidding who?" asked 
McKarsict "You are using this to 
prohibit perfectly legal activity. 
(Blew and Dmytrow) have as much 
a constitutional right to do what  

they see fit 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 
actions. 

"This Is not aimed at East Penn 
Recycling," he said. "It never 
mentions East Penn Recycling. 
This is a very broad ordinance." 

The board approved a permit for 
a 40,000-square-foot building on the 
site in 1991, according to Gordon E. 
Scherer Jr.,chairman 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 for another permit. 
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SOIL BURNERS 

FACT SHEET 

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 th3.s primitive 
technology. In the proposed process, 
contaminated soil is heated in a chamber 

remove water an(i volatile organics. 
Exhaust gases are vented to a secondary 
combustion chamber (the afterburner) 
where most of the vnlatiJes 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 lc•w nor high temperature thermal 
treatment can destroy heavy metals. 
Depending on the temperatures employed 
and the meL,-.1s 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 

iof Incomplete Combustion) will result. 
Dioxins and Furans will likely be created 
by the process itself! A11 of the right 
ingredients and conditions would exist 

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. 

These chemicals are fat-soluble. They 
enter thc: food chain and multiply 
as they move up. 

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

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

transporting the soil. 

* Soil Washing - Removes heavy metals 
and semivolatile organics from the 

soilstream. 	99.99% removal of heavy 

metals can be obtained. 

* Vacuum Extraction * Soil Flushing 

* Chemical Extraction * In Situ Vitrification 

* Chemical Treatment * Soil Venting 

Citizens Against Incineration • P. o. Box 372 • Pottsville PA 179131 • [717] 622-3279 

REGISTER AND VOTE 



The companies have not 
demonstrated an effective means of 
keeping PCBs and other dangerous 
chemicals out of the contaminated soil. 
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EVIDENCE OF CRIMINALITY 

Windsor Services * was indicted, 
convicted, sentenced, and fined $1.2 
million for crimes against the state of PA, 
of rigging pa. ing 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 Wal port), served four 
months in a federal penitentiary on a plea 
bargain, admitting to—among other 
things— destroying documents 
subpoenaed by a federal grand jury. 

Windsor is Walporf s sister company, and operator of 
an asphalt firm adjacent to the proposed burner site_ 
Clean Waste 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, until 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..." 

— POTTSVII  I F.  REPUBLICAN, Jan. '92 

Where do these proposals stand now? 

DER is continuing its review of the 
applications. Many pages of deficiencies 
%vere found in the initial reviews, requiring 
ongoing revisions. Special attention is 
twine paid to questions of adequate testing 
for hot loads, and the establishment of an 
actual need for new facilities of this kind. 

PENNSYLVANIA 
CRIME COMMISSION 
1991 REPORT: 
"In short, the Commission's investigation 
and public hearings revealed startling 
evidence of organized crime's 
involvement in the waste disposal industry 
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 climate of Pennsylvania." 
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EXTINCT MEANS FOREVER—THEY DON'T 
COME BACK. 

WHAT'S SO BMD 

about a FUEL-CONTAMINATED 

INCINERATOR? 
NO** *ID • N IMO ill•IHN• NIP *NO INFO 	••• ••• • •••• 

faet: C aneer astd Other terrible-afflictions 
are among the known health effects of 
gasoline and its additives. 

fact: The soil burners proposed for Wayne 
and Blythe Townships will transfer toxic 
chemicals from the soil into the air. 

fact: Both companies proposing these 
burners have unsettling histories of 
breaking the law, and of showing little 
regard for the well-being of the citizenry. 

fact: According to many engineers, the 
facilities being 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 to being under-funded and 
under-staffed, and tell us plainly that the 
burden is on us, the people who live here. 

fact: It is our RIGHT to determine whether 
we want to share our lovely communities 
with incinerators, or "soil burners." They 
cannot force them on 	.- . 

• 
fact: There is no such ,thing as a "good 
incinerator" unless you happen to own one! 

LEARN MORE INSIDE... 

Produced for your information by 

Citizens Against incineration 
lIox 372/Pottsville, P.1117901 

Citizens for a healthy Environment 
CHE/Box 68,Summit Station. p k/17979 



WHO STARTED THIS ? 

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

Wayne 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. 

A.‘,1:  11.kAAAAAAAAAJAAAAAAAAAAA 

THE HEALTH EFFECTS OF 
GASOLINE & ITS ADDITIVES 

Tetra ethyl lead: Cancer, learning 
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 y len e: CNS problems, liver damage, 
skin irritation, upper respiratory irritation. 

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

THE GOVERNMENT WILL NOT 
PROTECT US. 
Since the Clean Air Act was signed into 
law in 1990, nothing has been don to 
enforce it. The Bush Administration has 
missed the deadline by eight months for 
regulations needed to make this law work. 
cocoa) 
Soil burners will contribute 
to acid lain, and czone layer destruction. 
cecococox>cococococowcoccoocococococacocococ000 
Incinerator stack emissions pollute 
the air, land, and groundwater. Incinerators 
become large, hazardous-waste 
GENERATORS. Also, new hazardous-waste 
compounds are created: acid gas, heavy 
metal gas, furans, and dioxins — one of the 
most toxic chemicals known to science. 
cococomcoccc000coc000coopoocociocococ000coc000 

396 pounds per day of emissions 
would come out o; -  Walport's  stack, during 
maximum capacity of 1200 tons per day 
of soil burning... Clean Waste  could burn 
twice that much, or 2400 tons per day! 
0000000000.200000 	 000000000000 

Cleaner and safer alternatives 
ARE already available. Historically, 
contaminated soil has been treated right on 
site. The current proposals would import 
hundreds of thousands of tons each year 
to one small area. Emissions would then 
accumulate to create a newly polluted site. 
ciococ00000cococococococococococccooccococ000coco 
Contaminated soil would be imported 
from up to 150 miles away, including 
New York City, ALL of New Jersey, 
and their various docks and terminals. 
coc000cocacocococococucocrxxxococomooc00000cokx 

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. 
cc cccococcoocccocococc oocccoccoc oocccc c.coocococo 
Peak traffic for the \Valport burner could 
go as high as 114 tractor trailer and 198 
12-ton truck trips per day... 
double that 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 officials. 

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, representatives, and 
local government officials. 
• Write letters to your senators, 
representatives, and local officials. 

Let them 10011' how you feel. 
Tell them which legislation you want 

them to vote for, or vote aeainst. 
Example: Support HB 953 which places a 
moratorium on ALL new incinerators. 
• Keep watch. Attending meetings of our 
local government reminds officials that 
they are public servants who work for us. 

Blythe Township Supervisors—
when: 1st 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. 

Wayne 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 

CUE, CAI, UYE4. & GREENFIRE. 
• Volunteer to help out in some way. 
• Donate... whatever you can. 
• Talk with family, friends, and 
neighbors. encourage them to act also. 
• Lois Gibbs of Loye Canal fame • 
will address a joint public meeting this 
October. Don't miss her amazing stop ! 



CITIZENS AGAINST INCINERATION 
P. 0. Box 372 

Pottsville PA 17901 

1. Who is getting the benefits of this project? 
2. Who is g tting the risks of this project? 
3. 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 oth r communities rejected this project? You bet they 

have! W 
7. 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 

liabilit ? 
9. Is the tzchnology proposed the only solution? The best solution? 
10. Should ocher steps be taken first? 
11. HAS THER: BEEN ANY INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

RISKS? 	EALTH RISKS? ECONOMIC RISKS? 
12. Is there anyone in your community in favor of this project? Why? 
13. Is tTe f vorable information for this project coming from 

anyone b t the vendor? 
14. How will the state monitor and enforce its regulations? 
iS. 	 heir track record like? 
15. What is the track record of the company like? 
17. Are they trust worthy? 

* * * * * * * * * 
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soil and gases produced when the soil is heated. Will this 
r pollute the area? How much water will they use? 

age of contaminated soil also increases the risk of groundwater 
leum could seep into the ground. According to Pennsylvania  
, just one (1) quart of motor oil can contaminate up to 2,000,000 
ng water. 

Not A Drop To Drink!, Steve Coffel states that just one (1) 
e leaking into ground water can pollute the water supply of 
people. Is an incinerator worth this risk? 
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Petroleum Institute recognizes that petroleum products contain 
dous chemicals that cause cancer, birth defects, and other reproductive 
re arsenic, cadmium, chromium, mercury, nickel and lead. None 
tals are destroyed by thermal treatment. Over time, when petroleum-laced 
even minute amounts will build up to become exceedingly serious 

health. 

Think globally * Act locally 



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 
blood pressure, and heart disease. Miscarriages and stillbirths are also caused 
by low levels of lead in drinking water. 

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

Hazardous Waste is 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 
416 West Market Street 
Pottsville PA 17901 
717/628-4782 

Rep. Bob Allen 
11 Westwood Center 
Pottsville P/x 17901 
717/622-6629 

Rep. Edward J. Lucyk 
E. Centre Street 

Mahanoy City PA 17948 
717/773-3075 

Commissioners Sheers, 
Shollenberger, Higgins 
Schuylkill County Courthouse 
Pottsville PA 17901 
717/622-5570 

Congressman Gus Patron 
Meridian Bank Building 
Pottsville PA 1 ./901 
717/622-4212 

Rep. Dave Argali 
237 W. Broad Street 
Tamaqua PA 18252 
717/668-1240 

DER Waste Management 
William McConnell 
90 East Union Street 
Wilkes-Barre PA 18701 
717/826-2516 

Edward M. Silverman, President 
Clean Waste Control, Inc. 
849 Harrison Avenue 
Kearny NJ 07032 
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 1992 

BAN A HYDROCARBON-CONTAMINATED 
SOIL-BURING INCINERATOR IN EAST PENN 

TOWNSHIP, CARBON COUNTY, ADJACENT TO 
BAKE OVEN KNOB, PA. 

Background' 
Supervisors of East Penn Township, Carbon County, Pa., have approved a 

permit for construction of a building and related facilities (hydrocarbon-contaminated 
soli incineratOr) at the base of the Kittatinny Ridge below Bake Oven Knob -- an 
intemationallyl important hawk migration observatory and research area at which the  
Wildlife Inforrnation Center, Inc., conducts major autumn hawk migration studies.  

Any environmental threats to Bake Oven Knob, or areas around it, such as 
f -lcine: - ation of gasoline-and-oil-contaminated soil, are of significant concern to wilc.ilife 
conservationits. Particular concerns regarding the proposed incinerator include: 

4 An inpinei azpr 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 small 
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 condtcted 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 at Bake Oven Knob. To date, 172 bird, 13 mammal, and 6 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 southern 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 l4ept free from contamination from incinerator ash or stack emissions. 

♦ Resi 
Eastern Screec 

ent raptors including Broad-winged Hawks, American Kestrels, Great Horned Owls, and 
Owls nest on the Kittatinny Ridge or in the Kittatinny Raptor Migration Corridor. 
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♦ The proposed incinerator would turn the north side of the Kittatinny Ridge and Raptor Corridor 
into an "incinerator alley." One incinerator already exists a few miles upridge at Bowrnanstown, Pa. 

♦ 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 Oven Knob area. 

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

* 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? . 

♦ The proposed incinerator's construction site is•within thelerrward "viewscape" of Bake Oven 
Knob. Any degradation of this "viewscape" is aesthetically and environmentally unacceptable. 

♦ ;--,ny exposure of environmentally s:-.,nsitive raptors, includ!:•,o endangered Baki 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 
biological and environmental stress on birds during a critically important and dangerous period in their 
annual cycle. 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. 

♦ The proposed incinerator would cause further unacceptable degradation of vital raptor and 

other wildlife habitat within the Kittatinny Raptor Migration Corridor. Logging, expanded quarrying, and 
building construction already ar reducing important wildlife habitat in the Corridor_ 

♦ The proposed mcincrator 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. 

♦ 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. 

♦ 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 affected. 

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. Tlie Center strongly opposes any incinerator facilities — including the one 
proposed for East Penn Township, Carbon County, Pa. 
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Delano rejects dirt plant 
`Opportunity of lifetime' 
halted at heated session 

Lv Slkurfle )1 Er L'ALJCAN 

Delano Supervisor John Lestswitch, angered over  public opposition to a 
dirt-treatment pl•?• -t,  tells a packed boast 	Trtntoa Monday that 
taxes 	p sp. 

By AMC Harolyt 
ne REPLIIIJCA N 

TRENTON — Delano Township 
supervisor chairman John R. Leas-
witch slapped a paper grocery bag 

the table in front of hint 
inside were 160 questionnaires 

which asked township residents if 
they were for or against a New Jer-
sey's company proposal for a con-
taminated-soil treatment plant In 
Mahanoy Area Joint Industrial 
Corp park_ 

The 1.3 million plant would pro-
vide 71 local jobs and bring an esti- 

$4.5 million a year in the 
courty's economy. The treated soil 
would be used to ftll abandoned 
stripping pits. 

"The deciding factor on Clean 
Waste Control is right here,' Leas-
witch said 'Wert going to open  

lhcrrr 	d that's II, but I tell you, 
were giving you the opportunity of 
a lifetime.' 

One half-hour later, with heavy 
applause and a few cheers, that "op-
portunity of a lifetime" had been 
spurned in 116 of the questionnaires 
which said health and safety was 
more important than economics. 
Only 41 questionnaires supported 
the plant 

Three responses were thrown 
out because of unclear answers: EA 
of the ongutal 220 quesUotwains 
were not returned_ 

-That's the decision, right then 
and there," Leaswitch said, when 
the numbers were tallied - It's done, 
its forgotten and everything else." 

We had the opportunity of a life-
time for somebody to pay our hips,  

(Please Pun to page I) 
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Delano board 
rejects 71-job 
dirt processor 

(Continued from page I) 
and no)) were going to raise your 
ta xes." he said 

About tt.5 people came to hear the 
fate of 'lean Waste Control's propo-
sal Monday rught, packing the 
Trenton Social Club and spilling out 
into the hallways and onto the porch 
where they listened through open 
windows 

Had the supervisors voted with 
their opinions rather than the pub-
lic s. the plant would have been wel-
comed. Leas-witch and supervisor 
Jay Ryan support the facility; su-
pervisor Michael Mannchak Ls 
against it 

.Xl the meeting's start, some peo-
ple protested the use of the ques-
tionnaires, which were stuck in 
township doorways, one to a family, 
without providing a chance for ev-
ery resident to record their opinion. 

But as the responses were read, 
one by one, many in the crowd 
smiled wider and wider as the nays 
plied up. 

Most of the opposition revolved 
around health concerns of the treat-
ment process: "Pure water is too 
aluable too give up." "Think of the 

children. You are only looking at 
the dollars and not the publlc 
health" 'Let them put it to their 
back) and if it is safe.' 

Responses supporting the plant 
considered the facility's economic 
Impact and the chance of (tiling 
strippmg pits with treated soil: 
"People complain there's no work 
but when somebody wants to move 
In everbody's against IL" "This area 
needs jobs and a good tax base. I'm 
In favor of any plant coming into the 
area." "We would be crazy to say 
no. I've lived in Delano all my lite 
and I've never seen anybody offer 
to fill those stripping pit-" 

The proposal's rejection Is the 
company's second this year, having 
had a permit granted and then re-
voked for a similar, smaller facility 
in Ilazle Township. Luzerne County. 
Attorney Ronald T. Derertzo, rep-
resenting Clean Waste, attended the 
meeting "just to see what hap-
pened." 

- Now 1 will have to tell the unfor-
tunate news to my clients," he said 

Rejecting the plant will mean a 
Jump in taxes, Leaswttch said to the 
crowd after the tally was taken. 

"And after I propose a tax in-
crease, I will resign. That's how I 
feel about you people," he said 

The company would have paid a 
"host fee" of 25 cents for every ton 
accepted, and township taxes from 
the facility were estimated at f.77,-
000 annually. 

"They're stupid. Somebody else 
was going to pr.y our bills," Leas-
witch said after the meeung. - If you 
heat your house with oil, stop heat-
ing your house; if you drive a car, 
stop driving, because it's the same 
kind of contandnauon as this plant" 

The plant would heat soil con-
taminated with petroleum-based 
products, hunting off the waste gas 
and ad. Company officials said each  

load of dirt would be tested before 
and after treatment for potential 
tazards, and emissions would be 
continuously monitored (corn the 
plant's stack. 

Taxes (or the township will prob-
ably double without the plant.. \fan-

r.chak said. adding that he opposed 
the facility because he did not feel 
he had enough triton -nation to be 
sire the process W as safe. 

The tax rate has been steady for 
six years, and the township is plan-
ning to building municipal offices 
next year and is facing other costs. 

"And I knew it wasn't going to 
go. if you put it up for a vote," he 
said 

The loss of jobs will keep the 
area depressed and losing its youth, 
said John Connchock of Delano. the 
only resident to speak for the plant 
at the meeting 

"Ifere s an opporturuty to bring 

sonic work into the place and they 

say no," he said ' The kids are grad-

ualuig from high school, from 

college and they don't come back" 

- If you get the reputation of re-

jecting all the industries. the tridus-

try tin t ev en going to try anymore," 

he said 
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My name is 
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projects which 
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Citizens Again 
opposition to 
Corporation, S 
Control, Inc. 
specific comme 

Alfred A. Siess, Jr. I am a paid technical consultant 
nicipAlities and citizens' groups opposed to the three 
are the subject of today's hearing. My testimony is 
tizens for a Healthy Environment; Heains Township; 
t Incinerators and Saint Clair Borough, and in 
he -facilities proposed by respectively, Walport 
huylkill Environmental Company,Inc. and Clean Waste 
As such I would like to provide both general and 
t pertaining to all three proposals. 

GENERAL COMMENT 

The facili 
thermal treatm 
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:eve a cumber 
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the company to 
contaminated s 
there is alrea 

:i.Walport 
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have us believ 
by testing a 4 
contaminated s 
material conta 
extremely haze 

ies under discussion include two low-temperature 
nt units for the treatment of petroleum-contaminated 
edical waste incinerator. These three proposals 
f thinrir. in common: 
cally each is an incinerator with the handicaps of 
lete combustion and the proclivity to synthesize 
OUF r7o -Apoands and release these to the environment, 
s a hazardous waste incinerator as strictly defined 
nsylvania's "Solid Waste Management Act", (Act 97 
y 7, 1980) and subsequent statutes; 
epresents a well-documented and very serious threat 
lic health and the environment. 
her thing that each of the project proponents has in 
would have this committee and the public believe that 
ye is true; that their proposals pose absolutely no 
onmental conseauences, and that they are performing 
	 by bringing these facilities to Schuylkill County. 
Control has stated the process "...is environmentally 
all local, state and federal regulations.", "Once 

contaminated soil will emerge as clean soil that is 
for mine reclamation and reforestation programs." 
will not emit toxic substances into the air or 
water system...". At a public meeting in Delano 
neer" made the astounding claim that the plant would 
NO harmful products of incomplete combustion. At 
in Luzerne County, another engineering firm representing 
d us that we should be pleased to have them put lead- 
il into the unlined stripping pits because the soil 
y contaminated with lead. 
has made similar unsubstantiated claims with respect 
aminated soils in an asphalt plant. Walport would 
that they can adequately test for hazardous wastes 

eounce sample from the surface of a 500. ton pile of 
il. Apparently they now intend to also treat 
inated with waste oils which are known to contain 
dous 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, recently 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 any". 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, potential for damages to private and 
public water supplies, specific sources of contaminated soil, 
realistic plans for testing and operating including emergency and 
contingency plc.ns, 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 CONTAMINATED SOILS 

As proposed for treatment of petroleum-contaminated soils, 
thermal treatment 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 technology one must understand its limitations. 
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Limitation of t ermal treatment technology, cont. 
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tually two distinct technologies employed in 
t; low temperature and high temperature treatment. 
limited to very narrow and spcific applications 

ty of the contaminants is known with certaitty-_:or 
d on site. It is necessary to carefully identify 
to be treated before choosing the type of thermal 

employed, because the two methods differ in effect 
ifferent chemicals treated. For example, the low 
em proposed is viable for treating certain volatiles 
the organic constituents found in virgin petroleum 
is the wrong choice completely for contaminants 

ich are not destroyed and can recombine at the 
loyed here as highly toxic dioxins. This is one 
al treatment has traditionally been limited to 
portable equipment. (Even in the case of a site-

p thermal treatment may not be the best or most 
lternative.) 

or high temperature thermal treatment can destroy 
h as lead, mercury or cadmium. 7;epending on the 
loyed and the metals involved, the metals are 
ed, in which case the4are captured by pollution 
t, or are re' eased to the environment as stack 
f not volitalizecl, the metals wind up in the soil 
as fugitive emissions. In every case the metals 
and a potential or actual source of water pollution, 

✓ direct inhalation. 

The fact th 
an other good re 
proposed here. 
cinerated over 
lead and cadmiu 
serious threats 
severe lead and 
the former zinc 
of a "superfund 

Still anoth 
central treatme 
and costs assoc 
site to the tre 

Another cau 
lack of control 
their claims to 
a feasible mean 
treatment metho  

t toxic heavy metals occur naturally in soils is 
son to avoid centralized thermal treatment such as 
When huge quantities of soil are heated or in-
ime, even minute concentrations of toxics such as 
will build up over time to become exceedingly 
to public health. A good nearby example is the 
cadmium contamination of the hills surrounding 
smelter in Palmerton, PA. which is now the object 
' clean-up effort. 

✓ reason why on site treatment is superior to 
t is the avoidance of energy consumption, pollution 
ated with the transportation of the soils from the 
tment facility. 

e for real concern with central treatment is the 
of the incoming waste stream.-  Despite all of 
the contrary, none of these applicants has demonstrated 
of insuring that chemicals inappropriate to their 
such as PCB's, can be kept out of the waste stream. 
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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:7ar 

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

Specific exemptions are listed. Petroleum-contaminated soils 
are not included in the exemptions, which are given not because 
thesexempted 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 hazardous.__" Clearly a 
hazardous -ATaste as defined in the act cannot properly be classified 
as a "residual waste". 

- MEDICAL WASTE INCINERATION 

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

While the regs recognizett infectious and chemotherapeutic 
wastes "are best managed at the place of generation with a minimum 
of transportation through the Commonwealth...", they are clearly 
defective 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 safely 
handle hazardous wastes such as heavy metals, toxic compounds 
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 not 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. Me PIC's 
(Products 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) Mater 
the a 
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ntists who met at Racine, Wisconsin in July, 1991 
h certainty, "Many compounds introduced into the 
human activity are capable of disrupting the 
m of animals, including fish, wildlife, and humans." 
ted by these international medical experts include 
geners (forms), dioxins, furans, cadmium, lead 
d laboratofy animal products "( 1 ), precisely the 
ncern in either or both medical waste or contaminated 
Es. 

there has been compelling new evidence showing a 
ociation between dioxin exposure and a long list of 
effects. (2)  These extensively documented studies 
etely fallacious the claims of incinerator proponents 
of adequate proof of chronic health effects from 
xins. (Even the most die-hard incinerator proponents 
wledged that all competently-tested incinerators 
unsafe levels of dioxins and Curans. They just 
pt the evidence of serious health effects.) 

0 

WHAT MUST BE DONE 

If we requ 
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doubt that the 
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TYPE WOULD BE 

I am furni 
waste amendmen 
example of the 
are serious ab 
and economic p  

red all existing and new thermal treatment or 
cilities of every type to prove beyond a reasonable 
are both needed and safe we would solve the problem 

nd more economical alternatives exist for all 
ion processes,and, simply put, NO INCINERATORS OF ANY 
UILTI 
hing a 'Discussion Draft" of a proposed medical 
to the federal "Solid Waste Disposal Act" as an 

type of legislation that must be enacted if we 
ut solving our national waste, energy, environmental 
oblems. 

(1) "Statement 

(2) "Affidavit  

from the work session..." provided 

of Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr." provided 



I NG 
Chemicals known to the State to cause cancer, birth defects, or other reproductive harm are 

found in gasoline, crude oil, and many other petroleum products and their vapors, or result from their 
use. 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 b y  this warning include, for example, oil and gas wells, oil and gas 
treating  plants, petroleum and chemical storage tanks, pipeline systems, marine vessels and barges, tank 
trucks and tank cars, loading and unloading facilities, and refueling facilities. 

The foregoing warning is provided pursnant to Proposition 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 with 

pr(cedure 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 	 Fletctv -  011 and Refining Company 
	

Texaco USA 
I - 800- 523- 31 57 	 1-600-523-3157 

	
1-800-523-3157 

Atlantic Oil Company 
1- 800- 523- 3157 

ARCO 
Atlantic Richfield Company 

1.800-523-3157 

BP America, Inc. 
1- 800- 573- 3157 

CHEVRON CORPORATION 
and Its subsidiaries 

1-800-457-2022 

CONOCO INC. 
Its subsidiaries and affiliates 

I - 800 - 52 3- 3157 

Exxon Company, U.S.A. 
a division of Exxon Corporation, 

and affiliated companies 
1- 800 - 52 3- 1157 

Golden West Refining Company 
- 800 - 52 1- 3157 

Marathon Oil Company 
1-800- 523- 3157 

Mobil Oil Corporation, 
Its affiliates and subsidiaries 

1-800-523- 3157 

Pacific Relining Company 
- 600 - ", 2 3 - 1157 

PhlIP,-, s Petroleum Company 
I -800- 523- 1157 

Santa Fe Energy Resources, Inc. 
I -800- 523- 3157 

Santa Fe Energy 
Operating Partners, L.P. 

-600-523-1157 

Shell Oil Company 
and its subsidiaries 

I - 800 - 52 1- 1157 .  

Thrifty 011 Company 
1-800-523-3157 

Time Oil Co. 
1-800-523-3157 

Tosco Refining Company 
1-800-523-3157 

Ultramar Inc. 
1-800-523-3157 

Union Pacific 
Resources Company 

1-800 - 523- 3157 

UNOCAL Corporation 
1-800- 52 3 - 3157' 

U.S. 0116 Refining Co. 
I -800- 52 3- 5157 

Western Fuel Oil Company 
1-800- 52 1- 1157 
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c in era tor... proposed to burn=t-  courthouse, which read:VAll We l.,• -that ,‘ is :.various; types::
. 	300,0000 tons•:annually, 	:Need is the Air We Breath; ,,!.s,'Say,o'f • ..•-• 

. • seen enough air . and voterr .pollu-,-..those,witlymanytquestionsfandi;:• .questions;;;;;:tt.i. ,71:;x! -..1.4•4-404 

. 	About .:14: persons • attended ',lag, Deserve Clean 

• Officials..;  of.. Bradford • 	but of the commissioners. only.- 

• meeting on 	prop( sal by.Clean,i!,:: One -protester- was dressed- 

.cineration. 	- 	 Ing with Clean .Earth:of Bigler,.. 

not planned as .a public meeting, •• ■ .' Commissioner. Bill sate:: 

company officials, m ho. said they t. * receive. ,  requests' for 4, infornia-.„' ;  , 
would be ;. providing an en -:..tional meetings Be said.after be-',. 

Earth of B igler at: the ,  Clearfieldthe -,.Grun• Reaper;.- andj,..another--; . 
County Courthouse,- which. was:+'..worela gas Nk.:. 

and cam;. • :way triassurld -by;} the = ,commissioners .routinely;  

vironmental :service by. cleaning,:: ing contacted by the news media, 

I 

protested a contaminated .Soil 	.signs . :they. ,  carried :outside. the ‘s.: not belimited to the .items 

the contaminated .. earth; . by .  in-s: it was decided to open this meet- 2.... 

several municipalitias•yesterday 	Citizens - broughl:.along -picket 4, '.tion states:the .  incinerator:wou14: 

ford Township.;:'. 	 No ,  to .Incinerators; Super. -:Land- 	 'rurn.fa Page 6,CO  elf.c:11:1• 

Lion. • ::Ittens -  and o concerns. 	 • He noted-- the permit,.applIca.rtr 

ncinera 
Saying Clearfield County has.- - Manicipal'Atithority -wereamonv Seth Cowder-•came7ith , a;;ILst:of';:.: 

•• By Marian.x 	
. 	

townshipzialliallacetoa.gpMrrWisev.cas able to attend: .  
• • • StaftWritar .;„.21 Orou g tr.;... a n d 	allac e t o 	Bradford :Township  

See photo on page 13. 	fills in the .  Sky, anti 	Kids 
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— (t rom rage u- 
-kroleurn; contaminated dirt, and 	• 	- 	Henri J. Molleron. vice•presi- 

	

asked if it could also be used to 	dent of IA Construction. as<ed if 
burn garbage. 	 he would live next to 	in- 

	

Mr. Cowder said the proposed 	cinerator, said he lives in Phila- site is underlain with an aquifer 	delphia. and he expressed concern about 	He and Michael Goebner, nearby wetlands. He pointed out. 	director of business development 65 violations . and a permit 	for Stout Environmental, fielded revocation listed in the corn- 	questions for over two hours. • 
pliance history of affiliated corn- 	They Could not say exactly 
panies, noting the figureAlpes not 	where the contaminated soil 
•inspire trust. 	 would come from, it depends on 

	

Bonnie Hansen,' a member 6f 	market forces,• but they said 
Wallace ton Borough -• Council, • 	there is lots of it in Pennsylvania._ 
pointed out the incinerator would 	• 'Ninety-five percent will come 
be about one-half mile from the 	. ,from•,. underground:,!•storage 
borough water source. and said- 	tanks" Mr. Molleron 
the borough and water authority 	They--said hydrocarbons emit-2 oppose the proposal. 'This is 	ted by petroleum can get into the right in our backyard."v=!•;'r•;-!'• 	air from contaminated - sites - but 

	

A citizen who lives near the-IA' 	by incinerating It, the company.is: Construction.' asphalr 	 helping clean ..where the incinerator is planned; 	Hydrocarbons -,  such • as • asked what the company-plans to. 	benzene, . methane and- .butane' do to clean up the current opera- 	t come 'from incomplete combus, tions, - noting his porch is covered . 	tioti of fossil ;fuels and are con with white dust and "it would., 	verted into photochemical smog take you six months to clean up 	by sunlight;:: 	• your own spills." 	 Company officials .  declined Clean Earth of Bigler is a joint 	': make available a copy:of an' venture of IA-Construetion • and • 	pollution permit, -  sayingrthey did Stout 	nvironmeratal Service i• 	. not know if they were permitted Co.,-  Thorofare, 	 to -do so by the state Department 

	

Another citizen .  asked,: hoW. 	of Environmental` -Resources to Clean Earth could possibly check, 	which they referred the requests.:ts- through 60 incoming trucks a day:• 	They-said .the. emission stack-?•;• to: determine the contents were': 	- will be 34.75 feet -high..:The pro=n materials allowed,' and • citizens:- 	; posed: site is at an elevation of said the actions of. garbage com-,!. 	.1,740 feet. ^, 	-• • • • panies have . inspired-'7. distrust: 	;• The company officials said the::: "BFI burned us.". 	 -:.incinerator - will - use7"-', the:. -best .: 

	

- The • 'Concerned- Citizens of 	available technology and ,-.•DER:. -; 
:was ...impressed 	;the; 
technology: 	• 
• They . asked - that the.loublict.2. 

•keep-an open mind .and'said the 
meeting with" county..officials Wis7i 

 arranged to '.lend- guidanceAqg 
 reviewing th,...; saplication.; ^ :'icy; 

The.• contaminated-- soir$ fallsi;!, 
within the. residual• waste.classilFti 
fication-which_i.;:.covers 

.
manY-0 

types of-waste .Narying in -poteni; 
teal for . dam a gelto :public: heal th.4; 
and the ,environnient,; . ,according,g 
to 
" *TheTDERT,tis'4roposing4neWPI 
regulation for --‘residual.Y .  watt•&4: 
and while7 th&TClean'-'Earthni 
plication'.was for solid-waste; he 
company;7,officialssaid;:,-It 

. 
 

prepared-ffithtthe-::new.; ;regula 
tions in 
:'_They,saidItheyflmow-of. no.;. 
quirements_ tor, hostantinlcipallty 

ClearCEarth;ouicials:ekIT 
mated • the incinerator:would 
on line!three tbsixrnonths  aftet a"` 
permit s -:apiirovedLand'i-Vdtild; 
have 10 employees;;•:=F 
. Currently,? there] is 	60:daylA 

comment - !periOd for- the solid.:  
waste application and.30 days for:: 
the air pollution permit.• • tz. 

Gerald Duke, Clearfield Coun'7 
ty Planning Commission execu-: 
tive director, who- set up yester-
day's meeting,- said.- comments 
need to be specific and DER will 
make the final decision. • ""' 

GXabam..j0W,t1shipi..-.P 1,e1424.4.901-: 
assist iri-,tne, fight- -to' stop- e- in.p.: 
cinerat;z• "because we all,'breath' -- 
the same air. " ' "--4  ' ÷ ",f, “ z, --' z;, 
 Group President Pam'Emigh;. 

after the meeting, said fine par:: 
ticulate air pollution from the-in-
cinerator  could reach all county . 

 residents.  ,',- '' • .":- ''•:" . ' . 
Particulate - pollution, even, 

while meeting government, emis- : 
sion: standards, -  can penetrate _. 
deep: into lungs and - has .  been': 
shown in some - studies:,to • cause' 
increased -: respiratory' :diseases . 
such as bronchitis and asthma in --,, 

.children, she said.:,•:"•F•' '? •'•• '''''-::: 
- Citizens were upset that the:. 

public was not ,informed of the 
proposal - until'. a news -article: • 
Mrs. Emigh said • companies -' 
come in and convince • officials" 
and the last to know are the peo-

- ple who will live near the facili-. 
ties. - ... - ;"''--s,  ;': • '-- •,'''!' 

"I hope our commissioners will 
not swallow the.' sugar-coated 
pill i ",-• Sylvia Bunzer-- or CCGT:  
said.' 	- 	- • "'-' , 	"'-' -•-•'-''' 	, -- 
..-' Graham Township Supervisor 
•Mafred Rinehart said Clearfield. 
County is being selected for trash 
and incinerators 'because of low-
income and Interstate 80. 
"'Yesterday was Earth Day,-- , 

 what a way to start off Monday," 
She said. 
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Situatioalcauses'!... CBES concern 
To the editor . 	the objective and'  strategy is 	It would be premature for 

' 	4.tsca, There appears to be some, .i,clear...,We have .not yet been able CBES to..take a position on the 

,questio•about the-pgaitichah4 gto determine whYt,k1_
ieLnet'aPPIT;T 

„
facility. 'We encouraged our 

: proposed.. PEMSCO/Transcon 

CBES ,.(CitIzenri.:. form Better; -,.;thette . statelhe9.to  d 
Eastern.  Shore) has takenIvith$411 ‘ the decisioN.,onZ,,the Moore membership.. to attend the 
respect to the treatiziento.f.con—A facility•" Sincoalts ";inceptiori, 4:briefing on blo-remediation that 
taminated soils In Northampton CBES has been an advocate for took place April 20. CBES has 

County. I'm writing to elan/y.014-, a Reaningful Comprehensive not had the opportunity to re- 
position. ......„4.6-.argii-414f ...2%44.Pla.a;and for.,adherint thein-:- view the 'PEMSCO/Transcon 

From our perspective. the 
position. . 

	guidance-provided .  by- -proposal that was submitted to 

...are now:two principal issues. --  the plan. When .offIcials ignore the county. We assume the pro-

One relates to a very sensitive  ......or disregard the plan, the public posal will be in the form of an 
public policy matter, that of the trust in county government amendment to the zoning ordi-
county's review zed decision erodes. nance permitting bio-remedla- 
process 	- .7.itt.f.d the 	If the co:L.ritys current post- 	facilities in the Industric-.1 

granting cf a z 	clearance Lion on solid, waste/hazardous 
for a .facility tc 	contami- 
nated soil. The 	ler issue fo- 
cuses or. pt' 	health and 
groundwater concern relatcd to 
the testing, transporting, treat-
ing, and residue disposal of the 
contaminated soil being trucked 
Into the Moore facility. 

While individual members 
. have expressed deep concern Ordinance..under the section U- . 

 over the possible impacts ....to' tled.Industrial.,General.Zoning 
public health and groundwater District. there is alengthy-list of 
:from .the_,Importsuor_c..st,-,rage permissibletise*-...An asphalt or 
and treatment or conta:.ninated bituminous ;faxing plant is one 

-.material, the CBES organization -.• of the permissible .uses-Treat-
-- the- review ; ing contaminated •soil. is not 

and .decision procesa:and the listed as a .permissible use. 
application -.of the • county's 	However. "accessory :uses. and 
adopted pc.lizies.. 	 et, aci ..., res incidental". Is a- per- 
, A . zoning . office review that 	missible use and was the jusW1- 
. excluded the planning commis- cation for granting zoning clear- 
Mon and the public from a , ance' to the asphalt' plant to 
precedent-setting proposal- of. treat contaminated - soil. We 
significant import to the entire' thought this was a questionable 

. community is indeed .unfortu- judgment. As' ,reported in the 
Eastern Shore' News. attorney 

General Zoning District. This 
means the plannini commis-
sion might again have to grap-
ple with a possible conflict be-
tween the proposed zoning 
amendment and the current 
guidance in the comprehensive 
plan. 

I trust these remarki ill 
provide a perspective on where 
we have concentrated our efforts 
and the conclusions we have 
reached thus far. 

Suzanne Wescoat 
President. CBES 

3. There is a potential danger 
zur cr.unty. Our drinking 

water needs to be guarded 
against the possibility of con-
tamination. There are no labs 
nor testing facilities in this 
county to safeguard against an 
accident. One bad load could 
spell disaster and we have no 
regulations nor enforcement 
capabilities In place to safe-
guard people or property. 

Her are some questions that 
you could research and answc:. 

1. If this stuff is so harmless,
-  why isn't It 'recycled' in the 

state where It originated? 
2. Whose dirt was it and who 

paid 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 
ignorant of its very existence? 

Asking for controls on a 
man's property goes against my 
grain:A land. owner should be 
able to do as he pleases on his 
own land aS'Iong as 1t dice 
not harm his neighbor's prop-
erty or life. 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 
questions. 

Barbara Custls 
Nassawadox 

.,nate. In our opinion, the very 
:limited review of the Moore pro- Bruce Jones characterized the 
-posal and subsequent decision current use of the Nassawadox 
was a serious error in judge- facility as dearly and unequivo-
ment tally violating the zoning ordi- 

The disregard of the intent nance. We assume the supervi-
and the direction provided by sors are seeking legal advice as 
the comprehensive plan regard- to their options, and we. like ey-
ing the importation of solid eryone else, are waiting to see 
wastes was a contributing factor what action they will take. 
to a decision that has aroused 	Our organization has con- 
the ire of many residents. The eluded that a county review and 
county's Comprehensive Plan. 	decision process that permits 
approved by the board of. 31.1- 	the exclusion of the planning 
pervisors in' 19907.ddreSseethe commission :from having input 
subject of solid waste...."‘Oneobi` -into what surely must. be char- 
jective is worded as follows: 	actertzed as an .extremely 'en- 
"Prevent the disposal of other 	salve public policy issue Is 
than local solid wastes/haz- 	flawed. We have therefore writ- 
ardous materials in North- 	ten to the county administrator 
ampton County." A correspond- and the board of supervisors 
ing strategy reads. 'Create an to suggesting they take prompt 
ordinance prohibiting the 1m- and appropriate action to mod-
portatlon of out-of-state solid ' UY the process to prevent a re- 
waste/hazardous materials for 	currence of the type of limited 
disposal In the county.' 	review that took place with the 

In our opinion. the intent of 	Moore proposal. 

materials as stated in. the Com-
prehensive, Plan considered 
inappropriate, outdated or 
needing modification. there is a 
proscribed procedure for a-
mending the plan. To our knowl-
edge, no such amendment has 
been proposed. ,  

In the Northampton Zoning 

To the editor: 
Let's do ou- homework. While 

your reporting on the dirt re-
mediation plant has been excel-
lent. your editorial is full of er-
roneous conclusions. 1. The soil 
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-
rorting contort...fp-led 

1..The soil is te_ing brought 
here in 20-ton dump trucks from 
Maryland. New jersey. Penn-
sylvania and, perhaps. other 
states. The soil, cfter being 
"processed.' is being pL..d m 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 first 
borrow pit has been filled. There 
is another pit now closer to Route 
600. The material is being 
'processed" and disposed of In 
the county, disposed of here as 
waste. By Mr. Moore's own ad-
mission. his plant hat; been 
'down' for several weeks, but the 
trucks continue to roll In. and 
the dirt walls in the borrow pit 
area continue to grow. I Invite the 
editor to come see the pit area. 

2. Your next erroneous state-
ment is that Mr. Moore 'jumped 
through all the hoops." He. in 
fact. short-tutted the county 
with a ∎ noelfrom Zoning Admin-
istrator.John Humphrey. His 
permit -Was granted without 
approval of, or knowledge of, 
adjacent land owners, the 
zoning/planning commission. or 
the local board of supervisors. 
There were no open hearings. 
This is a completely separate 
operation from the original 
asphalt plaint permit. It is illegal 
as it is not a permitted use 
uncle:-  the zoning ordinances. 

Dis agrees with editorial 



...••••• 

ant. ordered ,,,, . 	..... 7,„ • • ,.., ___...„...z. 	. ..„--  ___,_.....„ 	.,.:.‹,,,.......5t-4...,-.. d  
.4:.‹-c.-.7,,s-• ''r-:.,  A  

13,Lmolations 

Moore. 

leLriama 	S • S 2 

at:tietelo
d 

 FtMetlf waste' 
'anagerhetit tuddluel to' the 
•• Et e' roaring 
• Ncrthanaptczt County 

brdtrze..i 	r, 
lair 

NasatttifidCt--:',4/bere 
7 !hale/rod II 'IS' 'Curren 

•r6coedlated 
Irand desist its operancia. 
.ice''.:Although•rme-ility own 
:411cdrewas informed by 
•e-n.Tebruary:19927that 
-.12eatment..ni petroleum 

itedlsoils .requires , a-
i•frmithe department,- 

for•one. At 
tat 17WM explored thy 

,41.1oat Moore'afacilltym 
-7,2 exempt' from—glid• was 
.dation if it•were..Class 

Recyclables, -  or. 
accumulated material, 

• 
 

.fined.-by the DWM- a 
.;-_mastterial.that Is ace 

recyCled 
•zaaticipation of potential 

wasi. e is no 
,..acctrEdUla.tect s 
,.It Is recyclable;' has a 
•Mearmof recycling 
".75,pert.n: cr the soli 
.. ' :accumulated is being 

from the site annually." 
ACCOrding to the D 

'e;:rder for Moort'A facility 
theSe'reciuirements - :  
apt from permitfie 
=' tĥ ,petroltum-coma 

accepted 

laden soils noncompliant with 
c exemption requiremente• 
For these reasons,' ..DWM 

Iinvirorunental Program Super-: 
:v.tsor for Compliance and En-1 
fprcement Gerould 	-McCoy. 

 P..advised Moore in February 
nf000tninue soil reModiation until 

approval had bcen'olataIniSd. 
-Nearly eight months later. In 

•s(•detter dated Aug. 28, DWM 
'COmpliance and Enf•Jrcement• 
Pirector John Ely listed the 

.. .following reasons why Moore's, 
'4cility Is not exempt Trom 
permit requirements: -• 

tr1

—contamlnated .sons 'are 
red on an asphalt ...dad on the 

•iround and are not pc:cc-Baal-1;V 
. incorporated into a •-pcochice .1. 1.-•;, 

—the proposal to sell treated 
■■ • soils as cover soil for 4i landfill le 
4nconalatent with permit ex-

...'": .—the" soils are • Celiiere;2• 
claimed rather than used or 
reused directly. : • 

"In additi: , n;" Ely wr ote:  this 
office has r‘.serratIcy:s• about 

:whether the: x-ontamInated soil 
'is effective ir.gredient In 
the laaphalti process'  

-.Ely ordered the operation to ; • •ceasel Immediately' and all 
wasteS•disposed on site to be 
Identified and 'removed to an 
appropriately permitted facility. 

Moorels asked to respond 
within 15 days to the DWM's 
'order to quit operation.'' ,  •  
"f•: In A ridition.rMoort was issued 
•a. noticc'of violatkm on two counts 
from the State 'Water Control 
Board this week fo'r failure to 
rsubmit a complete Virginia 
Pollutant Abatement (V PA) permit 
:applicaUon, dile July 10, and 
failure to contain discharge. 
and/Or threat of discharge croll to 

-,state 'waters becaUse piles of 
contaminated soil were found 
uncovered during an unan-
nounced SWCB Inspection on 
July 22  

,Although Moore was advised 
.by,the SWCB in a letter dated 
June 8 that a VPA permit was 
required for the soil nernediation 
facility, the board has not yet 
received an application from 

In addition, SWCB inspector 
Barbara Brumbaugh conducted' 
an unannounced inspection at 
the asphalt plant on July 22 
and found that 35-40 percent of 
the more than 50,000 tons of 
contaminated soils stored at the • 

 facility were uncovered. Ac-: 
cording to Brumbaugh's report' 
she instructed during 
two previous inspections to 
keep all contaminated soils 
covered at all times. 

Upahur moved to 
recommend gainit re 
and aatid,'.1 feel the incp,Eccsztr.4. 
the Ind U.8 tial General . 1:}tat*Itt 
wauld 'ciDnziptrtth.d . 'tern ttuy'zi 
and nut be In 'the best fnbemitti 
Northampton Cottittl.' 
:" ' Moore 16 ache:filled to 4'13611: 
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controversial soil-recycling 
plant proposed for Rosedale would 
release dangerous levels of toxic ben-
zene into the air of the eastern Balti-
more County community, a Johns 
Hopkins University scientist said 
yesterday. 

Dr. Marc nnohue, chairman of 
flopkint-• chemical engineering fac-
ulty. sr,id the company seeking to 
buildfile plani has seriously under-
estimated the amount of benzene 
that wouk! escape into the air from 
gasoline-contaminated soil the facili-
ty would treat. 

Benzene. an  ingredient of gaso-
line. can cause cancer If inhaled. 

The plant which could process 
up to 1 tons petroleum-tainted 
soil per ho is pl ned by Environ-
mental Recyc ing Associates. 

That fin is a subsidiary of Bryn 
Awel C orrio , Towson pavement 
manufactth-er at wants to use the 
decontaminated b1 t in Its asphalt. 

If the plant were built as pro-
posed. Its benzene emissions would 
"greatly exceed" federal and state air 
pollution limits — by up to 10 times, 
said Dr. Donohue, who was hired to 
study the project by a group of resi-
dents who oppose it. 

Dr. Donohue's report was given 
this week to the Maryland Depart-
ment of the Environment, which will/ 
decideitherIL) oolk.cfrrn 

State officials plan to review the 
study, along with other objections 
raised by Rosedale residents. said 
Donald Andrew. chief of new per-
mits 

No decisicin has been made, but 
Mr. Andrew nod that his agency 
previo;:sly concluded that the plant 
would not release unsafe levels of  

"can be quite safe." 
But prcmutions 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 ints whether the plant would 
emit dangerous levels of other toxic 
pollutants, such as lead. mercury 
and arsenic. 

Robert Smith. a lawyer for Envi-
ronmental Recycling Associates. 
said yesterday that he had not seen 
the new study. 

He said company officials stand 
by their own studies. which show 
the recycling plant would not release 
unsafe levels of benzene or any other 
pollutants. 

I"We think what we've done is rea- 
sonable." Mr. Smith said 

The assumptions we made were 
superconservative." 

Most of the dirt stockpiled so far 
for treatment by the plant is contam-
inated with oil. not gasoline. Mr. 
Smith noted, so it has very little ben-
zene in it. 

Proposed plant's 
toxic emissions 
called dangerous 

tox c pollutants such as benzene if it 
were operated properly. 

The S5 million plant would clean 
up and reuse dirt contaminated by 
gasoline, diesel fuel and oil that has 
leaked from underground storage 
tanks. 
: The plant would remove petro-

leum residues from the soil by "cook-
ing" It 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 soil reclamation plants 
operating or proposed in Maryland. 

Dr. Donohue said he was sur-
prised by his findings In the case of 
the Rosedale plant because he be-
lieves that the technology employed 

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 legislators, 
turned out last month at a state 
hearing to oppose the project. 

"This would never go in a 'better' 
neighborhood. let's face it. -  Mr. Bon-
"ko•ski said. 



. FRANKFORT — An FAstern 
Kentucky lawmaker troduced a 
bill yesterday to allow tricter local 
control of controversia soil-clean-
ing plants. 

The bill by Rep. Herbie Deskins 
Jr., D-Pikeville, would Classify the 
thermal stripping plants as com-
mercial waste incinerators. That 
would allow counties to ban the 
,plants under their solid-waste man- 

Associated Press al g 
Bill seeks control of soil-cleaning plants 

A bill to give local governments 
greater contra over controversial 
soil-cleaning plants would bring the 
state Division for Air Quality "into 
the 20th =nary" on the issue, an 
attorney 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 
incinerating." 

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

Measure offered to classify 
soil cleaners as incinerators 
Stytz Jo,jrP4- 4 67-q,?__ 
By THE ASSOCIATED PRESS 	The bill would classify the so- 

qa-1-: L. agement 

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

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

called thermal stripping plants, used 
to treat petroleum-contaminated soil, 
as commercial waste incinerators. 
That would allow counties 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 without a 
court challenge. 

"This brings the Division for Air 
- - 

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 to 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 fill or other purposes. 

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

Currently, five permit applica-
tions are on file in Kentucky for 
such plants, and two of them have 
been approved. However, none of 
the plants is in operation. 

Because the plants are not consid-
ered "major sources" of toxins, the 
state does not require public input in 

fsaithed Pcimthat iwttifsg.-"Pflatrcc:ust.  unfair." 
Petipleuni-Soaked dirt contains, 

some hazardous elements, but the 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency has delayed declaring the 
soil itseif hazardous. 

The state Natural Resources and 
Environmental Protection Cabinet is 
cunently reviewing whether thermal 
stripping should be co ► sidered 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 
Farmers — a partnership between a 
Canadian company and a Pikeville-
based firm — did not make proper 
disclosures on its permit application. 
FitzGerald lauded the action but said 
the legislation was still necessary. 

"The agency's review may not 
provide the relief that the people 
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-
waste statutes. 



Permits 
of Pike 
soil plant 
suspended 
Associated Press a IS/ 

FRANKFORT, Ky. — The state 
suspended the construction and op-
erating permits for a controversial 
Pike County soil-treatment plant 
yesterday because of possible mis-
representations on the developers' 
applications, an official said. 

In a letter co Green Earth Tech-
nologies Partners, Kentucky Envi-
ronmental Protection Commissioner 
BM Eddins said the state also will 
look into whether the plant should 
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 cf 
Waste Management. 

The action follows a promise offi-
cials made to area residents last 
week to re-evaluate the situation. 

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 officials 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 
diagram of a device that is not part 
of the Cowpen Creek plant. 

Ariel Industries, a Tennessee 
company, claims Green Earth usel 
plans Luna a simibr plant it inakas 
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-
ceis, directors and shareholders. 

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 units to Williams Envi-
ronmental Services of Stone Moun-
tain, Ga., and Statewide Environ-
mental Services Inc., based in 
Greensburg, Ky. 



toxic soil 
worries 
residents 
By Allen G. Breed 
Associated Press 

PIKEVILLE — The furor start-
ed in December, 

Pike County residents were 
shocked to leant 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 petroleum-contami-
nated soil a year using a process 
called thermal I stripping. 

The shock intensified when peo-
ple lc:anted that another company 
— Three-Seasons Inc. --- planned 
an identical plant on the other side 
of Rke,rilic 

The outcry led state. officials to 
look closer, and they announced 

a arth  this month ere was reason to 
believe Green 	had falsified its 
application. 	e state suspended 
permits for the nearly completed 
plaht. 

Thermal ,stripping has been 
used nationwide for several years, 
and the U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency Considers it effective. 
But Kentuckians fear the • (.7.rn 
Earth situatiqn proved state gov-
ernment 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 
efficiencies, in terms of its ability to 
burn the compounds," said Tom 
FitzGerald, director of the Frank-
fort-based Kentucky Resources 
Council. 

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 soil's contain . cancer-caus-
ing compounds, such as benzene 
and toluene. These volatile organic 
compounds are classified by the 
EPA ashazous,  ous, but the agency 
carved out exception for soil 
contaminated by leaking under-
ground storage tanks. 

According to the March 29, 
1990, issue of the Federal Register, 
EPA found it necessary to defer 
classifying the dirt as hazardous. 
The agency determined the soil 
could "overwhelm the hazardous 
waste permitting program and the 
capacity of existing hazardous 
waste treatment, storage and dis-
posal facilities." 

"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 rotating 
chamber at 450 to 750 degrees 
Fahrenheit to "drive of' the hydrc. 
carbons. 

Gases go through an afterburn-
er at 1200 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. Howevcr, 
Kentucky has no specific regula-
tions governing these units, he said. 

Kentucky officials are grappling 
with stricter controls 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 annmlly. 

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 for such units and is the 
only one that doesn't require cov-
ered storage areas for dirt to pre-
vent runoff. 
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AN ACT relating to air emissions and declaring an 

emergency. 

fie it enacted by the General Assembly of the Commonwealth 

of Kentucky:  

	

1 	SECTION 1. A NEW SECTION OF SUBCHAPTER 20 OF KRS 

	

2 	CHAPTER 224 IS CREATED TO READ AS FOLLOWS: 

	

3 	(1) Any air  contaminant  source that thermally treats  

	

4 	soils that,have been contaminated by releases of petroleum 

	

5 	from underqround tanks at commercial or inauL.trial  

	

6 	facilities where the soils are not otherwise regulated as  

	

i7 	hazardous waste shall be subject to this section, unless  

	

3 	  soils it haF  contamjnatr-d or those  

	

9 	soils contaminated by its wholly-owned  2:.ubsidiary. Any  

	

10. 	mobjle 	unit 	for 	thermal 	treatment 	of 	Petroleum  

	

11 	contaminated soils where the unit processes the soils at.  

	

12 	or in the immediate proximity, of the site of the soil  

	

13 	contamination and which does not receive soils from other  

	

14 	contaminated sites or facilities shall not be subject to  

	

15 	this section.  

	

16 	 (2) The cabinet 	shall 	not 	issue a 	permit 	to  

	

17 : 	construct or operate a new air contaminant source subject  

	

18 	to this section unless the fiscal court in which that  

	

19 	source will be located approves, after public notice and a  

	

.20, 	public 	hearing, 	its 	construction 	or 	operation. 	The  

-1- 
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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 chancres in property values,  

	

9 	Zammunity  Perception, and other  raTchic co,a15 ,  costs and 

	

10 	jivailability of public service facilities and improvements  

	

11 	required to support the source and to protect the public  

	

12 	health, safety, and the environment; and the relationship  

	

13 	o:_f the source to local planning and existing development.  

(3) After 	preliminary determination hcis bee; ma•ae  

	

15 	concerning the issuance or denial of a permit authorizing  

	

16 	the construction or reconstruction of an air contaminant  

	

17 	source - subject to this section or the modification of a  

	

18 	permit for an air contaminant source subject to this  

	

19 	section, when modification will cause an increases in the 

	

20 	potential to emit one hundred (100) tons per year or more  

	

21 	df any pollutant or any significant increase in emissions  

• 	•• 	 h 	. • • 	 f 	h 

public by prominent advertisement in newspapers of general  

r 1 
	

h 
	

1 
	

n w 
	

h 

25 	located or modified of the application and preliminary 

(,—) 	26 	determination with respect to the application. The cabinet  

22 

23 

24 

-2- 
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1 	shall send notice of its preliminary determination to the 

	

2 	applicant, local governmental, land use bodies and local  

	

3 	air pollution agencies, and persons on a mailing list that  

	

4 	21-Ian be maintained of interested persons requesting to  

	

5 	receive the notices.  

	

6 	 (4) The cabinet shall provide a thirty (30) day 

	

7 	comment period for receipt of comments pertaining to the  

	

8 	preliminary determination with respect to applications to  

	

9 	construct, recgnstrqct, or modify an  fir _f_Qntaminant  

	

10 	source subject to this section, and shall provide a 

	

11 	detailed respouzie to all siynificant comments when the  

	

12 	final agency determination is made with respect to an  

	

13 	application.  

	

14 	 SE-ction 2. Whereas 	permits 	authorizing 	the 

	

15 	construction or reconstruction of the air contaminant 

	

16 	sources subject to Section 1 of this Act ire in the 

	

17 	process of being reviewed without an opportunity for the 

	

18 	public to comment, an emergency is declared to exist, and 

	

19 	this Act shall become effective upon its passage and 

	

20 	approval by the Governor. 



lieieatea so' 
burning plan 

Won't be revived 
Soil burning 
plan dropped 

By MARY BOYI LE 
Sun Staff 

HUDSON, N.H. — Brok Pav-
ing Materials Inc. has no planh 
to appeal a recent ruling by the 

HupsoN 
state that denied the aaphalt 
company a permit to burn more 

'than 400 tons of contaminated 

soil at its Greeley Street plant. 
"We have nb plans tc appeal 

the ruling, no? do we in;end to 
apply for a Similar variance 
permit in the future," said 
George Hall, division manager 
in charge of sbil operation. 

The Air Resources Division 
of thCt: Department of Environ-
mental ServiCe (DES) ln Mon 
day ruled thlat Brox r,tay ,not 
process 4v; . i! bf. 

contaminated v 'rgin petroleum 
soil that surrounded an under-
ground storage tank in Man-
chester owned by Elbes Associ-
ates. 

The soil 	a contaminated 
by tetrach oi °ethylene and 
trichloroeth lone, two chemi- 
cals, that halve been linked to 
canoe; . , liver.disease and heart; 
defects  in infants. 

IDES dehied the permit re-
quest because Brox was not 
able to show that the denial of a 
variance pertnit 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 tile varirce. permit. 

Hail 'Sal 	otiC 

 Plea 	_ 	jIJ 	. , 	I ,"  

SOIL/From Page 13 

months ago Brox was ap-
proached by an "environmental 
consultant" who requested that 
Brox seek a permit to burn the 
txinteriinated material being 
stored in Manchester. 

Hall declined to identify the 
environmental consultant. 

Hail said Brox was appre-
hensive about seeking a vari-
ance permit from the state to 
burn the contaminated soil be-
es/1.1e Brox did not think it 
would meet DES air quality 
Atan r ands. 

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

According to the DES ruling, 
the granting of the permit 
would not have violated air 
quality standards. The permit 
was not granter'_ solely because 
Brox failed to show the denial 
of the permit would have pro-
duced serious economic hard-
ah.Sp. 

Hall said Brox has learned 
from the incident. The permit 
seeking process was timely and 
costly and .the company 
"doeSn'tplan to go through that 
again," -he said. 

The contaminated soil will 
remain in Manchester,   
said, 'We never take in soil 
until it's approved," he said. 

Hall said the people of Hud-
son overr to the situa-
tion,referring to a group of 
more than 100 residents who 
=-ow-ded into a Town Council 
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 S3.00). 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' Metro franchise ptimit. 

Also, please write to: 

Vera Katz 
2068 NW Johnson St. 
Portland, OR ')7209 

Express your opposition to thy. 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 77?-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. 



Letter 
To the editor:1 

A thousand Peninsula residents have signed a 
petition attempting 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- 
etc. occur naturally in. any soil and 

become airborne when burned. Some would be 
filtered but not all. Centralized thermal treat-
menl-  would Mean 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 sub7micra particles may lodge in your 
lungs. 

Products of incomplete combustion, known as 
PICS, are formed during combustion. To try to 
identify these with current ►echnology is a bit 
like hanging wallpaper with a sledge hammer. 

The permit from DEQ allows Sonas to emit 
173 tons o: particulates annually, including 32.7 
tons of sulphur oxides, 31.9 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-techr.ologies, deep well absorption, 
etc. If a neighbor walked 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 Po: ;land Cornmis.sion offered 
Sonas a $100,000 tax break over three years. For 

Sonas need only hire 40 percent of its seven 
w•)rkers from the economic development zone 
— w1.1c1 -. 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 530 p.m. 

Also,Flying Focus will have a video show 
about Sonas on cable TV Friday, Dec.11 at 9:30 
p.m. on channel 11. 

Betsy Valle 
North Baltimore Street 



Soil Recycle Fian's 

Environment Impact 

Sought by C'ville Lihm:- 

By JON BLACKWELL 
Student Intern 

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

Board members, meeting at the 
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 nrci- 
cesstjag_unit which ERI wants to 
build for its recycling plant In 
Polkville. 

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

The Cortlandville 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 
4::ugust by Suit-Kote Corp., a Lor-
ings Crossing-based highway pav-
ing company, needs an aquifer pro-
tection permit from the town board 
before It can build the processing 
fa-ility, the first of its kind in cen-
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 tonight's 
public hearing will consider the 
planning board's request that the 
DEC in Syracuse become the agen-
cy which makes an environmental 
assessment. 

At 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 said. 

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 
to remove contaminants. The con-
taminants would be destroyed in an 
a f ter-burner. 

"The result is soil with a 99.99 
percent purity rate," he said. 

Seymour said that all materials 
entering the plant would undergo 
an analytic test 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 soil 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 soil in-
to paving materials Polkville 
site. The facility was approved by 
the town board last year. Seymour 
said it processed 500 tons of soil into 
cold mix asphalt last year before 
the DEC rescinded the Beneficial 
Use Determinations (BUD) of all 
facilities in New York engaged in 
such conversions. 

°rice the state reinstates Enviro-
sound's BUD, Seymour says, the 
facility will begin recycling 4,000 
tons of soil this spring. 

About six concerned area 
residents asked questions about the 
ERI project, focusing on whether 
contaminated soil might escape the 
plant. and be a hazard 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, hernia 
processing device  on a full-time 
basis. He said that the unit would be 
mobile and would be moved away 
from Cortlandville often in order to 
reclaim• soil at other sites In the 
northeastern United States. - — 

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 soli recycling process, also 
voiced concerns about 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 he bad for Cortland-
vine if It's done properly.'' 
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By opting to name the Syracuse 
office of the state Department Of 
Environmental ConservatiOn 
(DEC) as the lead agency to do an 
environmental assessment of a 
proposed petroleum-contaminated 
soli recycling facility at a Polkville 
site, members of the Cortlandville 
Planning Board have taken an in 

 step toward finding out as 
much as possible about the 
proposed operation before decid17 
whether or not the required permi 
should be granted. 

On the surface, the soil recycling 
project sounds environmentally ap-
pealing. Instead of simply dispos-
ing of such soil In landfills, the con-
taminants would be removed from 
the soil through exposure to Inte
heat. The contaminants would th n 

l 

be destroyed through a proceSs 
described as being similar: to Melnik-
eration. The only residue from the 
recycling operation would be soil 
that is virtually free of Coa-
t a m Ina n ts. The operation would he 
run by Envirosound Recovery, la-
c., a firm founded by Sult-Kole 
Corp. last summer. 

Not surprisingly, the oily-soli 
recycling operation has raised 
some questions and concerns in e 
minds of area residents. Would 
cineration of the contaminan 
result in harmful emissions? Cou d 
contaminants from soil brought o 
the Polkvillc plant be environmen-
tally harmful to the area lin-
mediately surrounding the factlity? 
What safeguards would exist to 
prevent soil contaminated with 
heavy metals or other hazardous r 
toxic materials from coming In o 
the plant? How great would he t e 
threat of groundwater contamin 
tion at the Envirosound site? 

Fortunately, officials in the 
Town of Cortlandville rec "gnize 
that these are legitimate questions 
that need to be answered — and 
that's why they named the Syra-
cuse office of the DEC is the 
agency to do an environmental as-
sessment of the proposed operation 
and the thermal processing unit 
that would be used. 

An Envirosound official ad-
dressed numerous questions relat-
ing to the soil recycling operation 
and its environmental impact last 
week during meetings of both the 
Cortlandville Planning Board and 
Town Board. Charles Seymour, 
vice president of Envirosound, as-
sured town officials and area resi-
dents attending the meetings that 
the plant would be operated safely 
and that no harmful emissions 
would result from the soil recycling 
operation. Still, an environmental 
assessment by the DEC — as well 
as a formal environmental Impact 
statement — are wise precaution-
ary steps that will help 
Cortlandville officials make an In-
formed decision about whether or 
not the required aquifer protection 
permit should be issued for this 
particular operation. 

Since Envtrosound Is proposing 
to build what Is reportedly the first 
petroleum-contaminated soil recy-
cling facility of its kind In Central 
New York, Town of Cortlandville 
officials are wise to proceed slnwly 
and carefully by requesting that an 
environmental assessment Jf the 
proposed operation be conducted 
by the DEC. Clearly, it is better to 
be safe than sorry when It comes to 
protecting and preserving the 
quality of our environment. 

To the Editor 
In an effort to get more informa-

tion about tl -te proposed soil 
burner/Incinerator (proposed by 
ERI — Envir)sotmd, a Suit-Cote 
subsidlari I I - -aye sent the follow-
ing quf.itlons to Bob Torba, head of 
reguiltory affairs at the DEC, and 
to the Cortland County Planning 
Department: 

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

Will the volatilized gasses be 
distilled and disposed of as hazar-
dous waste, or will they be In-
cinerated, filtered and partly allow-
ed to escape out 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-
tion" or rental of a mobile unit for a 
very brief time. Have these alter-
natives been thoroughly explored? 

How many tons of steam will be 
emitted from t2e proposed facility 
per 24 hours of operation, per week 
and per month? What will be the ef-
fects of the steam (carrying some 
degree of the Initial contamination) 
being released into a low-lying 
river valley? Does the area already 
suffer temperature inversions? 

Is the facility likely to need to 
build settling ,,onds and leachate 
collection dev'ces on the flood 
plain, near the aquifer? 

Will 	filters, 	scrubbers 	and 
leachxte be considered hazardous 
waste, needing to be dumped In a 
hazardous waste facility? How 
much waste, needing disposal, will 
be produced? 

What will he released Into the 
TIoughnloga River? 

What provisions will be made for 
unatirriunced, independent 
mord: oring of stack emissions, air- 

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

What is to prevent the facility 
from seeking further waivers in 
order to process more highly hazar-
dous materials In the future? 

In the event of accidental en-
vironmental degradation or con-
tamination of the aquifer, wW the 
company's liability be limited 
because it Is a subsidiary? 

What would be the noise level, in 
decibels, 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 
soils? 

Has the company sought to site 
similar facllties in other towns? 
What has been the result? 

Where is the nearest facility like 
the proposed facility? 

Does the company plan to 
operate the mobile unit at its 
Homer property? 

What are the criteria for deciding 
if the unit will be mobile or If it will 
operate in Polkville? 

Have neighboring businesses 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 facility place upon existing coun-
ty facilities (such as sewer) and at 
what cost? 

Will the storage of imported con-
taminated soils occur at other sites 
in Cortland County? 

Will a full Environmental Impact 
Study, including public hearings, 
be undertaken? 

At what point In the process can 
the community impose stipulations 
upon the proposed facility? 

Thank you. 
Pam WIttlin 

Homer, N.Y. 

Editorial 	From me File of CCHW 

Better Safe Than Sorry 
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tribune Chronicle 

Weathersfield restricts 
soil plants 

By KAREN VIOLETTE 
Tribune Chronicle 

WEATHERSFIELD — Another 
community has banned a move to 

build soil remediation plants 
within Its boundaries. 

The township trustees Tuesday 
adopted a recommendation by the 
Zoning Commission to allow only 
mobile soil recycling plants In the 
township. 

Members of the Zoning 
Commission voted against the 
plant and similar operations 
earlier this month. 

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

and gasoline from conlar•,',Iatc-, 1 
 soil In Niles Commerce Park. The 

company's previous plan ,o build 
In Niles was blocked r,y 
Council there. And the company 
has threatend to lake the city to 

court. 

We effectively accomplished 
what we set out to do The 
interests of the people have been 
served," Trustee Joseph Takacs 

said this morning. 

Takacs said he researched 10 to 

15 other states' laws anc; found 

none that permitted permanent 

soil remediallon plants. 

With this method there will be 

no massing of emissions at imy 
one point In thr township," 
Takacs said. 

Much of the erThslons from 
these plants Is lead, he said 

Takacs said no one at the 
meeting spoke in favor of the 

plants, although Girard attorney 
Gary Gilmartin, who has acted as 
a spokesman for Niles 
Remediation Inc., did attend. 

Gilmartin could not be reached 
for comment this morning. It Is 
unclear whether he or the 

company will pursue any leg 
action against Weathersfleld. 

Gilmartin did speak out at 
public hearing last month, callin 
some of the proposed regulation 
- unconstitutional." 

With a valid EPA permit. th  
company, once known a 
Environs. originally planned t 
build In the Niles portion of th 
Industrial park. When that mov. 
was blocked, the company alterci 
its plans by moving less than 20( 
feet away into the townshli 
portion of the park. 

Staff  writer Christopher 

Bobby contributed to this story 

A 
V V e effectively acomplished what we set 

out to do. The interests of the people have 
been served." 

Trustee Joseph Takacs 
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Soil-burning plants blamed 
for problems 

OCALA, Fla. (AF) — A cat-litter ant whose 

emissions sparked fears of foal-defo ing fallout 

in this thoroughbred horse country ays it will 

switch its industrial kiln to burn ciea natural gas 

instead of dirty oil. 
The company, Mid-Florida Mi g Industries 

Inc., also says it will drop plans to get into the side 

business of cleaning petroleum-cont 'rtted sods 

in the kiln, where clay is baked dry t form cat lit- 

t er.  
Both steps are art effort to settle a dispute with 

local environmentalists and area thoroughbred 

breeders who believe emissions fr.m the plant 

Might be to blame for a rash of mt carriages and 

deformed foals in the high-dollar hors industry. 

The agreement between MFM an• We the Peo-

ple for a Safe Environment, a citize -action group 

founded by a horse breeder, also ca for the com-

pany to pay for the annual spot t ting of fuels, 

clays, adjacent surf..ces and grc.ind aters and to be 

as active member sf a company mmunity com-

mittee to address feel concerns. 

In exchange, We the People agreed to the 

suspension of a st..te administrati e hearing that 

was scheduled aft ir the group cd the state to 

order the company to stop burni,•o used motor oil 

as fuel. 

"Tbe whole crux of this has bi.. n ?ATM's con-

version to natural gas," said Davi Titus, a MFM 

spokesman. "We have already t ea steps with 

West Florida Natural Gas toward ih t direction. 

"Once we have hooked up to t. e pipeline, then 

We The People will •-ictition that e administrative 

bearing be voluntarily dismissed.' ' 

	

Dr. Cornelius "Sonny" Lin 	president and 

founder of the citizen's group, •aid he felt the 

agreement would go a long way toward preserving 

the health of northern Marion County farm and 

estate urea. 

Oriala is the hub for breeding, which is the 

third-most-profitable industry behind citrus 

and tourism. 

Tne controversy between breeders and the com-

pany started last fall, soon after MFM applied for 4 

stats permit to build an afterburner that would let 

the company incinerate contaminated soils con-

taining creosote, coal tar and hydrocarbons. 

When Link fr.und out that MFM wanted to burn 

contaminated :oil, he envisioned harmful emis-

sions spewing into the air and Coating onto 

pastures, where would be eaten by horses. 

A recent Unis srsity of Florida study, done at the 

request of the Fonda Thoroughbred Breeders As-

sociation, showed soil samples surrounding the 

plant didn't contain toxic levels of lead or cad-

mium. 

An average lead concentration of 10.2 parts per 

million, well below the industry safety benchmark 

of 30 ppm, were found in soil samples taken within 

one mile of the plant. 

Ile and feared even small amounts of contami-

nants could be harmful to the thoroughbreds. 

"We're breeding what I like to call Olympic 

athletes," said link. He reported several misrax.  

riagcs at his Flamingo Farm last year. 

Other breeders reported deformed or short-lived 

foals. A necropsy on one that lived less than 24 

hours revealed an abnormally high level of lead in 

its liver. 

Florida ranks behind only Kentucky and 

California in foal production. More than 21,000 

people in Marion County are employed in a busi-

ness that breeders estimate contributes SI billion 

annually to the state's economy. 
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Residents claim state got 
invalid data for permit 
R Many people say they no 
longer trust the 'protection' 
part of the Ohio Environ-
mental Protection Agency. 

LOWELLVILLE — One by one 
they came before the microphone 
— 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 
granted a final Tx:rrnit to operate its 
facility, according to Grant Wilkin-
son, a legal affairs deputy for the 
director. 

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

Decision: 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 a result 

"It would seem that knowingly 
using invalid data to reach a con-
clusion ... would establish a new 
standard of irresponsibility 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. • 

Sa1.11 -itis and other residents 
asked. the Ohio EPA to conduct 
another series of emissions tests 
and to allow residents to complete 
their ov:T. 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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it a pretty damn good secret., 
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Soil-cleaning facility planned for Front Street 

esidents say they weren't 
old of plant 

BY KIM BATES 
6LAOE STAFF WRITER 

If a plant that removes petroleum 
from soil was coming to your neigh-
borhood, would you want to kn3w? 

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

Council members who are on the 
city's environment, utilities, ant law 
committee said last night they 
agree. 

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

"This thing has been in the mak-
ing for some time I guess, and 
they've been keeping it a pretty 
damn good secret," said Lou Tomc-
zak of East Toledo, who fourd out 
about the permit just before the 

public comment period ran out. 
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 -ecom-
mendation from OEPA and a permit 
from the city's division of pollution 
control to install the plant. 

It would be allowed to em.t up to 
• 7 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 lower. ' 

The proposed site is nea Waite 
High School, a park, Toledo's port, 
and blocks of homes. Th re are 
more than 3,100 children in he high 
school and several other ne rby ele-
mentary schools. 

Council member Mike Fe ner, the 
vice chairman of the co mittee, 
said the group is working with pollu-
tion control to develop better 
notification process. 

But he is ursure that the city can 
change the silluation 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 con.pa-
ny to acquire a permit to build is as 
follows: 
• ►  OEPA receives a permit appli-
cation. 

Public notice runs in a local 

newspaper. 
1 An information meeting is held 

if re1uested. 
t There's an application check 

air; technical review. 
1 There are 30 days of public 

comment. 
0- A public hearing is held if re-

quested. 
0- Comments are reviewed. 

OEPA gives a final recommen-
dation 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 with 
city zoning laws and environmental 
regulations. 

The citizens who did find out 
about the permit during a 30-day 
comment period wrote 11th-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 first 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 Toledo. 

"When there's something that's 
tough to swallow, difficult to breath, 
put it in East Toledo," Mr. Tomczak 
said. "That's a damn shame." 
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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 retail 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 station 
once stood. 

We began tank removal In 
February, and whenever we put 
our shovel Into the ground, a gas 
odor would appear." Lippy said. 
"The ground was Just completely 
saturated with gas." 

As a result, Lippy and North 
Mar Center 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 ha"e 
included small shops catering to 
the large number of office 
workers In the area, Is on hold. 

Unsightly holes now pock-mark 
the property, shadowed by huge 
storage tanks containing 
contaminated water removed 
from the ground. 

Lippy said workers have 
removed four tanks, and one or 
two remain underground. An 
environmental assessment done 
In 1989 by Universal Asbestos 
Management Inc. of Youngstown 
reported that there were only 
three tanks on the site. he said. 

Universal Asbestos is one of 
eight defendants named In a suit 
Lippy has filed In U.S. District 
Court In Cleveland. The suit 
charges the former property 
owner's with fraud and claims 
negligence on the part of 
Universal Asbestos and Society 
National Bank. which financed 
the purchase of the property last 
year and recommended that 
Universal Asbestos do the 
environmental testing. 

In addition to the Youngstown 
company and the bank. the suit 

names as defendants Paul, 
Phyllis and Richard Maron 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 v_ntal business there 
from 1983 1990: nd Mobil Oil 
Corp.. whiiTh owned z , nd operated 
a gas station at the site frorh 1964 
to 1978.   

Sydney Mandel. of Mandel 
Illnterprises. and Richard Maron 
did not return inessaL;es left at 
F, qtr nifi,nc 	it , rn..vc 	SCIell't V 

and Universal Asbestos refused to 
comment on the allegations. 

The suit seeks at least 
8600,000 In compensatory and 
punitive damages. In. addition to 
'past and future costs for cleaning 
up the site. 

According to the suit, Society 
required the property to be given a 
clean environmental bill of health 
before the bank would finance 
North Mar's purchase. The bank 
recommended Unlvers.al 
Asbestos to do the testing, even 
though the company had little 
experience with such work, said 
Lippy and his attorney. Steven 
Bell. 

Bell said that Richard Maron. 
or. of the former owners, told the 
c mpany where to take soil  

samples during the testing. 
The • company's report 

concluded no environmental 
problems or regulatory violations 
existed at the site, the suit said. 

But Triad Consultants Inc., 
which removed the tanks, found 
"multiple holes and deep 
corrosion pitting," and laboratory 
tests on the soil revealed 
hazardous substances Including 
chromium, arsenic and lead, the 
suit said. 

Lippy said he is still awaiting 
word from environmental 
consultants on what It will take to 
clean up the half-acre site. 

"We took away 1,300 yards of 
dirt and didn't scratch the surface 
In terms of cleaning the site," he 
said. 
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B udget Cuis_- Less Public Review =  

More Dirty  
Dirt Burners  

Contaminated soil burners provide a 
striking example of the potential effects 
state agency budget cuts and impending 
changes in SB 359 will have on the public. 
At least  13 contaminated soil burners, also 
known as soil remediationirecycling fa-
cilities, have been proposed or permitted 
in Ohio (September OER). 

These 13 facilities will thermally treat 
(that is, burn) over one million tons of pe-
troleum contaminated soils a year. There 
may be as many as 6 More facilities under 
discussion. OEC has learned that there is 
no data on how much contaminated soil 
there is in Ohio. We suspect Ohioans may 
be facing P." ,.-!thar out-id-state wasto prob-
lem with all these fadilities. 

Because petroleum contaminated soils 
could contain hazardous wastes such as 
benzene, toluene, lead, ethylene dichlo-
ride, trichloroethylene, and heavy metals, 
the OEC believes these facilities should be 
regulated to the same level of stringency 
as hazardous waste incinerators. Other 
states do, but not Ohio. 

Most sc.,l1 burner propor.a1:: are for 
"portable" units. Once a portable unit 
receives an air permit. it can locate almost 
anywhere in Ohio on 30 da; , z notice to the 
EPA and without public input. This amounts 
to a "cat and mouse chase" as the under-
staffed EPA chases the facilities all across 
Ohio. The facility could show up next 
door to anyone at any time. 

Even more disturhing 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 to tell that they 
were for the same type of facility. This is 
what we found: 

While hazardous waste incinerators are 
required to destroy wastes at 99.99%  effi-
ciency, most soil burners require 99%.  
However, one propcisal, in Hebron, only 
requires 97.5%  efficiency. This means 
that for every 1 poun of emissions from a 
hazardous waste fact ity, soil burners will 
emit 100 pounds an the Hebron facility 
will emit 250 poundS! 

One facility wasallowed CO emit 2800 
pounds of year a lead while another could  

emit as little as 80 pounds; others don't even 
mention lead. Two permits regulate emis-
sions of carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, 
and nitrous 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 volatile organic corn-

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 extraction are a 
few tons of organic compounds, No lead, 
no particulates, and no burning. 

Pc..-yond the permit terms ther-I.,,c,ives, there 
is a major question regarding EPA's ability 
to enforce them. Ohio EPA announced in 
September that 8 members the air pollu-
tion control program will be laid-off unless 
their fee bill, SB 359, is passed--and then 
agreed to an industry amendment in that 
bill to increase industry's hold over air 
permitting 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-
ers will be from out-of-state. 

■ ••■•• • • 
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All About/Gasoline Cleanups 

When Water Isn't the Only 
Thing Coming Out of the Well 

ground and, according to the Environmental 
Protection Agency in Washington, as many 
as 25 percent of them are leaking . 

The escaping material represents a dan-
ger to the ground water that supplies 25 
percent of the water used across the country 
for domestic, agricultural and industrial pur-
poses. Fumes carried by underground water tt 
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, at about 12 feet 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 water and a 
cleanup was ordered by state environmental 
regulators. The station (which was once op- , 
erased by Exxon) is now ringed by 18 wells. 

from which water is pumped out and treated. 
,-,Ionitortng wells nearby check 'he 7•rugress 
of the cleanup and the gradual sririnking of 
the plume of pollution. 

As compounds have been added to gaso-
line, the cost and length of time for cleanups 
has grown, Mr. Smith said. in the 
said, the average gasoline station could be 
cleaned up by pumping and treating for three 
years at a cost of 5125,000. Now a typical job 

1  lasts five years or more at -a cost of more 
than 5350,000. 

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 i 
avoid more clivironn-  . eittai problems. But 

. where does that leave the unbranded gaso- I 
line station, often operated as a family bust- i 
ness? 

"'Mom and port' are dead," Mr. Smith ; 
 said. "How can the.; afford 5100.000 or more t 

to ciean up after a leak'!" 1ioetever, he noted! 
that some states have trust funds, based on 
fuel taxes, to assist in cleanups out of the 
financial reach of station operators. 

By JOHN HOLUSHA 

CLARKSBURG. N.J. 

THE Amoco gasoline station here has an 
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 storage tanks into the 
sandy soil here, in the central part of the 

state. 
Cleaning up the soil and ground water at 

stations like Amoco's has become big busi-
ness for 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 S50 
million last year from S19.5 million in 1988, 
while net income mor-: then doubled to 55.8 
million. The company's shares, first SC;iC to 

the public in 1989, trade over the counter at 
about S31 a share. 

The company is not the biggest in the 
business among the public companies. That 
standin6 goes to Grounc Water Technology 
Inc., the industry leader with $124 million in 
sales and Geraghty & Miller, with $110 mil-
lion in sales. But unlike some of the other 
companies in the industry, which act as engi-
neering consultants, Handex actually moves 

the dirt. 
The industry owes its rapid growth largely 

to new environmental regulations. Michael 
A.1 undy, an analyst with Hamhrecht & Quist 
inc., an investment lirm it New York, esti-
mates that $750 million is being spent annual-
ly to clean up underground storage tanks, 
with some states just beginning vigorous 
r.fcrcement. Much of the money is orseided 

by the major oil companies  trying  to limit 
their legal liability ant: :o cor, --.ply with state 
environmental regulations. 

"Enforcement drives the market," said 
Curtis Lee Smith Jr., Handex's chairman. 
"In New Jersey you have very strong rules 
and very strong enforcement." Not surpris-
ingly, New Jersey is the company's biggest 
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 

Pump Out the Volume  

For Bigger Leaks, 
Grander Plans 

Cleaning up ground water contaminated 
by motor fuels is a tedious business of pump-
ing and treatment. Once hydrogeologists lo-
cate the water underground, the direction of 
the flow and the extent of the spread of 
pollution, they can design a cleanup plan. For 
a small leak, one well may do. But for larger 
one, a network of wells must be designed to 
pump out the pollution. _ _ 

Usually there are two pumps to a well. One 
at or just below the level of the groundwater 
is used to pull in the liquid gasoline floating 
on top. A second pump, set deeper, is used to 
pull the contaminated water out of the 
ground. At the Clarksburg site, the wells have 
been drilled to a depth of 22 feet, according to 
Myrna 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 
avoid the chance of fire from a spark — the 
first step is to separate the gasoline from the 
water. This is done in a holding tank where 
the gasoline is skimmed off the top. 

Since pumping began here in November 
1989, morelhan 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 
contamination to acceptable levels. With 
some chemicals, where acceotole levels are 
measured in parts per billion, contaminated 
ground water must be filtered repeatedly 
before its purity is acceptable. 

Peckish Bacteria 

A Special Solution ' 
For Fuel Enhancers 

In the early 1970's, when tetraethyl lead 
was removed from gasoline to reduce herrn-
ful lead emissions, it was replaced by other 
chemicals like xylene, benzene and toluene. 
These chemicals, which are added to gaso-
line to increase octane and reduce "knock," 
had an unintended consequence: Unlike the 
other co -nponents of gasoline, these materi-
als partially dissolve in water, adding to the 
complexity of treatment. in addition, all 
three chemicals are considered toxic. 

"You end up with two plumes, a floating 
plume and dissolved plume," said Carl Klep-
per, president of Fenley & Nichol, an environ-
mental services company based in Deer 
Park, N.Y. "You have to remove the floating 
plume and then go after the dissolved." 

The three chemicals, known as aromatics, 

can be extracted from a solution in wale: 1 ∎ , 
passing the water over beds of actival,-,1 
carbon. Several big tanks of carbon are in 
large shed behind the Clarksburg stain" , 

 Periodically, as it becomes filled with hyd-- 
Carbons the carbon is removed and regen• -
ailed by heating. The volatile chemicals 
burned as theyare driven out of the carbon 1, 
minimize air pollution. 

Part of (he water stream is treated by 
stripping in a column that is about thr•! 
stories tall. The water is inserted at the i•! , 

 where it trickles down over inert maters.!: 
wf'nle air is blown upwards. The contact wi:'i 

air extracts the volatile chemicals from :1,:• 
wa fer and carries them into the at mospht.i 

Some of the newest octane enhance! , 
 blended in by gasoline producers, includim.: 

methyl tertiary butyl ether and tertiary butt 
alcohol, do not lend themselves to carbon 
adsorption or air stripping. But some strain , 

 of bacteria find them to be a tasty meal S, 
part of the treatment here is to pump tn, 
water through a tank filled with bacteria 

Since the treated water is re-injected in:ti 
the ground nearby, it must meet standaru-
set fur Grim:mg water, wnni limit oenz,i., 
contamination to one part per billion. 
are flushing the aquifer." Ms 



Treating a Case of the Vapors 

13 
 UMPING and treating ground wa-
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 
water if the water table rises after a 
heavy rainfall. 

So treatment of a contaminated site 
often includes air as well as water wells. 
The shallow air wells are connected to a 
vacuum pump to draw clean air throug 
the soil where it can pull out the lingefing 
hydrocarbon vapors. 

In most cases, the vapors have to be 
treated, generally by incineration, before 

they are released to the atmosphere. Vol-
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 
contarniaa  so vents like paint thin- 
ners; is 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. 

T leaking lank ci ,:charges hydrocarbons, polluting soil and groundwater. 

ecovery wells are drilled, and contaminated water and hydrocarbons are pumped out. 

he separator separates undissolved hydrocarbons from the polluted water. 

he activated carbon unit separates dissolved hydrocarbons from water. 

he cleaned water is returned to the ground. 
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in the final report, the likelihood that 
unleaded gasoline vapors are carcino-
genic to humans is evaluated. rracii 
carcinogenicity data in animals, an 
estimate is made of the magnitude of 
cancer risk a person would experience, 
if exposed for a lifetime to 1 ppm in the 
ambient air, under the assumption that 
gasoline vapors are carcinogenic. All 
studies believed to be relevant to deter-
mining the potential carcinogenicity of 
unleaded gasoline vapors are reviewed 
including: (a) chronic and shorter-term 
animal studies of aerctsctlized whole 
gasoline, various gasoline fractions, and 
analogous hydrocarbon mixtures; and 
(b) epidemiologic studies of occupations 
involving exposure to gasoline vapors. 
Fifty-five epidemictiogic studies invoiv-
ing gasoline exposure are reviewed. A 
quantitative analysis of cancer incioence 
in the two long-term animal gasoline 
inhalation studies is performed, an 
upper-bond cancer risk potency estimate 
is calculated, and the uncertainties in 
the estimate are discussed. The major 
conclusions are: (1) although employ-
ment in the petroleum -refineries is 
possibly associated withrancers of the 
stomach, respiratory system,,and iym-
phopoietic and hematopoietic tissues, 
exposure to gasoline cannot be im-
plicated as a causative agent because 
of confounding exposure -to other 
chemicals and inadequate information 
on gasoline exposure; (2) the occurrence 
of liver cancer in female mice and kidney 
cancer in male rats provioes 'sufficient -
evidence in animals that inhalation of 
wholly aerosolized gasoline is carcino-
genic; and (3) gasoline vapors from 
vehicle refueling might be less carcino-
genic than indicated by animal experi- 

menu using wholly aerosolized gasoline, 
if the less volatile components, which 
are apparently re.ponsible 'or acute 
kidney toxicity, also contribute to the 
observed carcinogenic response. 

This Project Summary was developed 

y EPA's Office o; health and•Environ-
mental Assessment. Washington, DC, to 
announce key findings of the research 
project that is hilly documented in a 
separate report of the same title (see 
Project Report ordering in:ormatlon at 
back). 

T. -stror....;ction 

This aocument presents an evaluation 
of the likelihood that unleaded gasoline is 
a human carcinogen and provioes a basis 
for estin.3ting its possible public health 
impact, including a potency evaluation in 

relation to otner carcinogens. The evalu-

ation of carcinogenicity depends heavily 
on animal bioassays and eoiaemioiogic 
evidence. However, other factors, includ-
ing mutagenicrty, metabolism (particularly 

in relation to interaction with DNA), and 
pharmacokinetic behavior have an im-

portant bearing on both the qualitative 

and Quantitative assessment of carcino-

genicity. This aocument presents an 

evaluation of the animal bioassays and 
relevant toxicity studies, tne human 

epioemiologic evidence, the quantitative 

aspects of assessment, and finally, a 
summary and conclusions dealing with 
all of the relevant aspects of - trte car-
cinogenicity of unieacied gasoline. 

SumiTiary and Conclusions 

Animal Studies 
A lifetime innaiation bioassay of un-

leaded gasoline in rats and mice has 

induced a statistically significant m- 



creased incioence (6/100) of renal car-

cinomas in me kidney cortex of maie rats 
and a larger, also statistically significant, 

increase in the incioence (20/1001 of 
heoatocellular carcinomas in female mice. 
Female rats and male mice had no 

significant treatment-related increase in 

tumors at any organ site, The increase of 

renal carcinomas in male rats was 
statistically significant at the highest oose 

tested (2,056 ppm) but not at me two 
lower doses (292 porn and 67 .ppm). 
However, the combined incidence of 

adenoma/carcinoma/sarcoma was also 
significantly increased at the intermediate 
dose. In mice, the incidence of liver car-

cinomas alone and adenoma and car-
cinoma combined was significantly 
increased in the highest but not the two 
lower oose groups. Moderate decrements 
in the body weight gain in the high-dose 

groups indicate that the maximum tol-

erated dose was reached. Glomeruio-

neahrosis :-.: -.xurrkeI in neerly all of the 

male rats, and mineralization of the pelvis 

was correlated ..vith close. However, there 

was no correlation between animals with 

snd those 	mineralization. 

The same pattern of glomerulonehpritis, 

as well as positive tumor responses, 
occured with chronic inhalation exposure 

. to synthetic fuels (FU-5 and JP-10). 

Chronic inhalation studies with jet fuels 
used by the Air Force and Navy (JP-4 and 

.!t 5r ieStilled in the same nephro-

to.:ic lesions, but no information is avail-
ah:a abeet the carcinogenic response. 

`771 a series of exposures of male rats to 

a V87 , :ty of dIstillate fractions and to 

individual components of gasoline, toxicity 
was correlated with the paraffin com-
pounds present in the 145° to 280°F 

distillate fractions and not with aromatic 
compounds in the mixture. The most toxic 
compounds were branthed-chain alipha-

tics, generally in me C6-C9 range, al-
though some larger molecules such as 
22.4,-4-tertramethyl octane also showed 

a high level of activity. The acute and 
subchronic renal toxicity of ciecalin, a 

volatile hydrocarbon of the same general 
type as those found in gasoline, is con-

fined to male rats and did not occur in 
female rats or in mice, dogs, or guinea 

pigs. 
The renal toxicity pattern observed with 

exposure to hydrocarbon mixtures in-
volving protein accumulation in renal 

tubules is clearly different than the kidney 

lesions occurring spontaneously in old 

rats, and occurs in males of both Fischer 
344 and Sprague-Dawiey strains, but not 
in females of these strains or in mice or  

monkeys Mutagenesis tests of unleaoeC 

pasonne have been carried out in 
Salmonella, yeast, mouse tympnoma rn 
vivo cvtopenetics, in mouse comment 
ietnal systems, and in a rat kidney cell 

DNA repair. model. Various gasoline 

feedstocks have been tested in mouse 

lymphoma and in viva cytogenetics 

assays. The results of most of tnese 
assays nave not met tne criteria for posi-
tive responses. 

Epiciemiologic Studies 
Fifty-five studies were reviewed to 

determine if there is any epidemiologic 
evidence for an association between 
gasoline exposure and cancer risk. Since 
unieaoed gasoline was only introduced 
in the mid-1970's, even recent epioemio-

logic studies are not likely to show an 

unleaded gasoline effect because of the 
long latency period generally associated 

with cancer Therefore, this review was 
not lirned to unleaded gasoline exposure, 
but addressed any potential gasoline 
exposure. 

Nona rif the studies reviewed provioed 
qualitative as well as quantitative esti-

mates of gasoline exposure. 
Seven studies were identified that 

evaivated the association between em-

ployment in the gasoline service industry 
and cancer risks; the inciusty here in-

duces gasoline service station owners 
and artenn?nts, garage workers, gasoline 
and fuel truck drivers, and tnose who 
reported working with gasoline. One study 

cited in the literature provioed some 
evieence of an associsen between 
gasoline service station employment and 
risk of primary liver cancer. The remain-
ing six studies were judged inadequate. 

Twenty-five studies were reviewed that 
evaluated the association between em-
ployment in a petroleum refinery (a work 
environment with potential gasoline ex-

posure) and cancer risk. Judged in-
dividually, these studies provided inade-
Quate evidence of an association. How-

ever, judged collectively triese studies 
provide suggestive evidence of an associ-

ation between employment in a petroleum 

refinery and risk of stomach cancer, 
respiratory system cancer (i.e., lung, 
pleura, nasal cavity, and sinuses), and 

cancer of the lymphatic and hematopoietic 
tissues. 

Nineteen case-control studies were 
reviewed which evaluated employment 

in tne petroleum industry as a cancer risk 

factor. Another stuoy cited in me literature 
proviaed limited evidence of an associ- 

atioe between petroleum inoustry err-
ployment and risk of olaciaer cancer 

Also reviewed were four protocols of 
epiaemiologic studies in progress. Tnese 
studies may provicie evioence of an as-
sociation between gasoline exposure and 
cancer risk: however, tnese findings are 
3 to 5 years in the future. 

Quantitative — Data from the API study 
on kidney tumors in male rats and liver 
aoenomas and carcinomas in female mice 
were used to Derive an estimate of the 
incremental upper-limit unit risk cue to 

continuous human exposure to 1 porn of 
unleaded gasoline. Since tne animals 
breathed an aerosol of whole gasoline 

unaer laboratory conditions, whereas 
humans are expected to breathe only the 
more volatile components of the mixture. 
the estimates are uncertain. If tumor 

induction is caused by the same, relatively 
nonvolatile C6-C9 branched hydrocarbons 
that are primarily responsible for tne 

neohrotoxrcity in male rats, then the 
auantitative estimates of the risa of 
breathing gasoline vapors may be overly 
conservative, The carcinogenic potency 

estimate for unleaded gasoline se-A: 
derived from a continuous exposure study, 
wnereas the actual human exposure is 
periodic in most cases. The available 
information is not adequate to determine 
if this will result in an overestimation or 

an unaerestimation of risk. The estimates 

from the mouse and rat data are similar: 
2.1 x (pare) - ' from mouse data and 
3.5 x 10' s  moire from ...at time. 

The presence of 2% benzene in the 
unieaoed gasoline rieN -fure could theo-
retically contribute to the response, al-

though the mouse liver and rat kidney 
have not been the target organs in animal 
experiments with benzene. Based on 
those experiments, it is estimated that 
tne contribution of benzene to the re-
sponse observed in the API unleaded 
gasoline studies could be on the oroer of 
20%. However, there is no Qualitative 

evioence that benzene actually is con-

tributing to the response. 

Conclusions 
On the basis of a small but definite 

kidney tumor resoonse in male rats and a 

significant hepatocelluiar response in 
female mice, using EPA's Guidelines for 
Carcinogen Risk Assessment to classify 
tne weight of evidence for carcinogenicity 
in____extverimental arrenetee-t- su f-

ficient evidence to conclude that gasoline 

\■.r.opors are carcinogenic in animals. The 

sirruT2r pattern of response in rats to the 
syntnetic fuels RJ-5 and JP-10, and the 



renal toxicity ooserved in chronic bioas- 

says with JP-4 and JP-5. support tne 

. findings with unleaoed gasoline. indicat-
ing that some agent or combination of 
agents common to these mixtures is 

responsible for the observed effects. 
The relevance of me rat kidney response 

to human carcinogenicity has been Ques-

tioned on the - basis of experiments 

showing - that early-occurring kidney toxi-

city is apparently caused by the interaction 
of gasoline hydrocarbon components with 
a unique protein (alpha-2-microglobulin) 

produced in large quantities 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 evicience, the 

Carcinogen Assessment Group cannot 
disregard the rat kidney tumor response 
as an indication of potential human car-
cinogenicity for several reasons: (a) tne 
link between hydrocarbon nephropathy 

and tumor induction is not proven; 

wan very few exceptions. cnemicais 

causing cancer in numans also cause 

cancer in animals, indicating a similarity 

of response across me animal kingdom; 
and lc) tne money of experimental animals 

is a oemonstrated target organ for more 
than 100 carcinogenic chemicals. 

The EPA Science Advisory Board and 

the Health Effects Institute have in-
dependently reviewed the earlier craft of 

this report. Both groups agreed that the 
evidence for carcinogenicity in animals 
meets the EPA Guidelines criteria for 
sufficient—evidence in animals and in-

adequate evidence in humans. They both 

pointed out the uncertain relevance of rat 

kidney tumors as an indication of human 
response and the difficulty in making 
Quantitative estimates of gasoline vapor 
potency from the animal study of whole 
gasoline when tne identity of the car-
cinogenic component is unknown. 

Tne epioemiologic studies collectively 
provide limited evidence that occupational 
exposure in the petroleum '7..:iustry is  

associateo with certain types of cancer 

However, me evioence for evaluating 

gasoline as a potential carcinogen is 

consiciered inaaeouate unoer me EPA 
Guioelines criteria for epiaemioiogic 
evioence. 

Based on sufficient evidence in animal 
studies and inadeauate eviaence in 
emaemiologic stuaies, tne overall weight 
of eviaence for unieaoea gasoline is EPA 

category 82, meaning tnat unleaded 

gasoline is a probable human carcinogen. 

Tne carcinogenic potency of unleaded 
Gasoline, using cam from the most sensi-
tive species t-Eiferis 3.5 x 10 .3  per ppm. 
This is a plausible upper bound for the 
increased cancer risk from unleaded 

gasoline, meaning that the true risk is 
not likely to exceed this estimate and 
may be lower. 

This Project Summary was prepared by staff of the Office of Health and 
.Environmental Assessment, Washington, DC 20460. 

William.E. Papally; is the EPA Project Officer (see below). 
The complete report, entitled "Evaluation 'of the Carcinogenicity of Unleaded 

Gasoline," (Order No. PB 87-186 151 /AS; Cost: 336..95, subject to change) 
will be available only from: 

National Technical Information Service 
5285 Port Royal Road 

---'Springfield, VA 22161 
Telephone: 703-487-4650 

The EPA Project Officer can be contacted at: 
Office of Health and Environmental Assessment 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Washington, DC 20460 



EPA RANKS 47 INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES AS POSING HEALTH RISK FROM AIR OXICS 

EPA has idenufied 47 Indust:Q.1 processes -- from more than 350 processes analyzed -- as posing the 

greatest exposure and health threat from air toxics. and will likely select these sources for early 

regulation under the air toxics provision of the new clean air law, according to agency officals (see 

process list below). The pending versions of Clean Au Act amendments require EPA to fu -st select, then 

iegulate, industrial sources on a rolling basis over a 10-year period. The first 10 sources EPA selects will 

be based on existing work for its NESHAPs (National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants) 

program; but thereafter. EPA will rely heavily on the new source ranking to determine which categones 

should be tackled next. 

The ranking -- which addresses hundreds of sources of the 191 chemicals listed in both the Senate and 

House committee bills -- represents the first concrete step towards regulating a variety of pollutants from 

single sources. EPA has been working to devise a system that would control each of a source's pollutants 

since early in the Bush Adminiserauon, agency officials say. The ranking system compiled last summer by 

EPA's office of air quality planning & standards in Research Triangle Park. NC -- and which will be 

updated — will not be used in listing first phase sources but will play a significant role in regulating 

subsequent phases, according to an EPA official. 

To develop the ranking. the agency filtered a wide variety of sources through two different methods 

for measuring pottnual exposure and health effects, one official explains. One method rendered relatively 

high scores to sources emitting muluple chemicals while the second method WAS weighted to measure 

emissions of individual pollutants. Put together, the two methods should give a reasonable reading on the 
relative health and exposure risk of each source, according to the EPA official. 

Through the new ranking system EPA found 47 sources with the highest 'Cores for exposure and 
health threat potential. In 114 the agency compiled ten categones of 25 to 50 sources each, offering a 
comprehensive look al the source categories EPA will review in drafung new air toxics regulations. 

FPA sources say that decisions on the first ten sources to be regulated under the new taw were 

dictatizl by the voluminous informauon gathered under the eclipsed NESHAF's process. The agency 'might 

'rave made differenr dee , ;,oris" about first phase sources if !Ile new rrailLing system had been in p!?:-; 

earlier to the process of revising the Clean Air ACI. according to a source. 

Source categOnes addressed after the fins round should be determined by a new wiring system, an 

EPA source explains. The method for compiling last Jur► 's list may be revised but will prottbly provide 
the framework for the future source listings, according to the EPA source. 

Coke ovens used in steel production and commercial sterilizers, or degreasers. are the only two 

sources that EPA plans to tackle in phase one that also appear in the group of 47 high exposure, high 

health threat sources listed by EPA. The agency also plans to regulate the manufacture of organic 

chemicals in phase one, but will probably use a comprehensive approach in order to bring a range of 

chemicals under one rule, sources say. 

The list of industrial processes is dominated by _. ources from the energy and wansporation 

Industrial boilers, Fght-duty gasoline 	 petroleum refining and bulk petroleum terminals are ranked 

in the top ten, with medium-duty gasoline vehicles, petroleum markeung, and coal and oil combustion 

follow!ng closely. The oil ahrl auto industrz_.: ;'1s•e waged furicur. battles in Congress to limit toxic controls 

on their industries, perhaps foreshadowing regulatory battles to come. An oil industry source maintains 

that he would like to see more work done on the ranking method to insure "a more balanced approach." 

TEGORY ONE SOURCES UNDER PROPOSED EPA RANKING SYSTEM 
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Teratogerresis. Carcinogenesis. and Mutagenesis 10:399-408 (19901 

Dangerous Properties of Petroleum- 
Refining Products: Carcinogenicity of 
Motor Fuels (Gasoline) 

Myron A. MPhIrnan 

1JMDNJ-Robert Wood Johnson Medical School. .E,%ironmenral and Corn rrwairy 
Medicine, Piscataway, New Jersey 

,Gasoline contains large numbers of dangerous ,andcanc-causine chemicals such as 

-benzene. - butadiene. toluene. ethylbenzenc. -xylene. tnmethyl pentane. met111/1=- 

- burviether t MTBEi and many others. For the U.S. alone approximately 140 billion 

o 	—trrri onne +were consumed in 1989.-An increase in only ten cents -per-gallon in 

.-price of gasoline generates 14 billion dollars in extra profit per year for oil industry cartel. 

Laboratory:animals _exposed to gasoline developed cancers in different tissues and 

ereans. A number of -epidemiological studies in humans provide evidence of increased 

cancer risk of leukerna. kidney. liver. be:in. 177:hr:sarcoma. lymphatic tissue pancreas 

and other tissues and orpris. 

Key-won:is: liver and Udney tumors, benzene. hydrocarbons. butadiene. discas4. 

INTRODUCTION 

Gasoline is derived from crude petroleum by a variety of refining and manufactur-
ing -processes .and its various components are separated by _distillation. -The rennin!. 
-processes that extend yieldand -modify the character of gasoline are catalytic cracking. 
1-coking.alkylation.and rarnlytic -reforming (Fig. 1). The world consumption of crude 
in 1986 wasapproximately 62 -million barrels -per_ciay. In the United States alone. about 
140 billion gallons of gasoline were consumed in 1989. 

Liquid gasoline is one of the-better-known complex mixtures of petroleum chemi-
cals to which humans 2rer-t-posed [11. It consists of more than 150 hydrocarbons with 

boiling -ran= of ,approximately-40°C to 180°C.The gasoline hydrocarbons are corn-
Jprised of.about 3()% to 70% -of .alkenes (paraffins), which consist of straight-chain 

hydrocarbons of Cato C 12  range: isoparaffins. which are branched-chain hydrocarbons 
of about the same size: alkenes (olefins). approximately 5% of which are unsaturated 
linear and branched-chain hydrocarbons: and naphthenics. which are saturated cyclics. 
Aromatics, which the most dangerous carcinogenic chemicals in gasoline are Tires- 

Address -reprint reouests -and correspondence to Myron A. Mehtman. Department of Environmental and 
Community Medicine. UMDNJ. 675 Hoes Lane. Nscataway, NJ 08854. 

© 1990 Wiley-Liss. inc. 
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I. Fractiorazzoda of crude petroleum :,`L-pr:-; ,.;.-.ct: from Mehlrnan. 	with pe,-”ussion of Or 

publisher.) 

cht_a! 30% to40% and consist mainly of . benzene. toluene. ethvlbenzenc. and xvlenc 
(Fig. 2). Other blending agents -and _additives . are also present in •gasolint. :11. As a 
result of phasing out in -recent years. both tetraethyl and tetramethyl lead—which are 
strong neurotoxicants from gasoline. alcohols.. and others such as ethanol. methanol, 
ten-butyl alcohol..and•methyttert-butylether (MTBE)--are being added at 5% to 20% 
to the gasoline. Gasoline contains more than 1.000 possible chemical substances. 

ft.:mans come in contact with both liquidand vapors of gasoline. There is a sub-
stantial vapor released fro;:i gasoline. whin results ;. -.1iitirriar. exixisurt: to .sasoiine va-
pors at variety of contact points and most importantly in tie massive numbers of retail 
service stations and adjacent populated areas. 

in 1982 the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA; estimated that approximately 
3.6 billion gallons of gasoline were emitted into the atmospheiz as vapors in the United 
States alone. of which at least 40% occurred at retail service stations 121. This volume 

-represents not only a large human population exposure source from gasoline vapors. 
but also a very. significant source of hydrocarbons to air pollution of the atmosphere as 
well as a -major contribution to the greenhouse effect t global warming)._ In order to deal 
with this .serious -problem of emissions. the U.S. EPA initialed vapor controls at bulk 
transfer points, including retail gasstations...during the unloading and loading of gaso-
line (Fig. 3). Tnis -emission control is called snag` 1. -which collects and recovers dis-
placed gasoline vapors from storm tanks in the retail gas stations and returns them to 
the tank -truck. -The stage 1 controls are .now-widel v implemented in the United Bracers  

_during bulk loading.and unloading of gasoline. • 
Figure -4 shows the stage 11 controls. where gasoiine vapors are -released -at -retail 

service stations during refueling of cars, with the -recovery systems at the gas -pump 

-nozzle. Such controls are now in efiza_t in some states including New Jersey. New York. 
California-and the District of Columbia. Other states are now considering irnpiernen- - 
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Fig..2. Chemicals normalcyfound in retail gasoline. (Reproduced from Page and Mehlman. 1989. witn 

-permission of the publisher.) 

_:cation of stage II controls in order to reduce gasoline vapor emissions and to protect 
. Lhuman health and the environment. 

The concern for an increased cancer risk for humans inhaling gasoline vapors or 
corning in contact with liquid gasoline is based on more recent data showing kidney 

_rumorsin male ratsand liver rumors in mice exposed to whole vaporized gasoline 13-171. 
•.2.s will as _epidemiology studies in 'refinery -worisrs 129-31). The results of animal 
.studies are of -great importance and significance for prediction of human cancer risk 
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-
nents into the volatile phase is related to each components boiling point and vapor 
pressure. The differences between the composition of dispensed liquid gasoline and 
gasoline refueling vapors are rather large for some components (Table 11. 
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TABLE I. Comparison of Hydrocarbon Composition in Dispensed Liquid Gasoline and  

-Ref reline Gasoline Vapors* 

Compound 

Dispensed 
I wordr rir 

Retueltnit 	V L ratios 
3rK" 	C•■• I 	( S 	) 

Alkanes t n-paraffinsi 
Propane 

0.1 70.2.214.6 

n-Butane 6.2 41.1 7.6 6.2 

n-Penune 
4.1) 5.6 1.9.1.1 

n-Hexane 
1.7 0.9 

n-Heptane 1.3 0.2 0.3 0.1 

Branched alkanes tisoparaffinsi 

Isobutanc 
0.7 Kit 1.113.1;11.2 

Isopentane 7 4 16 4 2.4 2.0 

2-Meillyipentane h 2.1 

3-Methylpentane 2.6 1.2 0 7 0 4 

.2.4-Trimethylpentane I 	x u.' 11.2 0.1 

_2..3.4-Tnioetnyipentane 1.1 11.1 0.1 - 

Cycioalkanes 
Methylc7.-clopenuine 1.7 0.6 0 43 il.'6 

Methylcyclohexane ' 0.1 0.24 0.0b 

A:krises ictielitoi 
-Trans-2-butane ((.4 1.7 -4.5 4:7 

Cis-2-butane 0.4 1.7 

j..2-Methyl- I-butane 0.9 1.4 1.8 	1.4 

t-2-Peruane 1.2 1.6 1.5 	1.0 

2-Mettry1-2-butane 1.7 2.0 

-Aromatics 
ticazen,! 2.1 0.9 0.34.0.21 

-To11,c..ne 10 = 0.8 0.10/.05 

Xyienes 4.9 0.1 0.114,0.007 

Ethvl benzene 1.2 0. 4 0.06;0.008 

swift: merrnission Sociefy ot Automotive Enr.:-ers. inc. :rum Timm et al.. 1986 141. Based on 
.averare summer inc winter blends. SAV = Summer/Winter. 

Human exposure to gasoline vapors is characterized by the vapor phase to liquid 
-phase (V/L) ratio. Humans are exposedto volatile fractions. of which 90C by weight 
.consists of light -4-5.carbon compounds compared with liquid gasoline. 60%. of which 
consists of light 4-5 carbon compounds:The aromatic compounds where the V/L ra-
tio is low show that these compounds are less volatile and remain in the liquid phase. 

'TOXICITY OF GASOLINE VAPORS 

Human exposure to Izasoline vapors occurs in service stations. to tank truck °per-
;ators.-mnd in the surrounding community. The acute toxicity of accidentally ingested 

. liquid gasoline is primarily platedto narcotic effects of the CI-C x  saturated hvcirocar-
bonsand to pncumonitis 161. -The long-term health effects from acute exposure remain 
to be assessed. 

On the other hand. human exposure to vapors occurs frequently. as vapors are 
emitted in the distribution process. esixically during automobile refueling. Exposure 
to gasoline vapors in high concentration has occurred from the intentional sniffing of 
vapors for hallucination effects. The symptoms are eve irritation. dizziness. excitement. 
intoxication, nausea. anesthesia. muscular weakness. liver and kidney damage. Death 
has resulted following exposure to vapors for 5 min at 5.000 ppm 171. Information 
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• 	

do Data 
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- 	

No Dau 
Chronic evens 	

• 	

'No Data 

°NITBE = Methyl-i-nutslemer 	— — 	vers moms:: 	— 	strong: — 	nxiderate. 

Concerning lone-term inhalation of gasoline vapors by as station attendants or refin-
ery workers is suggestive of serious health effects. such as cancer. 

CARCINOGENICITY OF GASOLINE VAPORS 

Information related to the carcinogenicity of petroleum products has been obtained 
from animal skin painting studies 1181. Tne studies show that the carcinogenic activity 
of petroleum products resides. among others. in polynuciear aromatic hydrocarbons of 
the 3-7 ring size 11 8-201. Studies on carcinogenicity of various gasoline components 
are summarized in Table II. Studies on the carcinogenicity of gasoline vapors were 
carried out by the American Petroleum institute ( API) on whole. vaporized gasoline in 
Be,C,F ;  mice and Fisher 3-3-1 rats 1201. 

The mice and rats were exposed for 2 year tr; gasoline vapors at concentrations 
67. 292. and .2056 ppm. The results showed a significant increase in tumors in the 
female mice at a high dose of exposure (Table III). A dose-related increase in kidney 
tumors (adenomas and carcinomas) was also repot -le:1 !,Tatic 

TABLE III. incidence of Liver Tumors in Male and Female Mice Exposed to Whoie Vaporized Gasoline 

Animals 	• Total c7r. 

Test croun examined tumor Adenomas Carcinomas Carcinomas 

Ctintr,.! Mx 31 13 18 16.6 

Lou. dose 9-t 2.:S x 20 21.2 

Mid dose 101 U 9 25 24.7 

Filth dos< I 10 53 13 -10 36.4 

"Repri;tti.x.-ed trorn tilehimin et al.. 19)44 1201. 

TABLE TV. incidence of Kidney Tumors in Male Rats Exposed  to Whole Vaporized Gasoline.' 

Number of animals 	 Number of kidney 

Test croun 	 necinerised 	 tumor' 

Controls 	 49 
	

0 

t 67 ppm) 	 59 

Carcinoma 

Mid dime t292 ppm) 	 56 

Carcinoma 

:Adenoma 

High time 12.056 porn) 

Carcinoma 
	 6 

Adenoma 

-"Reproduces:Ilium Mehlman et al.. 1984 ► 201. 
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The increase in total liver tumors of both male and female mice in the high-dose-

level group should also be considered in evaluation of human risk. with some degree 

of caution. On the other hand. if one examines the increase in carcinomas of the liver 

in both male and female mice, the increase in liver carcinomas is dose related and 

thus significant for evaluation of human risk. For a detailed treatment of factors 

involved in induction of liver tumors in the B 6C .IF I  strain of mice and its significance. 

see Trump et al. 1281. 

THE DATA 

Studies by Swenberg et al. [211 of the Chemical Industry Institute of Toxicology 

(CUT) sponsored by the petroleum industry through API suggest. but do not prove. 

that the renal tumors in male rats may be due to a mechanism specific to male rats. The 

hyperplastic and neoplastic kidney lesions that arose in the rats following chronic ex-

posure to vaporized gasoline 'vale secondary to an accumulation of hyaline droplets 

within the proximal tubule of the rat kidney. 

It was postulated that the accumulation of hyaline droplets caused cell injury or 

killing_ which in turn stimulates cell proliferation and neoplasia 121-241. Normally. 

the alpha-2-ii-globulin is secreted from the liver into the blood and excreted via the 

kidney glomeruius. About 60% is reabsorbed in the proximal tubule cells of the kidney 

and degraded into its constituent amino acids by iysosome enzymes. 

On the other hand. the female rats rapidly metabolized and excreted .trimethvi-

-pentane and its metabolites. whereas in male rats these products are retained 1 1 31. The 

significance of these findings to evaluation of human health is still obscure. 

EPIDEMIOLOGY STUDIES IN PETROLEUM INDUSTRY 

The results of a number of epiciemioid3;cal studies on cancer risk in workers at 

gasoline service stations provide evidence of increased risk for liver cancer [251. Thomas 

et al. 129) examined records of workers from Oil. Chemical and Atomic Workers 

International Union (OCAW). A total of 3.105 males whose deaths were reported by 

OCAW local unions in Texas between 1947 and 1977 were analyzed. Approximately 

-40% of the deceased were less than 50 years of age  at death._and 40% of the der.-aced 

were union members for less than 10 years. Proportional mortality ratios (PMRs). ad-

justed -for age and calendar time using the U.S. general -population. • were analyzed and 

tested for statistical significance. It was observed that there was a significant increase 

(P < 0.05) in rancer -rates of the digestive organs and peritoneum:respiratory systems. 

and skin. The PMRs forrancer of the stomach and kidney were also significantly higher. 
Tnese -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 -refineries. Again. this study demonstrated a significant increase in can-

cers of the stomach. pancreas. prostate. brain. and hematopoietic and lymphatic systems 

(including leukemia). 

Collectively. epidemiologic studies of employees in the petroleum refinery indus-

try suggest that cancer risk is of major concern. The unit cancer risk from gasoline 

vapors and some components of gasoline. benzene. ethylene dibromicic t EDBI. and 

ethylene dichloride (EDC) are shown in Table V. 
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TABLE V. L•nit Cancer Risk Frwm Gasoiine 

Pollutant 
	

L nit nsk 	heattn erica. surnmar ■ 
	

Comments 

G.0.01inc vapor 
	

K Hanes tumors in rats. 

It% c-t tumors in mice. 

Plausible upper lone 

Rat studies 3 . 5 x 
Mice studies 2.1 	x 	1 0'' 

Maximum likelihood estimates 

Rat studies 2.0 X 	0 -  
Mice studies 1.4 	X 	1 	' 

Benzene' 2.2 	X 	10' =  

Ethylene dthromide 
	

4.2 x 10 	Es uienct caretno- 

Rmnt..- Iii tr. animals by 

Inhalationand eaves . 

Rats: nasal tumors. 

mice: liver tumors. 

Ethylene did/knee 
	

2.8 x 10 = El idence c! carano- 

Frocity an animals. 

Rats: circulatory system. 

kirestomach. and gtands: 

mace: liver. lung. glands. 

and uterus. 

Gasoone test samaies in 

the animal studies were 

completely volatilized and 

merefore may not be 

completely rercescruative 

ul ambient gasoline vapor 

exposures. 

EPA: lasted as 2 hazardous 

air pollutant. emission 

standards proposed. 

I A RC': sufficient evidence 

to support a causal 

240.0C11111011 between 

eXDOCLire and cancer. 

EPA: suspect human 

carcinogen: recent 

restrictions on pesticidal uses. 

EPA: suspect human 

carcinogen. Draft health 

assessment document released 

tor review March 1984. 	- 

Human evidence of 

leulscrnoginicity Zymbal 

gland tumor in rats: 

ly monad and tamer 

ranter M mace. 

'[..'ntt cancer nsk lacior is in terms of the I./hitt:Milos of a cancer incioence occurrences striae individual 

for a 70 sear litetIMe 0! c ,.oii•un: to t ppm tit pollutant. 

'Confidence imersai ot 95ri 

'Derived trom human epidemiological data. U.S. EPA Internal Reriort. 

For ethylene dibromidc (EDB). the evidence of carcinogenicity is by inhalation 

and gavage. EDB -produced nasal tumors in rats and liver tumors in mice.Tne EPA has 

classified the EDB as suspected human rarcinozen and has restricted its use as pesticide. 

Ethylene dichloride (EDC) has also been classified as suspected -human carcinogen 

and has been shown in rats to cause cancer of the circulatory system. forestornach..and 

Elands. In mice. EDC.causedrancer of-the liver. lung. zLands..and uterus. • 

Benzene is well known and established both in animals -and humans as a.carcino-

gen. A chemical that causes cancer in two or more animal species with more than one 

site should be -considered _and classified human carcinozen. - based on current scien-

tific state of the-an. 

It is important that the health effects of various gasoline components—i.e.. ben-

zene. toluene. xvlene. ethylbenzene (Maltoni et al.. personal communication) and 

others—not be overlooked 1261. In fact..an International Agency for Research on Can-

cer (IARC) report in 1989 (27) states that gasoline is "a possible human carcino=n.–, 
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-
The U.S. Environmental Protection concluded that. "based on sufficient evidence 

in animals and inadequate evidence in epicicmiologic studies. the overall weight of evi-
dence for unleaded gasoline is EPA category 2A. meaning that unleaded gasoline is a 
probable human carcinogen. ••  

Thus. based on current scientific state of the art and our scientific - knowledge that 
all known human carcinogens have been demonstrated to cause cancer in animals, the 
finding by the American Petroleum Institute (API) that gasoline causes cancer in at 
least two species-rat kidney and mouse liver-as well as human epidemiology stud-
ies showing important and significant increases in cancer of the liver. kidney. digestive 
organs. respiratory systems, skin, pancreas. prostate. brain, and hematopoietic and I ym-
phatic systems establishes gasoline as Class I A in carcinogen. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Kidney and liver tumors observed in the rat and mouse after exposure for a 
lif...kime established gasoline as a carcinogen. 

2. The International Agency for Research on Cancer has concluded that gasoline 
is possibly a human carcinogen. and the U.S. EPA has concluded that gasoline is prob-
ably a human carcinogen. When one combines the weight of total available evidence, 
it is concluded that zasoline should be classified as Class i A human carcinoecn. 

3. Studies on health effects with very low levels of benzene. a component of gas-
oline..necessitate that all avoidable exposure to gasoline and gasoline vapors be avoided. 

4. Because benzene and other gasoline components are known human carcinoeens. 
based on California Department of Health risk evaluation. the benzene level in gasoiinc 
must be limited to 0.5% rather than to the current worldwide levels of 2.5% to 5%. 

5. Stage. II controls should be implemented immediately in all states to avoid sig-
nificant and important risk of cancer to human populations from exposure to gasoline. 
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