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ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION No. 3017

P

STATE OF NEW JERSEY

INTRODUCKD APRIL 23, 1979
By Assemblyian LESNIAK
(Without Reference)

AN AssemiLy Resonurion directing the Agrieulture and KEnviron-
ment Commitlee to conduet an investigation concerning the suit-
ability ol existing sites For the storage of hazardous or ehiemieal
wastes in Lhis State, including, but not neeessavily lmited to, the
current storage ol more than two nmillion gallons of highly flam-
mable and toxie chemical wastes along the waterfront adjacent
to the City of Flizabeth, to review the statutes, rules and regu-
lations of the Department of Kaviromnental Protection and the
loeal boards of health relating therelo, aind fo serutinize the

implementation and enforcement of sueh statutes, rules and

regulations.
1 Wuarreas, The haphazard storage of toxic chemicals, chemical
2 wastes and other hazardous substances throughout New Jersey,
3 and especially in the State’s various waterfront facilities, is' a
4 highly irresponsible and potentially catastrophic undertaking
B} and imposes risks of damage to persons and property within

6 this State; and,
7  Wuggeas, The discharge ol these hazardous substances within or
8 outside the jurisdiction of this State constitutes a threat to the

9 economy and environment of this State; and,

10 Wuereas, 1t has been variously reported that the current storage of

11 an estimafted 40,000 barrels ot highly foxic chemical wastes and
2 other hazardous substances along the Elizabeth waterfront may
13 well pose such rigks to persons and property and could threaten

14 the State’s economy and seriously degrade the environment;

15 now, therefore,

1 Br 11 rEsOLVED by the General Assembly of the State of New
2 Jersey:
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1. That the Agriculture and Environment Committee of the
General Assembly is hereby dirceted to conduct an investigation
concerning the suitability of existing sites for the storage of
hazardous or chemical wastes in New Jersey, including an inquiry
into the alleged unlawful and irresponsible storage of more than
two million gallons of Lighly flammable and toxic chemieal wastes
a long the waterfront adjoining the city of Klizabeth, Union county,
New Jersey, to review the statutes, rules and regulalions of the
Department of Environmental Protection and the loeal hoards of
health relating thereto, and to serutinize the implementation and
enforcement of such statutes, rules and regulations.

2. The Speaker of the (teneral Assembly shall appoint two ad-
ditional members of the General Assembly to assist the committee
in the performance of ifs dutics pursuant to this resolution. No
more than one of the members so appointed by the Speaker shall
be of the same political party.

3. For the purpose of earrying out the terms of this resolution,
the committee shall have all the powers conferred pursuant to
chapter 13 of Title 52 of the Revised Statutes.

4, The committee shall be entitled to call o ity assistance and
avail itself of the services of such employvees of any New Jersey
State, county or municipal department, board, bureau, commission
or agency as it may require and as may be available to it for said
purpose, and to employ such stenographic and clerical assistants
and incur such traveling and other miscellaneous expenses as it
may deem necessary, in order to perform its duties, and as may
be within the limits of funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able to it for said purposes.

5, The committee may meet and hold hearings at such place or
places as it shall designate during the sessions or recesses of the
Legislature and shall report its findings and recommendations to
to the General Assembly, accompanying same with any legislative
bills which it may desire to recommend for adoption by the Legis-
lature.

STATEMENT
The purpose of this resolution is expressed in its title.



ASSEMBLYMAN H. DONALD STEWART (Chairman): We will now open the limited
public hearing on Assembly Resolution 3017 sponsored by Assemblyman Raymond Lesniak,

District 21 of Union County. Just to set the ground rules, this is a limited public

hearing. Those who are testifying have been invited here to testify. It is not a
public hearing where you come up and register. It is very possible that that type of
a meeting will be held as we continue the deliberations on Assembly Resolution 3017.

The purpose today is to try and educate this special Committee on the issue that
Assemblyman Lesniak has brought to our attention. We will, therefore, have approxi-
mately five different witnesses who will give us some of the benefit of their informa-
tion. We will start the meeting with Assemblyman Lesniak.

ASSEMBLYMAN RAYMOND LESNTIAK: Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
Assemblyman Donald Stewart, ladies and gentlemen.

The dumping and storage of hazardous waste materials is one of the most
serious problems facing the State of New Jersey today. Over 15,000 companies in New
Jersey alone produce 1.2 billion gallons of toxic waste materials each year.

Nearly every week we learn of additional sites where dumping, illegal and
legal, has created an immediate or potential health hazard to area residents.

I want to thank you, Chairman Stewart, for recognizing this problem and
your co-operation and support of my Resolution which requested an investigation
concerning hazardous wastes, specifically the serious and dangerous situation in
Elizabeth where over two million gallons of highly flammable, toxic and explosive
wastes have been stored along the waterfront and where a health emergency requiring
around-the-clock police and fire protection is now necessary.

Through the investigation of this particular situation, we can determine
what laws and rules must be changed, implemented or added and what steps we must take
to plan for future developments in this area.

I would like to broadly identify some of the areas which ought to be probed
by this body: (1) Source of emergency funding for cleanup operations. The information
that I have today indicates that the Department of Environmental Protection in this
matter was overly concerned with what the cost to the State would be to take immediate
action in Elizabeth and attempted to secure compliance by a corporation that was opera-
ting illegally for over five years. Since the only source of funding available was
the department's own budget and the 0il Spill Compensation Fund - and that is only
available in limited instances - we must look to the creation of another fund to
handle emergency situations involving storage and dumping of hazardous materials so
that action can be taken before the situation gets out of hand as it has in Elizabeth
when dangerous conditions are discovered. Secondly, we must look into the system of
State permits and inspections of licensed facilities to determine if the department
is adequately staffed and whether proper procedures exist to uncover violations.
Thirdly, we must look towards local permit systems and inspections and how the State
can be informed of complaints made to local authorities. The best source of informa-
tion in these matters is the local residents.

I'd like to refer you to an article in the Star Ledger and some of the quotes
made by residents - ".. even if we did complain about it, the city wouldn't do any-
thing because they (Chemical Control) are going to store whatever they want anyway."
Another resident claims, "something should have been done about this a long time ago."
And another resident saying that complaints were made time and time again and nothing
was done. If the State is not informed of these complaints, the State certainly can't
act on them. And, since the State must ultimately bear the cost of these illegal

operations, we must ensure that complaints are forwarded to the State so that another
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agency will be aware of them. In my 16 months in office, no local or State official
ever informed me that a problem existed. The Mayor of Elizabeth has requested aclion
now that the severity of the problem has been revealed.' It would have been a much
better situation if State officials were alerted before the problem got out of hand.
The next area is tracking of hazardous waste. Since New Jersey produces 1.2 billion
gallons of toxic wastes a year, we ought to know what system exists for requiring
that the producersof the waste deal with licensed approved facilities. Another issue
is unlicensed facilities and illegal disposals. How large does the department be-
lieve the unlicensed facility or illegal disposal problem is and what can be done to
curb it? And, lastly, the future. What plans must we make for future developments
in the area of disposal of these wastes? What estimates are available concerning the
production of hazardous wastes and the capacity‘of the State to dispose of them?

The importance of this investfgation by this body cannot be stressed
strongly enough. 1In Elizabeth, we are suffering because of years and years of il-
legal operations, in full view, about which the public had made many complaints.

If we can't stop this type of éctivity from occurring in broad daylight, we will
never be able to approach the problem of clandestine dumping which is infinitely

more difficult to prevent. This situation could not have occurred without in-
competence, gross negligence or corruption. This situation was allowed to develop
over a period of years . The State discovered the situation. The State did not act
quickly enough and swiftly enough to remedy it. An administrative order was issued
in 1978 seeking compliance with that order from a company that was illegally storing
materials year in and year out. I don't see how the State department could have been
foolish enough to believe that a corporation that was dealing illegally with such
materials for so long would voluntarily comply with that order.

We are confronted with a serious problem. And, I trust that this Committee
will deal with it to determine the facts and determinewhat we must do to prevent these
cases from happening again. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: I see you are going to join us up here, Assemblyman,
so what we will do is continue with the list of people whom we have requested to
come before us. Our second witness will be Edwin Stier, Director, Division ol
Criminal Justice. )

EDWIN H. ST I E R: Good afternoon. Normally when I speak to a Legislative
Committee, I start out by saying that I am happy to be appearing before you to testify
about the subject matter that you are interested in. I want to emphasize that today

I really mean it. The reason that I emphasize that is because, finally, after two

and a half years of full-time effort on the part of the New Jersey Division of Criminal
Justice to develop a public awareness of the magnitude of the problem that we came
across quite by accident, there seems to be now a concern developing in a number of
places, including the federal government, and other governmental agencies who have a
responsibility to deal with this problem.

I'm not faulting anybody for not having been as concerned as we have been
over the last two and half years because frankly, I think, that when one looks at the
nature of the problem it is hard to believe that it could possibly be going on - that
people who are ostensibly legitimate businessmen could be placing, in a State as

densely populated as ours, as serious a health problem as exists. Every day we learn

. a little bit more about the seriousness of the problem. Every day, it seems to me,

it becomes a little more critical.
Let me tell you a little about the involvement of the Division of Criminal

Justice in this area of enforcement. About two and a half years ago, I received a



telephone call from public Utilities Commissioner McGlynn who asked me to arrange for
State police protection for some of his PUC inspectors who were going to inspect a
landfill area to look for illegal chemical dumping on that landfill = site. It struck
me as a little bit strange that they should require police protection. So, I arranged
to sit down and learn a little more about it rather than simply authorizing policomen
to accompany the inspectors. We had a meeting with Conmisgioner McGlynn, representa-
tives of the Newark police and fire departments and some of his Public utilitics Com-
mission inspectors. What we learned was that the Newark police and fire departments
had been investigating illegal dumping within the city limits of Newark for quite
some time and simply didn't know what to do about it. They had gone to government
agencies and finally went to the Public Utilities Commission which had some jurisdic-
tion over landfills and haulers of solid waste and asked for assistance. As a
result, these inspections began to take place. What I learned from them was shock-
ing. They had observed large quantities of toxic and otherwise hazardous waste just
simply left by the roadside in areas where the population would be directly affected,
in places where an explosion of some of these highly volatile chemicals might have
caused very severe damage to property and the lives of people. To give you an ex-
ample, they told us about one site located under the Pulaski Skyway where there were
drums of an explosive material left. I couldn't believe that the information wasn't
being overstated to a certain extent so we sent our own investigators to accompany
them and asked for assistance from the Department of Environmental Protection. What
we found, indeed, confirmed what they told us. Our surveillances showed haulers of
chemical wastes simply depositing these wastes by the roadside, in vacant lots, in
areas that were operated by such agencies as the Passaic Valley Sewage Commission -
dumping tank truck loads of chemicals in areas where they obviously shouldn't have
been dumped.

Let me tell you what I mean by toxic and otherwise hazardous wastes. I'm
not a chemist, not an expert in this field. 1I've learned a little about it through
our criminal investigation. I'm talking about chemicals which cause severe health
problems if you come in to contact with them - they will kill you. They may be
volatile; they may explode; they may cause severe burns; they may be poisonous.

I'm not talking about chemicals that are simply noxious - chemicals that are un-
pleasant to have around. 1I'm talking about chemicals that include carcinogenic
materials and otherwise will cause direct physical harm to individuals or property.

When I reported what we had learned to Attorney General Hyland, he
recognized the seriousness of the problem. He scheduled a meeting. It was attended
by representatives of the various agencies that I have identified. We discussed the
overall problem. At that point, we assumed that we were seeing the most serious
level of this problem, that is, the illegal dumpers, the people who would pick up
these chemicals from generators - that is people who produce these chemicals - and
instead of bringing them to a location where they could be legally disposed of, they
would simply dump them in one way or another. I can describe for you the various
ingenious ways we found that these people illegally dump these chemicals. When we
discussed the problem with DEP, we believed that it was a direct result of the
closing of Kin Buc. Kin Buc, as I understood it, was the only legitimate disposal
site other than a recycling - someone who takes the chemicals, breaks them down and
incinerates them - but the only land fill at which these chemicals could be dumped.
So, it was the only place where they could be disposed of relatively cheaply. When
Kin Buc was closed down at the order of the Department of Environmental Protection,
it, of course, created a very serious problem for generators of chemicals who, if
they gave these chemicals to people who had the technical ability to properly handle



them, would have to pay very large sums of money in order to have that done. So,
a black market developed. People who operated tank trucks - 1 or 2 or 3 tank trucks -
would pick up these chemicals at a price of fifty to a hundred dollars a drum from
the generators, would imply that they were going to dispose of these chemicals
legally but, in fact, were taking them and dumping them. We were told that the
Department of Environmental Protection was developing a manifest system which system
was intended to trace these chemicals from the éoint of generation to the point of
disposal in order to make sure that they got into the hands of a legitimate disposal
firm. We were also told that once this system was put in place, once the waste dis-
posal industry got on its feet in New Jersey and was able to handle the volume of
chemicals involved, the price would go down, a policing system would be in place,
and this black market would be put out of business. We continued to conduct our
investigations on that assumption. What we learned was that that was not all there
was to it. During our surveillances, we traced these chemicals out of the hands of
these illegal haulers and into the hands of licensed waste disposal companies. What
we found was that in some cases, not all cases, the chemicals, once they got into
the hands of the licensed chemical disposal company, were simply being illegally
dumped, but in far greater volume because of their facilities and because of the
amount of material that they collected in far greater volume than had existed whon
we were focussing on the hauler. Once we learned that, it added a whole new di-
mension to the problem. That is, the manifest system is based on the assumption
that the people who are at the end of the chain, the waste disposer, is legitimate.
That he is honestly going to report what he did with those chemicals and if he is
not honest, then the whole system breaks down. At that point, we reported our
findings to Attorney General Hyland. He called for another meeting. There were
more discussions. As a result, plans were undertaken to begin to develop the re-
sources that would police the system of toxic waste disposal in a more effective
way. Then, we applied for federal funding. We in the Division of Criminal Justice
have the only federally funded full-time criminal investigation unit working strictly
on illegal waste disposals - the only one in the country. We have been in operation,
on that basis, for over a year now. I was reluctant, frankly, to look for federal
funding for that project because I think that there is a great danger here. That is
that giving the responsibility to a law enforcement agency to deal with this problen
as a criminal matter is very seductive. It means that everybody else can take the
position that they don't have anything to worry about; it is in the hands of the
Division of Criminal Justice; they will investigate it; they will prosecute those
who are engaging in illegal activity and we can all go about our business. The
danger of that is that we can't handle it as a matter of law enforcement. There is
no way you are going to solve this problem in this State by leaving solely in the
hands of the Division of Criminal Justice or any other law enforcement agency, the
responsibility for policing this system.

I have urged and we are now in the process of discussing with both State
and federal agencies plans to broaden what we are trying to do - put together a
better coordinated system. I hope that that is going to bear fruit. So far, what
we have done in the Division of Criminal Justice has led to a number of significant
things happening. First of all, we have returned over the years six indictments in
this area of major significance. They have included 12 individual defendents and
6 corporate defendents. The first one was returned in June of 1977 and it involved
2,600 drums of explosive and otherwise hazardous chemicals located on a pier in

Jersey City, right between Manhattan and the most densely populated part of this



State. It took literally months once those drums of chemicals were found - literally
months to remove them - not because nobody wanted to remove them but because they were
so difficult to handle. They were volatile and dangerous. Every time we sent in-
vestigators in to a pier to obtain samples, we experienced very severe problems.

That is, we had to hospitalize some of our people after they came into contact with
this material.

The second series of indictments which occurred in September of 1977 in-
cluded Chem. Control Corporation - the very company that has become the focal point
of these hearings. In the course of prosecuting those indictments which were the
first anywhere in the United States - criminal prosecutions for illegally disposing
of toxic wastes - in the course of those, the operator of Chem Control, a man by the
name of William Carracino was convicted and sentenced to New Jersey State Prison for
2 to 3 years, a very stiff sentence in comparison with other white collar crimes.
But, the judge who tried that case recognized the serious health hazards that were
created by this man's activities. Other defendents in that case were also sentenced
to prison terms or received very substantial fines. We have been actively looking at
this company since September of 1977. And, although the corporate officers have
changed, the operators have changed, there has been a consistency in our looking at
them from a criminal prosecution standpoint and that has continued right through
today. In November of 1977 we indicted a company for illegally disposing of carcino-
genic chemicals which were located right next to the water supply system for the
city of Perth Amboy. If you will think back to that time, you will recall that the
water supply system in Perth Amboy had to be shut down because they located carcino-
genic chemicals in that supply.

In February of this year, we indicted another waste disposal firm Scientific
Chemical Processing Incorporated. That case is still awaiting trial and I cannot make
any further comment about that case.

This problem should not be oversimplified. It is of enormous magnitude
and enormous complexity. From a criminal investigatioﬁ standpoint, the issues are
pretty clearcut. These investigations are extremely difficult. We have to engage
in 24 hour surveillances under very difficult conditions. Our investigators, from
time to time, have to spend 24 hour periods on garbage dumps in order to surveil
truckers who are hauling these chemicals who wait until the early morning hours to
do it. Our investigators also have to engage in other very difficult activities in
order to successfully investigate one of these firms.

If you recall, in Elizabeth last month, we executed a search warrant at
another plant, Iron Oxide, for the purpose of looking for - and we found - the
illegal disposal of large quantities of toxic chemicals.

But, from our standpoint the issues are pretty clearcut. Somebody is
violating the law, we investigate them and we prosecute them. The broader issues
are more difficult. This State has something like 15,000 firms which generate
hazardous waste, a statistic that I think was mentioned in your report, Assemblyman.
As I understand it, our best estimate is that they generate 1.2 billion gallons of
liguid chemical wastes. I don't want to get too deeply into statistics. You have
people from the Department of Environmental Protection who are going to testify and
I'm sure they will be able to give you more accurate figures. But, it seems to me
that unless we develop a coordinated, cohesive program dealing with this problem,
we are not going to be able to properly balance the interest of maintaining a
healthy industrial economy in this State and our interests protecting the public
from the health hazards which flow from the disposal of their byproducts. I think
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that we have begun to make progress. I'm very glad to see that the public has now
become as conscious of these problems as it now has become. I know that there are
going to be legislative proposals which we are going to be making and I'm sure

many that others will be making which will assist in that process. We already have
an amendment to the penal code which is going to be offered to the Legislature asking
for increased penalties for violations in this particular area. I'm sure there is a
lot more that can be done. 1I'd be very happy to offer the resources of the Division
of Criminal Justice to work with this Committee to assist in coming up with that kind
of a comprehensive approach. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you very much. One of the questions that comes
to my mind right off the bat is that it appears from getting involved with the problem
in Elizabeth, that we might be just touching the tip of an iceberg and this is a
problem that is a lot bigger than this specific issue. Has your investigation indica-
ted, one way or another, how widespread a problem this is in New Jersey?

MR. STIER: Well, it is easy to exaggerate something like this and I don't
want to do it. I don't want to use terms that are easy to say but which may be an
overstatement. I don't want to be an alarmist. But, I can tell you this. We have
found this problem to exist not just in Elizabeth but in a number of parts of the
State - the Meadowlands, Hudson County, in Essex County, right in the city limits of
Newark, as I've described for you, in the Pine Barrens of central and southern New
Jersey, as far west as Sussex County. Any place where these people can get away with
it, they will illegally dispose of these chemicals. We found situations where, on
rainy evenings, a tank truck driver who has his tanker loaded with toxic waste will
simply open the valves and ride down the highway and dispose of the chemicals right
along the highway. We found drums of chemicals offloaded on major arteries in the
State. How widespread it is, is very difficult for me to estimate. But the thing
that concerns me the most is that the people in whom we place so much confidence,
the recyclers, cannot all be trusted. I want to re-emphasize that there are people
in this business who are legitimate, who are concerned about providing proper handling
of these chemicals. But, there are others who are not. We have got to deal very
effectively and directly with them.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: I would think that some of your ideas to strengthen
the State's hand legislatively is a subject we can probably discuss, and take you
up on your offer, at another time. The only other question I have is - do we have
any system of checks and balances with the company who actually generates these
materials? For instance, let's say that company X is one of the largest chemical
companies in the State. Can they just hire an independent trucking firm to haul
this material out of their facility without checking first to find out if this is a
State-approved hauler? Are they off the hook once it is gone from their facility?

MR. STIER: It would be better if the representatives of the Department
of Environmental Protection which has the regulatory responsibility in this area
dealt with that directly. Let me just make some general observations from what we
found. I think, at this point, they are not sufficiently on the hook. The raw
legal requirements may be on the books but we just don't have the resources, or the
resources aren't available, to properly enforce it. Secondly, if you can't trust
the people who are licensed at the end of the chain to handle these properly, then
that does let the generator off the hook so long as he makes arrangements to put the
chemicals in the hands of the waste disposers. I don't believe that the generators
of hazardous waste byproducts have taken enough responsibility, have taken enough

concern. It doesn't hold true of all of them. 1In our early days of investigation



we got a good deal of cooperation from generators who were concerned about what was
happening to these materials. But, it seems to me that the people who produce it
ought to bear more of the responsibility for what happens ultimately to these
chemicals. That is one of the things, I think, that we and the Legislature oughl
to be working toward.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: I guess what I'm trying to get at is did any of
your studies indicate that any of the major generators knew well in advance that
the person who was doing their hauling was not a legitimate operation?

MR. STIER: Yes. At the early stages of our investigation before the
mainfest system was in place, that was true. Today, under the manifest system, I
am not sure it is as true because they do have more responsibility for what happens
to these chemicals. But, there is no question that anybody in the chemical industry
has got to recognize that the facilities simply aren't available in this State to
properly dispose of all the material that is generated. All you have to do is add
up the figures - the amount of gallons produced and the amount of gallons that can
be properly disposed of - and you have to come to the conclusion that there is a
substantial amount of illegal dumping going on.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Thank you, Mr. Stier. I know you have a very dif-
ficult job and I know you have been working at it hard. Your department has becn
doing a good job recently. As far as the manifest system, do you believe that that,
as a procedure,is sound but that you or the department do not have the proper stafl
to enforce it?

MR. STIER: Let me make a distinction here. We don't enforce the manifest
system. I see the manifest system strictly from a criminal investigation standpoint
and I see weaknesses in it. I understand from the people in the Department of
Environmental Protection with whom we work and who are present here today, that there
is insufficient staff to properly verify the information that exists in the manifest
system. Unless the manifest system is accompanied by very stringent follow-up '
procedures, that is, you get someone to go out and verify what the manifest system
says is happening, unless you have that, it seems to me, that that is a fatal flaw
in it. That is my personal point of view after having observed the waste disposal
industry from a criminal investigation perspective.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: You also said it does have some weaknesses. What
weaknesses were you referring to?

MR. STIER: That's basically what I've said. The absence of sufficient
follow-up resources to go out and verify what is happening. Of course, I'm not sure
at this point that the system is fully operational. I don't know that it has been
computerized as it was intended to be so that the analytical work that has to ac-
company the manifest process is taking place. Let me just amplify that. As I
understand it, the manifest system collects information which is then tabulated and
analyzed. If you don't have the resources,including computer services, to tabulate
and analyze that all you've got is a pile of paper there. If nobody looks at it,
what value does it have? 1In addition to that, you've got to have the capacity to
go out and follow up to verify what is reflected on those documents in order to make
sure that people are honestly reporting what is happening to the chemicals.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: You said that any place where they can get away with
it - you are talking about those people who illegally dispose - they will dispose of
it. What are your main sources of information regarding sites of illegal storage

and disposals?



MR. STIER: Well, I don't want to get into too much detail on —---

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I'm not asking you to reveal your --—-—

MR. STIER: I realize that. We have developed a number of informants who
have very detailed information that we use as the basis for an investigation - people
who know the industry. We receive complaints from the public about locations that are
used illegally as disposal sites. We receive information from DEP, from EPA - refer-
rals that they receive through their inspections or complaints and it is that which
gives us the basis for conducting an investigation.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: 1Is there a system for referral of complaints made
either to local officials, governing bodies, or the State governing bodies, to your
office? If not, do you think there ought to be?

MR. STIER: I think that there ought to be a much better system than therc
is. The system that exists at present is a working relationship that we have de-
veloped with the federal govermment so there is some exchange of information back
and forth - some coordination between ourselves and the U. S. Attorney's Office.

I have spoken, personally, to each of the twenty one county prosecutors. I told
them of our concern for this problem and asked for their assistance and for them to
forward information to us. We do receive a certain amount of information from the
county prosecutors. We have not adequately reached most of the local police depart-
ments, most of the local officials in this State, in order to obtain information from
them. Newark has been extremely helpful., As I said before, they are the ones who
initiated our interest in this problem and have worked very effectively with us over
the years. I can't speak highly enough of the Newark fire and police departments.
Other agencies either haven't seen the problem, haven't recognized it for what it
is, or simply have been so frustrated by an inability to deal with it that they
simply haven't come forward with information.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: One last question. You said that Mr. Carracino was
prosecuted énd is serving time now.

MR. STIER: I didn't say he was serving time. His case is on appeal. He
was sentenced to 2 to 3 years in the State prison and his term has not yet commenced
because he is out on bail pending appeal:

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: When the corporation changed hands how was it ac-
complished? Was it a sale?

MR. STIER: I would rather not discuss that because that matter is, as I
said before, still under investigation by us.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Do you have any information to give us regarding the
current operators?

MR. STIER: No information that I can disclose.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARRY: Mr. Stier, you referred to a specific instance of a
truck traveling down a road on a rainy day and dumping the contents of his tank.

Was that particular trucker or trucking company named in one of the 6 indictments?

MR. STIER: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARRY: It was? I was somewhat interested in the extent of
your investigation. It seems to be quite extensive and yet I wondered if it might
not be particularly difficult to accumulate sufficient evidence to indict these
companies. 8Six seemed to me to be less than we might otherwise have.

MR. STIER: These investigations take many, many, many months. And, I
included all the manys that I thought was appropriate to describe the length of

time that it takes. It requires 24-hour surveillance. You have got to reach a



point where you can establish - not that the truck driver is the one who is commit-
ting the crime - that the crime is being committed by the people who are operating
the corporation; it's a matter of corporate policy. 1In these waste disposal
companies, it becomes extremely difficult. Because, in order to develop evidence
of that, you have to conduct detailed surveillances and you have to sce what ia
going on inside the company in order to lcarn whether or not something is happening -
a process is taking place inside a plant to properly dispose of these chemicals -
or whether, as we found in some instances, these chemicals are simply being pumped
out into waterways and into the sewer systems of the State. So, that takes a long
time in order to build up the case - not against the truck driver, those cases are
fairly easy - but against the people who are making money,from the people who are
setting corporate policies; they are the difficult defendents to successfully
prosecute.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you very much, Mr. Sfier. Next we have
several representatives from the Department of Environmental Protection. Dr. Glen
Paulson, Assistant Commissioner of the DEP will be our witness. Dr. Paulson, if
you like, you can let the Committee know the names of the fellow members of the
DEP whom you have with you.

DR. GLENN PAUL S ON: We have assembled a set of materials which I will
place in perspective in the course of some very brief prepared remarks. We also
have a small slide show which is part of our presentation. 1I'd like to precede
the slide show with a more general presentation as well as some specific informa-
tion on the Chemical Control facility which is the facility of the month, I guess
it is fair to say.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, the Department of Environmental
Protection appreciates the opportunity to testify today on the subject of hazardous
waste treatment and disposal. You are undertaking a very timely review of the
hazardous waste problems facing this State and this nation today, perhaps, precipi-
tated in our own State by the public attention focused very recently as a result
of our enforcement action and other steps regarding a specific hazardous waste
facility known as the Chemical Control Corporation in Elizabeth. We are prepared
to discuss that particular problem in detail today, but, with your permission, my
opening remarks will deal more generally with the broader issues of the proper
treatment and disposal of hazardous chemical wastes created by our industrialized
society.

Due to the fact that the largest single portion of New Jersey's economic
activity is related to the activities of the chemical and petroleum industry,
it is of paramount importance to the health and welfare of our citizens, as well as
to the continued economic viability of that large industry, that we provide in
New Jersey for the adequate treatment of the hazardous wastes that are produced.
For too long society has ignored the hazardous residual materials generated by the
chemical and petroleum industry. For too long there has been a lack of leadership
in direction by the industry and by the government in providing the means for the
adequate treatment of these wastes. For too long there have been too little
resources, both in dollars and in manpower, devoted to getting any meaningful
grip on this problem. Just by illustration, at the federal level this problem was
first recognized with the passage of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
only three years ago in 1976. This set into motion a federal program which uses
state and local governments as partners in developing and regulating resource

recovery and hazardous waste treatment facilities. The law was based on the



recognition, overly long-delayed in my view, that we could not continue to use our
lands in such total disregard for the consequences of the dumping of hazardous wastes
that our society has for so long practiced. More than two years into the implementa-
tion of this federal law, we unfortunately still do not have the required federal
hazardous facility regulations and we cannot expect those regulations to be completed
until early next year, thus, leaving for a while longer a very large gap in the
regulatory scheme to control and dispose of such materials, In New Jersey in our
department, our efforts in focusing on hazardous wastes began approximately 3 years
ago with the creation of the Solid Waste Administration within our department to give
a higher level focus to the waste problem in general, both traditional trash and
chemical wastes in New Jersey. »

In 1976, we closed the now infamous Kin Buc landfill. We also adopted in
1978, the manifest system to begin to track wastes from the cradle to the grave,
if you will. However, as was discussed earlier by the previous witness, we are
hamstrung. I think in all candor I have to tell you that we are hamstrung in the
use of that system in the total way it could be used primarily because only two
states on the east coast have adopted manifest systems, New Jersey and Maryland.

And, because, at present, 70% of the hazardous wastes produced in New Jersey by our
chemical industries, are sent out of the State for treatment and disposal where we
are unable to track it because of the absence of similar situations in other states.
This is another loophole which we believe will eventually be closed by the federal
regulations I referred to earlier.

In December of 1978, we proposed hazardous waste facility regulations
because we could no longer wait for the federal government's action, in our view.
Coincidentally, right on the heels of our suggestions came a proposal from the
federal government which bears a very close resemblance to many of our own ideas:
These rules will set design standards, require engineering plans, require an escrow
account for facilities to provide monies should the facility have operational
problems, and in addition provide a special account be created which would be used
to correct any problems resulting after a facility's closure. We are now carefully
considering comments received on those proposed rules and will be deciding what we
believe the public requires.

Historically, hazardous waste has been treated as though it were common
domestic refuse or garbage. Unfortunately, we have in the country many cases where
this domestic refuse has also contained what we would now consider hazardous wastes
and that these materials have been buried with the trash in the ground. Thus, more
and more we see evidence of what we have come to term "time bombs" raising their
ugly heads and touching the conscience of our society for what we plainly see now
was stupid and irresponsible past action. This legacy must be dealt with. The
federal government is at present considering a special national cleanup fund that
would be used for cleaning up the results, the remaining impacts, of these past
practices. New Jersey strongly supports that concept.

However, I must note that if we want a key example of activities that add
to inflation, we have it very neatly personified in this problem. Instead of making
prudent investments in prevention in earlier years, we are now faced with the enormous
much larger costs of cleanup. The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Administrator,
Doug Costle, in a recent speech which is one of the items we have given you, presented
some examples of this. The Love Canal situation in New York, perhaps the most famous
in the entire country - famous example of improper chemical waste disposal - has
already cost New York State directly twenty three million dollars. That does not

include the cost of human misery, disease, and suffering that has occurred. EPA
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estimates that proper treatment in disposal at that time would have cost about

two million - one tenth of the bill so far. Of course, that two million dollars
for adequate treatment at the time compares with the much cheaper costs of Hooker
Chemical Company for the disposal in the manner which has now given rise to all the
problems these many years later. Other examples. Disposal of PCB-laden oils on
roads in North Carolina will cost an estimated two to twelve million dollars to
clean up, whereas the proper treatment of these oils in the first place would have
cost a relatively modest one hundred thousand dollars. The notorious kepone case
in Virginia - the contamination of the James River - has already resulted in twenty
million dollars in claims against the Allied Chemical Company for damages, and it
is doubtful whether further investment of up to several billion dollars - with a

B - will ever adequately clean up the James River and make the fish and shellfish
acceptable for human eating. The estimate to prevent this disaster from occurred
is, by comparison, the paltry figure of two hundred thousand dollars. These are
but a few of the examples. We could extend the list today substantially and I

can confidentally predict that we will find more in this country as time goes by.

I have submitted to you a copy of the recent report prepared by the
Environmental Protection Agency that outlines the many hundreds of potential prob-
lem sites in the country and which contains an outside estimated cleanup cost of
potentially up to fifty billion dollars to adequately handle these facilities.

Thus, we have two major problems in this field. One is dealing with the
actions of the past that are giving us our present problems and the second is the
need to develop a regulatory scheme - a legally sanctioned scheme with adequate
support - with incentives to create a reputable, respectable, and cost-efficient
hazardous waste treatment capability in this nation. It is no secret that lacking
the resources in cleanup facilities has been a hindrance to enforcement strategies.
As a result of a lack of cleanup capability on the part of all levels of government,
administrative agencies have been forced into the posture ofbextending every op-
portunity to the private sector actors in this game to clean up their own acts before
taking such steps under law that can potentially force the industry out of business
and leave the problem for government to deal with. The Chemical Control Corporation
in Elizabeth is an example where every opportunity under law had been given to the
corporation to clean up their act and they failed to follow through in a responsible
manner. Thus, we had set the stage for the actions that we have now taken through
the courts which have resulted most recently in actually taking on the job of re-
moving the hazard that exists at this site. In other words, that particular case
is now a problem of government not a problem of the private sector. That is not
the way it should be in an orderly system. We have been diligent in our efforts
with that facility since we took control in March in developing a safe and orderly
plan for action for cleanup. We have used resources from many other department
efforts in addition to those of the Solid Waste Administration to assist in these.
We have received cooperation and direction from the city of Elizabeth in the ex-
ercise of their powers to control the problem and we received approval to use the
State's Spill Fund to identify and remove leaking drums of chemicals from the site.

It was during this first effort funded by the State's Spill Fund in the
month of April that we discovered the true dimension of the problem. The discovery
was of many potentially explosive materials, not just hazardous chemical waste, on
the site. These materials did not show up in the earlier records of the corporation.
We had no knowledge that they were there from any of the information previously
available to us. It was only in the very practical steps of lifting the lids of

drums and looking that we found these materials. This has drastically changed the
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character of the problem that we are dealing with and required us to call on ad-
ditional special expertise from throughout the country to help us in our efforts.

The U. S Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms Agency - this is the U. S. Treasury's bomb
squad, if you will - has been providing most valuable assistance in helping us remove
these explosive materials. We expect to receive assistance from the Edgewater Arsenal,
this is the military's major source of expertise on explosive materials. The federal
government is providing other technical aid through the Federal Emergency Task Force
which has convened on this matter and met on Monday. And we have recently received |he
cooperation of the chemical industry in New Jersey in the form of crcating a special
Chemical Industry Advisory Council to help us with technical advice and in making the
difficult decisions on the removal of this most risky material. We announced the
creation of that task force yesterday. 1Its Chairman is James Brannon, the Secretary-
Treasurer of the Chemical Industry Council in New Jersey and it includes members as

of this moment from Allied Chemical, American Cyanamid, Tenneco, Witco Chemical,

and Linden Chemicals and there probably will be others added. We anticipate con-
vening that group later this week for a full discussion with them of the facility

and its history and taking them to the site as well so that they can provide us

with focus and practical advice.

Further, it is our belief and position that any material found on site
that can be identified as formerly belonging to a specific company should be removed
by that company and taken elsewhere for suitable treatment and we expect New Jersey's
industries to cooperate. In fact, two of them where we have found material with their
labels on have already visited the site and have agreed, in a very cooperative manner,
to come and get the material as we segreéate it from the large quantity of drums at
the site. However, our realistic expectation has to be that a very large quantity of
the chemicals will remain that will not be readily traceable to their original owners
and that the cleanup cost for this material where we cannot find the owners could
range into the millions of dollars. Any such estimate has to be fraught with un-
certainty because most of the drums which you will see shortly simply cannot yet be
seen. We can only see a small percentage and inspect even by eye a very small fraction
of the material that is there. 1In addition, since the court order against the facility,
we have had surveillaoce on the site, first by a team of DEP inspectors augmented by
city inspectors and police and fire personnel, then through an around-the-clock qguard
service, and presently, with the finding of these new explosive problems, the staging
of local police and fire personnel on the scene around the clock to provide the
surveillance and emergency services should they become necessary.

At present we recognize the need to clean up this facility. At the same
time, and just as important, we recognize the need to be cautious based on the
materials that are now being discovered. The thrust of our efforts today, this week,
and for the near future, will be to defuse the situation by removing the dangerous
and explosive materials. Some of the leaking chemicals will also be disposed of
during this period. The fate of the remaining drums of chemicals on site remains a
question until we identify more precisely both the nature of these materials and the
cost and facilities appropriate for their disposal.

I hope these remarks have put into perspective our concerns and actions with
respect to the general hazardous waste problems in the nation and in New Jersey. We
are prepared to answer any questions that you have to the best of our ability either
on the broad scope that I've discussed or on the Chemical Control facility in particu-
lar. With me to aid in that is Assistant Commissioner Paul Arbesman to my right,
Beatrice Tylutki, the Director of the Solid Waste Administration, to his right,
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Dr. Ronald Buchanan, the Chief of our Bureau of Hazardous Waste Control, to her
right, and Karl Birns, the Chief of our Office of Hazardous Substances Control and
the individual in charge of the on-site activities. At this point, I'd like to ask
Mr. Birns to give you just a very brief slide presentation that shows the nature of
the site, the history of it in pictures - one picture is worth a thousand words -
and also some slides showing the nature of the activity these days since the dis-
covery of the risky aspect of the job.

(SLIDE PRESENTATION)

That concludes our prepared presentations, Mr. Chairman, and we are ready for any
questions you may have.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: The first thing that comes to my mind is - maybe
some of the members of the Committee are more aware of the whole scenario at Chemical
Control than I am but - how long has this been going on at this site? Do we have
any idea of how long that material has been sitting there?

DR. PAULSON: The accumulation of the materials?

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Yes. 1Is there any evidence that they ever took
anything out of there or has it always just stayed there?

DR. PAULSON: Yes there is. But let me ask Assistant Commissioner Arbesman
and Director Tylutki to give you the details you want. We do have, as part of the pack-
age, a document describing the history of the facility and our enforcement action
which hits the highpoints. But, perhaps a summary would be useful.

PAUL ARBE SMAN: Assemblyman Stewart, in answer to your question, there

is an on-site incinerator at the facility. The facility was a chemical processing and
treatment plant. It was not primarily used for storage. Drums were stored until they
could be incinerated. That was the main theme for the facility. ' In some of the
pictures you could have seen the smoke coming out of the stack. Wastes were incinerated
all along the life of this facility. We have given you, as Glenn indicated, a summary
of the actions by the department going back through the years. I will have Beatrice
Tylutki give you an overview of that summary in a very short fashion. I think it is
safe to say that the problems of this facility evolved after the new management took
over - as you heard Mr. Stier testify about the indictment of the previous owner
Carracino. The record, as I understand it, indicates a buildup in drums beyond what

was there at that time for normal processing which led, after a number of investigations,
to our administrative order of the department in March 1978. Since that time, the
administrative order required cleanup of the site. The drum total has been fairly
stable, again, it is my understanding. However, there was no cleanup accomplished

by the company. After a number of go-rounds in that regard, we wound up in court

which was the action that was described and resulted in a court order putting the
company in receivership, The first court action which required cleanup on the

part of the corporation, also did not have any effect in terms of cleanup. Bea,

maybe you'd like to run down the details a little more specifically.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Bea, when you summarize that,could you indicate
whether any of your studies indicate to you whether or not some of the major genera-
tors of this waste were aware of what was going on there? I think that would be

interesting.
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BEATRTICE TYLUTKI: It may be helpful just to go back a little in
history and go to the essence of where solid waste started as a State program. In
1970 the State of New Jersey passed probably one of the most comprehensive State
statutes dealing with the handling and disposal of waste materials, which included
by definition all types of materials. Until that time, landfills or other facilities
for handling wastes, were not subject *+o any State licensure,but were subject to what-
ever controls local government required. The initiation of the program, the re-
sponsibility of which was given to the Department of Environmental Protection, was
by the creation of a bureau within the department with approximately 6 to 12 people
in its start-up and with a budget of about ninety thousand dollars. This group of
people spent most of the time from 1970 to 1974 primarily concerned with landfills
and the proper management and regulation of landfills. Quite frankly, we are not
even able to do an adequate job in that area because of the lack of enough people
and money.

In 1974 the bureau expanded its horizons by requiring a number of these
chemical waste treatment facilities to come in and file an application for registra-
tion. One of them was Chemical Control. The Chemical Control facility from that
point on to the present was subject to inspections by my office. Those inspections
were conducted in the early days by landfill inspectors using a form which was
developed by the bureau for landfills. They were looking at the facility under
regulations that were also primarily for landfills. Recently, we recognized in the
last three years, with the creation of the Solid Waste Administration,that something
had to be done in this area. We have been progressing to establish a hazardous
waste office within the Solid Waste Administration. 1In 1976, Dr. Buchanan was hired
to run this operation. It started slowly and we are now up to a team of eleven
people. These eleven people have the responsibility of not only reviewing engineering
plans and applications for these facilities but inspecting them as well as doing
everything we can to find illegal dumping and handling that element of the entire
problem. I think you realize that the staff and the program are not sufficient to
meet the kinds of problems we are experiencing in this State.

I think Chemical Control is an example of the kind of problem we have had.
In 1974, they filed an application for registration. And - as I said - since then
they were subject to inspections. In the early days, the storage of drums was not
out of line with their activities. They brought wastes, they assembled them, when
they accumulated enough of a certain type, they were sent through the incinerator
for destruction. They also brought in solvents for purpose of fueling the incinera-
tor for destruction. In 1977, in the latter part while Mr. Carracino - whom you
heard was indicted - was operating this facility, this storage increased to a number
of twenty six thousand and then blossomed to the current approximately forty
thousand drums that are now on site. When Mr. Carracino was indicted, the owner of
Chemical Control,the parent company, took over the operation of the facility. They
came to our office in the latter part of 1977 and indicated that for the first time,
they claimed, they became aware of the problems on Chemical Control site. That,they
had up until that time relied upon Mr. Carracine to conduct the business. They also
indicated that they intended to operate a proper facility and that they would im-
mediately undertake the cleanup of the mess that was there. I think a great deal of
credence was given by my office to their representations. There was no doubt in my
mind that there was a need for hazardous waste facilities in this State. You have
already heard that 70% of our hazardous waste now has to be taken out of State for
destruction. There is need for facilities. A facility that already has an air

permit has a certain advantage because air permits for an incinerator are hard to
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come by in this State today because of the air pollution regulations. So, we felt
that as prudent businessmen and as businessmen who intended to make a profit, they
were going to undertake a cleanup such as we required of them.

Initially, the goodwill they exhibited resulted in very little in the
field. So, my office on March of 1978 issued an administrative order - roughly about
4 months after the parent company took over. That administrative order rcequired
them (1) to clean up the site and (2) to immediately take steps to reduce the in-
ventory of drums that they had on the site. Again, there was an indication by the
company that they would be complying. We were inundated with reports showing re-
ductions, we were inundated with reports indicating that they were having problems
with their incinerator and were investing money to bring it up to grade so that it .
could be used to destroy this material.

As time passed, it became very, very clear to us that they were not
complying and we started toward another administrative order or court order. We
then decided it had to be through the courts since they had not shown a willingness
to comply with an administrative action. We also at that point, being cognizant
of the potential for fire and explosion, hired a consultant to look into that cle-
ment. All of this material was assembled and handed over to the Attorney General's
office who took legal action in January of 1979. That, very, very briefly, is a
summary of the background to this. I would be more than happy to elaborate on any
point.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: From the time you realized there was a problem there,
did material keep coming in?

MS. TYLUTKI: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Did it come in from some of the major companies in
this State who should have known better? I'm not talking about the little guys
who give us the problems.

MS. TYLUTKI: The answer to that is yes. I would like to elaborate a
little on the manifest system which was started in this State in May of last year.

ASSEMBLYMAN DIFRANCESCO: 1In 19787

MS. TYLUTKI: Yes, in May of 1978 we started the manifest system. Prior
to that time, we were cognizant that there were a lot of problems with the illegal
disposal of hazardous wastes. We Qere also cognizant that generators frequently
felt that they were not responsible for this problem since they, "sold waste to the
hauler and then it was the hauler's responsibility for proper disposal." What we-
did in creating the manifest is initiate a reésponsive requirement on the generator
of the waste - on the waste producer. The manifest system requires that producer of
waste to identify the waste time and also identify, in his portion of the manifest,
the name of the hauler, the acknowledgment by a registration number that that hauler
is registered by my office to handle hazardous waste materials, and also where that
hauler is to take this waste. And, if it is a New Jersey facility, the registration
number of that facility then requires him to know that that facility is registered
by us to handle the waste. The problem with the manifest system, as has already
been elaborated upon, is the fact that most of the waste is now going out of State
and the other states in the immediate vicinities do not have the kind of reporting
system that permits us to trace this waste with the same kind of identification that
we require. The further problem with the manifest system is the knowledge that we
have gained through our own investigations as well as our working with the Attorney
General's Office,that many generators, haulers, and disposers do not avail themselves
to the legal methodology and do not even identify themselves. So, they are not even
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in the system as we have initiated it. The manifest System;‘since May of last year,
has tracked a number of waste materials to the Chemical Control site. Dr. Buchanan
has assembled the list of names. They do include many of the larger chemical
companies in this State.

ASSEMBLYMAN DIFRANCESCO: On that manifest system, Dr. Paulson just said
that in 1976 you closed the Kin Buc landfill. When in 197672

MS. TYLUTKI: I believe July of 1976.

ASSEMBLYMAN DIFRANCESCO: Now, I believe the representative of the Division
of Criminal Justice indicated that the closing of Kin Buc contributed a great deal
to some of the problems that we have with respect to, for example, Elizabeth. 1Is
that right?

MS. TYLUTKI: In part it has.

ASSEMBLYMAN DIFRANCESCO: O.K. Then when we closed the Kin Buc landfill
why wasn't this system immediately adopted? You had to have had an inkling that they
had to do something with this stuff. If they can't take it to the Kin Buc landfill,
where are they going to take it?

MS. TYLUTKI: Let me say, Kin Buc was the last remaining commercial land-
£fill existing in this State that took hazardous and chemical waste material co-
mingled it with garbage or domestic waste for disposal. At the time we closed Kin
Buc, Kin Buc was taking approximately sixty million gallons of chemical and hazardous
wastes on an annual basis. We had evidence and reports that indicated that waste not
only came from New Jersey but came from a ten state area. We were receiving into
Kin Buc hazardous waste from as far west as Ohio, as far north as Maine, as far south
as the Carolinas. With the closure of Kin Buc, we obtained from Kin Buc a list of
their regular customers. We initiated, after the closure of Kin Buc, a system where-
by we surveyed those companies and found out where they were taking their waste.

The regular customers of Kin Buc reported to us through our survey that all of the
waste that they were taking to Kin Buc was then redirected to out-of-State facilities,
many of which even today still permit what Kin Buc no longer is authorized to do,
namely, putting it on a domestic waste landfill for disposal.

ASSEMBLYMAN DIFRANCESCO: Did you find today that these representations
were true, that, in fact, most of it is going out of State?

MS. TYLUTKI: The problem with checking those representations is the prob-
lem of the uneveness in the reporting requirements among the states. We now have
learned that hazardous waste must be carefully monitored and have established a mani-
fest to do so.

ASSEMBLYMAN DIFRANCESCO: Well, you must have known that in '76 too.

MS. TYLUTKI: I think we did but an acknowledgment of that does not mean
that the next day we have a system in place to do this. We did hire a consultant
in '76 to establish a hazardous waste program for us. The program consisted of the
survey, the creation of a manifest system, the creation of hazardous waste fegula—
tions, and we have been proceeding with establishing that program and bringing it
into effect. However, in 1976 the State budget for hazardous waste was zero and
we had a $75,000 federal grant to start this program. We have now developed a
program. It is an infant program. There is no doubt it is not as elaborate or
as extensive as it should be in order to correctly monitor this program. It is,
frankly, one of the best in this area. Part of our problem is that we cannot
dovetail with the other states that do not have the detailed program that we have.
So, today, where I have the manifest system saying a certain waste is going out of
State, we can talk to the people out of State and they will tell us the facility
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it is destined for is licensed but we cannot get from them a guarantee that that
exact shipment is received. They are not yet set up for this purpose. The federal
regulations that were already mentioned, which are intended to go into effect at the
end of the year, will require a national manifest system.

DR. PAULSON: Your question triggers in my mind an additional response.
In this chamber and in the one down the hall over the last several years as well as
elsewhere in the country, there have been a lot of charges regarding the costs of
over-regulation - inflationary costs, needless regulation, and so on. Our department
is sensitive to those concerns. It is one of the reasons why we have on many dif-
ferent issues, including this one but not limited to this one, asked for uniform
federal requirements that would be evenhanded in their impact throughout the country
and at the same time protect the public health, public safety, and the environment
throughout the country. We have, on occasion, in New Jersey seen needs which we
thought needed to be addressed in advance of federal action. And, where we have seen
those needs and the initiative made sense, we have not hesitated to act. 1In this
context a little over two years ago, on the basis of the then-recently passed bill
Compensation and Control Act, we proposed some rules regarding spill prevention plans
and requirements at a wide variety of facilities, including ones of this sort. These
were bitterly opposed by many. And, because there was no public support and a lot of
public opposition, they were not adopted. It was an initiative that failed. The
public will was not in favor of that initiative at that time. Had those rules been
adopted, I'm quite confident this facility would have been found far earlier in its
history. I see a direct cause/effect relationship to the development of this problem
at this facility and the lack of acceptance of a broad regulatory initiative that we
thought the circumstances in this State warranted. I dare say there will be other
examples of that sort. It is conceivable to me that what has happened regarding the
public recognition of this problem - the Love Canals, the Valley of the Drums, I
guess we will be adding the Chemical Controls of the country to the list - may
change the public attitude in this State and in this Legislature, for that matter,
and in this country on what should be acceptable now. It may redefine the ground
rules for taking steps that many of us have seen as necessary - long overdue for a
number of years. 1In that process, by the way, this Committee can play a critical
role.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARRY: We have really highlighted the problem in Elizabeth.
I wonder if you could tell us how many other sites statewide are currently under
investigation by the department?

MS. TYLUTKI: I think the Attorney General's Office through the Criminal
Investigation section has clearly indicated that in addition to those facilities
and that amount of waste we know is being, "handled through the legal structure}
there is an additional amount that is now being handled illegally. So, it is very
hard for us to give you an exact number. What we now have in the State of New Jersey
is approximately eleven facilities that carry avtemporary authorization for the
handling of hazardous waste materials. Two of those facilities are fairly large in
size. They are Rollins Environmental Services in south Jersey and Earthline in
Newark. Most of the other ones are small facilities with a limited amount of
materials that they can handle. In addition to those facilities, we have recently
denied new temporary authorizations to approximately ten other facilities all of
whom have now challenged our activity. Some have started legal cases requiring us
to give them a second temporary authorization. 1In addition to that element, we do

participate with the Criminal Investigation Office of the Attorney General's Office
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on a regular basis in following up on illegal disposal activities. We have several
of those illegal facilities now under either administrative order or in the courts
ordering them to clean up. I don't think there is anything that we know of in the
State quite on the same level as Chemical Control. We do know there are drums in
the State in these facilities and we are now watching them to make sure that we do
not have another Chemical Control created. That is not to say that tomorrow some-—
body will not find a non-registereod facility somewhere in this State of the magni-
tude of Chemical Control.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I have quite a few guestions to ask as you might
imagine. First of all, can we dain access to all the inspection reports that were
made since 1974%?

MS. TYLUTKI: Surely.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: First of all I'd like to make a comment. I find it
incredibly naive of the department to state that the parent company, in good faith,
represented that they had no idea what the subsidiary was doing. Even if you be-
lieved them, you had to come to the conclusion that that was a terribly incompetent
and grossly negligent company and that you should not have relied on any type of
representation to clean it up. But, I do want to get some facts. Thirty thousand
drums in 1978 on bureau administrative order - that was your estimate. What was
the increase from that administrative order until the current day?

MS. TYLUTKI: Basically, there has been no real increase - a few more drums.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: How many inspections were made from the time the ad-
ministrative order was issued to this date? Do you have regular weekly or bi-monthly
or monthly inspections made of the site?

MS. TYLUTKI: 1I'd like to refer that to Dr. Buchanan. There have been
eight inspections on that site by my office. However, in that same period of time
there have been other groups within the department who have been looking at this

site.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: When was the first inspection after th¢ administrative
order?

MS. TYLUTKI: May.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Two months later?

MS. TYLUTKI: That's right.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: And at that time, what was the inspection report?

MS. TYLUTKI: 1I'd like to give Dr. Buchanan an opportunity to testif?i
DR. RONALD BUCHANAN: The inspection was carried out first in May

and then in June of '78. I was there on May 23rd with members of Karl Birns' staff.
Inspection at that time indicated non-compliance with the order of the preceding
March, violations of Spills Act which have subsequently come under litigation or
under direct mitigation through their office and in addition to that violations of
OSHA regulations. In particular, welding was going on on site above the drums
labeled inflammable materials which was reported to OSHA. And because of our report,
OSHA subsequently took action against the company.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: So, at that time, it is fair to say that in your May
inspection you concluded that the site was not only not getting any better but
probably worse. Is that a fair estimate?

DR. BUCHANAN: At that time it was. That is correct. 1In addition to that
the follow-up inspection in June indicates that non-compliance had continued. There
was another investigation by the spills people because of a spill on site which was

likewise cleaned up. The following report in September in&icated non-compliance
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and the administrative procedure and then actually the court case was in the process
of being assembled. Through late September into October at which time we hired a
consultant who is versed in the risk-hazard analysis profession, the case was put
together through the Attorney General's Office, through DEP, and including the U. S.
Attorney's Office and the United States Environmental Protection Agency. In January,
we went into court, and obtained a temporary restraining order. We found non-compli-
ance with that temporary restraining order. And, on March 8th of this year we re-
ceived a permanent injunction against the company, appointing a receiver to direct
the assets to clean up and mitigate the current situation on the site.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: At the time of the administrative order when you
found the 30,000 drums, did you know what was in the drums?

DR. BUCHANAN: We had estimates from the company itself. 1In addition to
that we had the information from the manifest which specified the types of materials
that were received after May of '78.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Did yourdepartment ever make any on-site inspections
as to materials there?

DR. BUCHANAN: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: At that time, in March?

DR. BUCHANAN: Yes. We knew there were flammable materials there and
other types of waste, PCB materials, contaminated dirt, and wastes of that nature
which were not only clearly labeled but which the company had indicated to us.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: But, you also said that there wasn't any appreciative
increase since March to the current time. So, is it not a fair statement to say
that the danger was as great at that time as it is today?

MS. TYLUTKI: It probably was. I think Dr. Buchanan's comment on the
ingpection that was undertaken needs to be elaborated on. The company was in the
business of taking on to the site certain wastes which they were supposed to store
for a temporary period of time and then put through their incinerator. The in-
spections were intended to look at the site but there was no method that we had
" available to us or funds available to us that would permit us to open every drum
on site to make sure that they had brought on only the types of materials that they
could handle through the incinerator. What has now been discovered as we have gone
on through this building with the cleanup team is that they had taken material that
they could not send through the incinerator and that this material was never identi-
fied for our information, and it was stored in areas that made it very difficult to
find.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Is it not a fact that at that time the drums were
not properly labeled or stored in March of '78?

MS. TYLUTKI: Most of the drums were probably not because the manifest
system did not start until May 1978.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I appreciate your problems of funding and we are
going to deal with that situation some time in the future. But, may I suggest that
in a situation like that that you go into court immediately. There are assets for
the corporation. To think that a corporation that was operating illegally and
allowed this situation to develop over such a period of time is going to voluntarily
remedy it and clean it up, is the highest of naivete. It is not the real world and
it is not going to happen. I have to come back to my original question. I understand
this was a difficult situation when you found it, how did it get that way?

MS. TYLUTKI: Let me just address the first part. The legislation under

which we operate has only given us the enforcement tool to go after the company
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through our inspection and our regulation scheme. So that where we find a problem
on any site, all my legislative authorities are geared to mandate the company to
improve that situation and correct that situation ---

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Isn't it a fact that there are common law authorities
that you have concerning nuisances and health violations and safety violations?

MS. TYLUTKI: That may be the case. The second part of it is that there was
a very clear representation on the company's part that if we moved to close them,
they would declare bankruptcy and we would be in the situation that we face right
now — with the government responsible for the cleanup.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I understand. I think many attorneys and probably

the AG's Office would tell you that that often is the case with the threat of
bankruptcy. What happens is they are given another chance and a year down the road
the same thing happens only they are able to make more money in the interim and make
the situation worse. I'm still not getting an answer to my original question.
How in the world did 30,000 drums get stored there without anyone doing anything
about it? The State and the local authorities have broad areas to operate in in
these cases to protect the life and health and safety of the public. Is that not
a fact?

MS. TYLUTKI: That is a fact.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: How many inspectors do you have?

MS. TYLUTKI: I presently have eleven inspectors for solid waste facilities
in general which are the landfills and the ones that handle non-hazardous facilities.
And, I have four inspectors within the hazardous waste section.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: That's a total of eleven for the entire State. Would
you say it is an accurate statement that you must rely on inspections of local health
authorities?

MS. TYLUTKI: Yes. The statute under which we operate encourages that kind
of cooperation.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Can you recite to me a history of the inspection from
the first time the site was ever inspected - I imagine that is in 1974 - up to the
administrative order?

MS. TYLUTKI: We have and will make available to you a copy of all the
inspections from 1975 through the current time conducted by my office which number
approximately thirty. There is not presently available here probably additional
inspections by the Division of Air Quality who inspected the incinerator. And, I
understand they have taken some either legal or administrative actions against
the facility over the years. There are also inspections by water and the spills
people during that same period of time.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: And when your inspectors made their inspections,
what was their mandate? What were they to look for? What were they to report
back on?

MS. TYLUTKI: I think you hit on one of the probems I tried to state in my
opening statement. One of our major problems was that when in 1970 this Legislature
gave the State this mandate, the prime thrust of the solid waste program was directed
against landfills. In 1974, the regulatory scheme in place was geared primarily
towards the inspection of landfills. When I cameaboard and took over the Solid
Waste Administration in '76, I was aware that there was a shortcoming in the
regulatory program. That resulted in the hiring of Roy Weston and Company to develop

a hazardous waste program which includes the development of regulations geared to
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facilities of this nature. The early inspections by the solid waste people were
inspections that were based on regulations more in tune with landfills than a
facility such as Chemical Control. They showed a lack of violations the kinds of
which you would normally associate with landfills.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: This is a recent photograph, I presume. But since
you represented that there wasn't a substantial change since March, don't you
believe that a landfill inspector, when he sees something like that, ought to know
that something is wrong? Don't you think that a private citizen ought to know that
something is wrong?

MS. TYLUTKI: I think that the picture speaks for itself. I think you have
to realize there is nothing in my current regulations that limits the number of drums
that ---

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: What about safety? It is obvious just looking at it that
there are violations of fire codes, safety codes -—-- What department do those regu-
lations come under? 1Is it a joint State and local responsibility? Can you address
that issue?

DR. PAULSON: With due regard to your earlier comments about general public
safety requirements, nuisance laws, and the like, you may be surprised to learn that
in this State as in most others there is no clearly vested responsibility for ex-
plosion prevention. We are environmental protectors, not explosion preventors.
There is one theory that says we shouldn't even be doing what we are doing there
already. Needless to say, we haven't bought that theory. There is no clear authori-
ty for these matters in the State. There is a huge loophole in this State's legal
structure.. It is equivalently large in the federal legal structure.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: When you say there.is a huge loophole in the State's
legal structure, do you mean we have left it up to the local authorities?

DR. PAULSON: I'm not sure that most local authorities have anything more
precise than fire codes. Those are usually related to individual types of opera-
tions or building processes.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Would this site have to have been inspected by the
local fire inspector, for instance?

DR. PAULSON: It would have had to be and in fact it has. I have with me
a list of the times of inspections by local fire and,I believe, police people as
well. I think it is fairly complete.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: And no one reported to anybody about this buildup?

DR. PAULSON: I think both our records and city records as they have been
described to me show the buildup and narrow it to a period of roughly a very small
number of months - a small portion of the year - as to when that occurred. But
there was no law being violated by that buildup and no rule.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: There was no law being violated by this storage?

DR. PAULSON: Correct.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Were they not in violation of the regulation to store
hazardous materials?

DR. PAULSON: No.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: If there wasn't any law, why did you issue an
administrative order?

DR. PAULSON: The way that they were handling the materials - processing
them - was in violation of specific rules.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: A few minutes ago, Beatrice testified that the situ-

ation was as dangerous then as it is now.
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DR. PAULSON: I agree with that judgment. We did not know, we were not
legally mandated by law or rules to inspect every drum. We still aren't for that
matter. The company was, in fact, supposed to report different amounts of informa-
tion at different periods of time. They did not report everything. During the
period when they weren't supposed to report - when they weren't required to report
at all - they weren't violating any ruie. In hindsight, today, we can presume that
probably at some point, under the manifest system, for example, they were not re-
porting accurately. But, we do not have the capability to check each drum, vial,
etc. that comes in, nor does anybody else for that matter. I'm sure the city
doesn't have that ability either.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I'm certainly not asking you to check each drum and
vial that comes in. But, with a situation as obvious as this, there ought to have
been made at least a random - at least a random - check. There ought to have been
made an attempt to at least secure the area as far as around the river and on the
streets. The pileup is along the streets and its along the riverfront. It is a
horrendus situation just at sight. Any private citizen looking at this picture would
say, "What in the world is in there?"

DR, PAULSON: That is correct. Those are, in large part, what led us to
take the legal steps in court, something that you don't like to do very often -
to place the facility in receivership and as the days and weeks have rolled by to
take control of it and the responsibility for the safety of the facility. There
is no neat and orderly procedure for this class of facility that allows us to do
that. There is no neat and orderly mechanism that gives us the resources in money
to meet this problem. We are doing it anyway because we think it has to be done.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Dr. Paulson, we are running into & time problem.
I'm sure we are going to have another hearing but, I know a nuisance when I see
one. And, I know that in the area of common law remedies there are certainly
nuisances a lot less dangerous and a lot less potential, safety risks than this.
I also know that the law calls for action against these types of risk and safety
hazards whether there are regulations or laws notwithstanding. Those aétions can
be taken either by private citizens, by local authorities, or by the State. 1In
this instance, certainly our eyes should have been much more widely open than they
were. And, I can't understand why action wasn't taken immediately.

DR. PAULSON: Let me remind you, I mentioned earlier the regulations that
we proposed that were not acceptable to anyone that would have given us the early
handle on that facility and would have prevented the close stacking. In addition
to that, under nuisance law, most of the things you are mentioning -~ dilapidated
buildings and the like - there is a straightforward set of case law and there is a
straightforward technical engineering mechanism for solving the problem. Usually
those mechanisms are also cheap. Here we have the absence of case law and we have

the absence of the straightforward cheap mechanism to deal with the problem. Let's

take for a moment and give some credibility to that rough estimate, that maximum of say

ten million dollars,to clean up this facility safely and suitably -~ and you have seen
the kind of gear and equipment that is required. That is almost one third of DEP's
general State appropriation. There is no designated pot of money in this State
or any other or at the federal level that is available in an orderly and timely
manner to deal with this facility and the other ones like it that are cropping up
around the country.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: My point is that in March, this same problem existed.
Some time before that it ought to have been determined by either the local officials
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or the State officials that this problem was growing and growing and growing.
And, long before that, action should have been taken so that it wouldn't cost.

ten million dollars to clean up. We can't just close our eyes and allow these
things to occur and then say we don't have the funds and we can't do anything about
it. I'm sorry we can't continue this. I have been told by the Chairman that we
have to move on but I hope that we can further discuss something in some area of
regulations, in the area of staffing, in the area of legislation, and funding, so
that when we get a situation where there are 30,000 drums that we don't know what
is there, and it is going to cost 10 million dollars - and that's the first time
I ever heard that figure, my God, I don't know where we are going to get that
money from -—--

MR. ARBESMAN: Assemblyman, if I could just offer a brief comment. If
you are asking us if we are proud of our enforcement record on this case, we are
not. If you are asking us if we think we have done a good job in the enforcement
of this case, we do not think we have done a good job. We are coming here indica-
ting to you that we have not had the resources; we do not have regulations; there
is no federal network of policy or procedure to guide us in this regard. We are
really operating as we go along on these facilities one by one. We learn from each
one. We have a lot of unfortunate mistakes on Chemical Control. Fortunately, we
are trying to use the experience gained there and elsewhere not to make the same
mistakes in other parts of the State. These are problems though that have cropped
up from years of neglect. You heard that this facility started operation in the
late 1960's. The mushroom did not appear overnight. There was a rapid escalation
which we are admitting. We have a facility on our hands now that we did take
enforcement action on finally to bring to a head or try to deal with that very
serious situation with all effected parties in the best interests of those in-
volved. It is not a record that we want to defend. It is a record that we want to
use as an example of what needs to be done.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: I appreciate that statement. It is probably the best
statement I heard today. It is a foundation on which we can work to build for the
future.

MR. ARBESMAN: Well, I hope so.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Mr. Chairman, I just have one other question. As
far as the cleanup, because we have to deal with that, how much money are we going
to need? I know I am prepared to introduce legislation involving a supplemental
appropriation and I have spoken to the Commissioner and the Governor about it.

But, I have to go before this legislative body and I know there are people up in
other areas of the State that are going to want the same thing. I think we have a
severe case here that we can make to provide some funding. How much --- you said
ten million dollars. I never heard that. Is that a fair estimate?

DR. PAULSON: Since we discover more worrisome materials with each passing
day, any estimate has to be a highly subjective one. We have asked private companies
to provide us estimates for pieces of the work or the whole job. Their estimates
vary widely. The ten million dollar figure is our best judgment based on our own
knowledge and experience with the drum materials coupled with an area in which we do
not have a lot of previous experience - the explosive materials. It is the largest
estimate we have come up with. It has to be considered highly tentative. We
appreciate your interest and your willingness to move ahead to provide us the ad-
ditional resources. It is quite clear that the current restrictions under law on

the State Spill Fund means that that law and that fund cannot be used to cover the
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whole job. I think everybody recognizes that and there may be amendments perhaps
appropriate for the Spill Law, another fund, etc. We will keep you posted. The
Commissioner has agreed to march side by side with you to the appropriate people to
make that request. We intend to do that. The precision of that estimate, though,
will have to be very rough for some period of time. I emphasize that we do have the
resources available to defuse the situation. That, in itself, will take time. It
is not something that can be done precipitously as I am sure you can appreciate.

I think we have the time to get a more precise estimate and explore other means for
the balance of the problem - the larger but less worrisome part of the problem -
after we have taken care of the smaller but more worrisome piece that we are working
on these very hours.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: On behalf of the Committee, Dr. Paulson, I'd like to
thank all of you for coming. It is refreshing to know that so many of your key
people took the time to come here today for what was not an easy subject for you to
come out on. There are other things you would probably rather be doing today than
discussing the Elizabeth situation. I think it is a credit to the department that
you all came here and were very factual with us. As the Assemblyman said and Mr.
Arbesman said, I hope we are going to learn from this episode. I would hope that
the department will keep us advised. You mentioned that there are loopholes big
enough to drive a truck through. If you keep us advised as to how you think we can
start closing some of those loopholes - the Super Fund is one suggestion that is
growing already, and any other you might have - we would appreciate it. The
real purpose of these meetings, and there will probably be more, is to make sure we
start closing that big loophole and that this doesn't happen again in New Jersey.

If it does, we want to see that we have the resources to handle it next time.

DR. PAULSON: Mr. Chairman, we appreciate your interest and your continual
reopening of the door to our ideas. You can be sure that we will walk in. I should
point out though that we believe we have no choice but to deal with the facility in-
cluding discussing it. 1In fact, that is Mr. Birns' and my next stop - up to the
facility.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: We have experience with some officials - who shall
remain nameless - who don't feel it is their responsibility to come and talk to us.
We appreciate your being here. Jim Marshall, Director of the Office of External
Programs of the EPA followed by George Abyad from Wharton Township in Morris County.
JIM MARSHALL: I'mJim Marshall. 1I'm Director of External Programs for
the Regional Office of the EPA. I'm also Chief of Staff to the Regional Administrator
Chris Beck and this statement is in his name. I might say that Mr. Stier and Dr.
Paulson have covered a good many points that I intended to make in this statement.
So, in the interest of time, I will try to edit as I go along. I do want to stress
some points they made and also leave you with an overview of what the federal re-
sources or lack of resources and responsibilities and lack of responsibilities in
this area are.

We estimate that 10 to 15 percent of the annual production of about 34.5
million imetric tons of industrial wastes in the U. S. is hazardous. This waste has
been produced for decades, and is now projected to be increasing at 3 percent per
year.

A sizable portion of that waste is generated right here in the highly
industrialized Northeast, and tons more of it are already buried in the ground.

In New Jersey, we estimate 900,000 metric tons of hazardous waste may be

generated yearly by as many a 15,000 generators. With regard to abandoned facilities,
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there may be as many as 100 sites which have received hazardous waste without
exercising proper environmental constraints. This means, of course, that those of
us who are charged with the responsibility for environmental programs with regard
to hazardous wastes are up against a problem which is really two-fold. First is
the safe management of wastes now being produced. Second is the problems of the
past which have come back to haunt us, or could yet come back to haunt us, like the
circumstances at Elizabeth.

From the federal perspective, these problems do not-stop at county or
state borders. They impact on the entire nation.

Our latest estimate - this was in the report which I believe Dr. Paulson
appended - is that there may be as many as 1,200 to 2,000 abandoned, or potentially
abandoned waste disposal sites around the country that may require clean-up action
similar to what is going on at Love Canal with an estimated cost - and this is the
outside high - of a staggering $50 billion. These problems have grown so pervasive
that the federal government is prepared to use all that we now have in the way of
legal powers to deal with them.

But - I think this was clear from the statements of Mr. Stier and Dr.
Paulson - the main responsibility for hazardous waste problems will remain at the
doorsteps of individual state governments. There is no other choice in a national
problem of this magnitude but to bring all levels of government into play, but no
unit of government is better placed strategically for taking the lead than is the
state government.

However, EPA can offer some aid - a good deal of aid actually - through
a multi-faceted program of detection, measurement, cleanup and enforcement. This
program involves close, continuing cooperation and coordination among EPA, the
U. S. Department of Justice, New Jersey's Department of Environmental Protection,
and the State Attorney General.

I will just run through some highlights of some of the programs that we
now have under way with New Jersey. For example, we recently awarded New Jersey
DEP grants totalling $453,000 for two projects related to toxics. One is for a
Toxics Investigation and Integration Unit that will identify and investigate toxic
substance problems and integrate problem solving activities among appropriate
State agencies. The other is for a broad program to analyze volatile organic
chemicals in the air. These monies were made available under the Toxic Substance
Control Act.

In addition, we are working with a number of public interest groups in
New Jersey on a pilot program in public participation related to toxics. This
program has grants totalling close to $200,000 throughout New Jersey and also in
part of New York State. What we are getting out of this is some idea of how best
to keep the public informed, involved, and taking part in decision making on toxic
problems.

As far as cleanup of sites is concerned, under the provisions of the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act we have provided DEP with $446,000 in grant
funds to develop and implement some of their hazardous waste management programs.
I think the DEP people covered that pretty well. We have also supplied DEP with
technical assistance for evaluating their state permit applications and for
developing state rules and regulations on hazardous waste management.

As far as the Elizabeth Chemical Control case is concerned, we have
supported New Jersey from the outset in this action and we inspected the site our-
selves back in November or December of 1978. We concluded there was a very imminent

hazardous situation here. We worked with the U. S. Attorney and the State
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Attorney General's Office, and the DEP on the preparation of the legal action there.
We considered for a while, a federal action under the Imminent Hazard provisions of
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. But the various enforcement agencies
concluded that the most direct route was through the temporary restraining order
that the State signed.

/ Right now we are the lead agency in convening the federal Regional Response
Team, the purpose of which is to determine what federal agencies and how best these
federal agencies can help the State in addressing the cleanup problem in Elizabeth.
This assistance ranges from the use of the army explosive experts to some advice
from our Regional Radiation Team.

As far as enforcement is concerned, the EPA announced last week a major
new national policy to investigate hazardous waste dumpsites that are real or
potential threats to human health. )

We expect that nationwide as many as 300 investigations per year and 50
prosecutions of the worst cases will flow from this new policy. There will be
three key elements in this enforcement thrust, first, the number of EPA personnel
involved in hazardous waste investigation will be significantly beefed up, involving
as many as 50 additional staff members all over the country, including Region II,
being reassigned to work in the program. Secondly, we are seeking a supplemental
appropriation of $131 million in our Fiscal 1980 budget and approximately 190 new
staff positions to investigate dumpsites and do legal case work. And finally,
and this is most important from the point of view of New Jersey, we at the federal
level are seeking legislation which we expect to submit to Congress in May to
establish a national super fund created by fees on industry to provide money for
cleaning up sites for which remedy cannot be achieved by injunctive or enforcement
action. I would urge the Committee during its deliberations to make its views
known on that national legislation as well. I thirkit is very important for State
viewpoints to be fed into that process. Right now we are in the midst of discussing
this with OMB. There are some Congressional initiatives as well in developing
different versions of this legislation. Some of the questions have to be ironed
out before the final bill is developed. They are the degree to which federal funds
will be involved, the degree to which we can impose liabilities on industry, the
degree to which state governments will be asked to contribute, and so on. Those
are the kinds of questions that are still outstanding.

It has already been mentioned here that the Department of Justice, at
EPA's request, initiated one of these type of enforcement actions that I was talk-
ing about here in New Jersey against the Kin Buc landfill. This, I might note, was
the first action taken in the whole country under the Imminent Hazard section of
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. While this site was closed by the DEP
a couple years ago,there is continuing concern over the leaching of materials from
the site into surrounding surface and ground waters. The civil action that Justice
has undertaken seeks injunctive relief, penalties and damages which are aimed at
ensuring the landfill will be thoroughly surveyed and adequate corrective measures
taken once that survey is completed.

Something that Mr. Stier referred to as well is that we, at the Regional
Office, of EPA, are exploring with the U. S. Attorney for New Jersey, Mr. DelTufo,
with the State Attorney General and with DEP and also with local police and fire
agencies, we are exploring the funding of a joint action committee. The aim of
this project would be to take care of some of the problems that Mr. Stier mentioned -

to beef up local and State law enforcement capabilities for a continual detection
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and investigation of illicit dumping, how best to assess civil and criminal penalties,
and how to develop ongoing control programs. We are very deep into developing this
project right now and we expect to have something to announce next week or so. The
outstanding question on this one is what funds will be used to take care of the
federal share of this program.

Another item relating to hazardous waste that involves EPA very directly
is the application from Rollins Environmental Services to dispose of polychlorinated
biphenyls or PCB's in conformance with the PCB rule on marking and disposal. This
is the one hazardous substance in which EPA has a direct statutory role, the Toxic
substance Control Act. The Act directs us to handle all permitting and inspection
and enforcement activities related to this one particular chemical. We have been
working with the DEP and with the Delaware River Basin Commission on this application.
We are proposing that Rollins perform a trial burn in the near future to demonstrate
the efficacy of their incineration process. Based on the results of this and the
findings of the local and State agencies, we will make a final determination on the
permit application. I might just emphasize something that both the previous groups
have mentioned. There is a definite need for sound hazardous waste incinerators
because, when they are properly operated, removal of large quantities of hazardous
organic waste is assured. As Love Canal has demonstrated, the placement of non-
biodegradable organic wastes within landfills without long term maintenance can
have disastrous effects.

New Jersey has opted to be part of the chemical revolution. That industry
has contributed in a major way to the State's prosperity. But going along with this
prosperity must be the realization that there is no such thing as zero risk. The
industry cannot operate without generating some quantity of waste products, a signi-
ficant portion of which is toxic or hazardous. It behooves the State, therefore,
to ensure that facilities exist to dispose of these wastes in a manner that poses
the least risk to human health or the environment. We need facilities like Rollins.
We need to develop industrial waste exchanges that will encourage the re-use and
recycling of wastes. We need landfills and incinerators that are constructed and
operated’ in accordance with the very latest technology. We need a strong capability
in State government to regulate and police these operations.

Otherwise, we end up with the Chemical Controls, the Kin Bucs, the Love
Canals, and the midnight dumpers. .I might just cite here as an example that there
is a similar committee in the New York State Legislature, Jjoint Senate and Assembly
Committee on Hazardous Wastes, that has been having a similar set of hearings.

Last week, they came up with a proposal which we thought was rather imaginative and
innovative. They have a proposal for a State bond issue of $130 million which
would be used to construct four modern hazardous waste disposal kilns around the
state. I cite that only as an example of the kind of initiative we think is ad-
mirable at the state level.

EPA provides grant funds to New Jersey under a number of different pro-
grams, a number of different acts, a number of different sections of acts. We
think, and we have been discussing with DEP, that some of these funds can be brought
more to bear on hazardous waste issues more than we have in the past. We think they
could be directed toward planning and organizing hazardous waste identification and
protection activities. We are now working with DEP on a comprehensive agreement,
which we call the State-EPA Agreement, on water quality management. This is the
kind of question that we are addressing in this agreement - how to better manage

the funds of authorities that the federal government provides to the State.
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Just in closing, I would like to note that the problems faced by New
Jersey with regard to hazardous wastes are, unfortunately not unique. They occur
across the nation.

As far as the EPA is concerned, when you compare New Jersey with other
states, New Jersey's program for dealing with these problems is aggressive, energentic,
comprehensive, and innovative. I think one point that didn't emerge in the discussion
of the shortcomings of the manifest system is that New Jersey is practically the only
State that has one. We regard this as a very forward action on the part of New Jersecy
to have gone ahead and put that into effect without waiting for our admittedly late
federal regulations to come along. We now, both the federal and State governments,
must continue to address these problems together. Unfortunately, we are grappling
as Chemical Control vividly illustrates with mistakes that were created through
ignorance of the past. It is our obligation now to eliminate this ignorance in the
present so that our children, and their children's children, are not faced with the
prospect of other Love Canals and other Chemical Controls.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARRY: Could you very briefly tell us the status of the federal
legislation designed to create a super fund for the purpose of cleaning up some of
these dumpsites? If that fund were intact would that revenue be used, for instance,
in Elizabeth? '

MR. MARSHALL: This legislation at the national level is still very much in
the formative stage. There are various proposals that are going around right now.
Senator Moynihan and Congressman LaFalce last week introduced a bill that is specifi-
cally directed to abandoned sites. Their bill includes liability for personal injury
and quite a bit of liability. We are looking at bills that would be an administration
bill that would combine the hazardous waste issue with some of the existing thrust we
have on o0il spills and other existing spill legislation. Now the general thrust of
this legislation, as far as I know, any of the versions being considered would apply
to the Elizabeth situation. The purpose of these bills is to plug what is - as
Dr. Paulson noted - a major loophole in existing federal legislation. The Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, which seemed the best thing since cream cheese when
it came along in 1976, we now realize had this major drawback to it that it took no
account of the problems of abandoned sites. That is the major purpose of these
proposals that are now going forth. I can't go into too much detail because the
specifics of the administration bill are still very much at the discussion stage
with OMB. The EPA has its ideas, the OMB has its ideas and I think it would be a
little premature for me to go into any details. But, yes, I think any form of bill
that does come out would address situations like this.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Is it fair to say that the regulations that are on
their way will help solve the problem of the manifest in other states -~ that we will
have a uniform system?

MR. MARSHALL: Yes. That is one of the things that is included in these
new regulations - a uniform manifest system. New York State is drawing up one
similar to New Jersey but the form of their legislation was that it would not be
triggered until the federal regulations went into effect.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: You may not be the one to ask this question of, but
possibly you are. Do you know how many facilities we have in New Jersey that are
capable of handling this hazardous waste?

MR. MARSHALL: At this point, I guess Rollins is about the only one that
is licensed and operating. You also have this Earthline Company whose resources, I
believe, are somewhat smaller.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: The Rollins facility is the only facility in the State
other than Chemical Control that could have handled this?
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MR. MARSHALL: Well, Kin Buc, of course used to handle it until it was
closed.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: So, Rollins is the only alternative left in New
Jersey? k

MR. MARSHALL: It is the only currently operating permitted site in New
Jersey. There are other sites in the region which had been used by some New Jersey
industries since the Rollins explosion and the Kin Buc closure. There are licensed
sites in Connecticut; there are licensed sites in Erie and Niagara counties in New
York.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: It just so happens I represent the legislative dis-
trict that the Rollins facility is located in. As you can imagine, the people in
that area do not feel honored to be the only place in New Jersey where this material
can be taken to. In fact, before you leave today, I'd like to talk to you about
that. The next question from Assemblyman Lesniak is how do you take his problem and
make it my problem? ;

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: You can have it any day of the week. I just have
one question. Aren't we spending too much time and emphasis on funding and what we
are going to do after we discover the problem, but not dealing with how that problem
gets there to begin with? For instance, I was quite shocked to hear today that the
Elizabeth site is going to involve a $10 million bill. If this had been discovered,
and if the State and local officials had been alert two and three years ago certainly
we would not be talking about $10 million. Maybe we ought to find some money to
provide the proper staffing and the training and inspection system at that point
so it doesn't develop into this stage.

MR. MARSHALL: I think that is a very good comment. I think the package
of regulations that are coming down under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
will address your concerns as far as existing and new operations are concerned.

They won't help us one bit as far as these things we swept under the rug for so long.
But, what we will get out of these regulations and what New Jersey is already in the
process of implementing is a kind of cradle-to-grave management system which will,
we hope, provide an adequate tracking of where wastes are generated, how they are
transported, where they go. It will provide the best available technology in terms
of operating these sites, in terms of controlling what becomes of the materials that
are disposed of by these sites, in terms of establishing the appropriate financial
capabilities and liabilities on the operators of these sites. This, unfortunately,
is something that is going to deal with our future problems and not our past ones.

I think about all we can do right now as far as things that are popping out from
under the rug, is to look for some appropriate legislation like the super fund
legislation and look to beefing up our enforcement and inspection capabilities.

I think that is an interesting point that rose out of Mr. Stier's testimony that,
historically, the environmental agencies at any level have not had any investigative
or a gumshoe capability, if you like. We do not have the capability, the skills or
even the knowledge to do these 24 hour surveillances, to do the tracing of ownership
of companies, to do the tracking down of false corporations, and so on. I think
this has been a great lack in the kind of agency that I represent and that the DEP
is as well. We have not had this police mentality which I think we do need if we
are going to deal with some of these problems.

ASSEMBLYMAN LESNIAK: Don't you think that any part of an early warning
system must necessarily include a reliance on the local board of health and the

local fire and safety codes?
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MR. MARSHALL: I think there is a very definite first line of defense there
that we would rely upon.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Thank you very much for taking time to talk to us
today. Our final witness will be George Abyad from Wharton Township in Morris
County. Thank you very much for your patience.
GEORGE A B Y AD: Thank you Mr. Chairman. I thank the Committee for asking
me here today. I would like to tell the Committee a story of what is happening in
the borough of Wharton and how a municipality comes across a problem with
chemical waste and attempts to solve that problem. Here is what happens. It is a
continuing story. We are dealing with a piece of property that is owned by a commercial
company in Wharton. It is approximately two acres and is bounded by a plastic vinyl
manufacturiné plant. Their byproducts are four or five different chemical toxic
wastes including xylene. The western and northern border of this approximately two
acre piece of property is bordered by the Rockaway River. The other southern border
is bordered by a fire trench which separates this property from that owned by Air
Products who manufactures gas in Wharton. On this particular picce ol proporty prior
to 1979, the company had disposed of chemical wastes by storing them in drums. ‘They
buried some of them and carted others away. In 1976, the company launched a voluntary
cleanup program. According to Jack Vernam of the State Department of Environmental
Protection, Hazardous Waste Bureau, the company was requested to clean up the dump
following a minor fish kill in the Rockaway River in 1976. Vernam said that Carpenter
dug several trenches and had some saturated earth carried away. Vernam said that the
DEP had put a stop to Carpenter's storage in drums of chemicals. Wharton Sanitarium's
Richard Knopf, myself, and the Borough Administrator toured the property May 3rd. Wwe
found at least two hundred, fifty-five gallon drums containing different chemicals.
Now back to this piece of property again. Wharton was alerted that this property
was causing problems in the Rockaway and a possible problem to our well which was a
quarter of a mile downstream on the Rockaway River, by a report done by the Rockaway
Valley Sewage Authority when they were putting through a new trunk line in this area.
Rockaway Valley asked an independent engineering firm to do some borings on their
right of way through the Carpenter property. They are using a 300 foot long path
with a 17 foot wide stretch right through this one to two acre land in question.
The test was done late in January. By the time the results were in and the report
was submitted to RVR, on February 2nd, we see the findings. I am not an expert on
this but I have been told by the sanitarium and by the Madison Health District that
they are extremely high. They include everything from xylene to phenols to heavy
metals of tin and arsenic and zinc - all from this property. This report was sent
to RVR from the engineering firm. RVR sent this report to the DEP and it is stamped
received DEP, February 8, 1979. We received nothing from DEP on that and Rockaway
Valley did not either. On April 4th, it was reported to our sanitarium that these
findings had been made. It took that long to filter through RVR, to Madison, to
the sanitarium, to the borough that on February 8th DEP had been informed. The
person informed was Ronald Buchanan, the Bureau of Hazardous and Chemical Wastes,
and nothing has been done since that time. On April 9th, the borough sent a letter
to DEP requesting them to come and test our well #3 which is one quarter of a mile
downstream from this problem. On April 9th, the municipality also took it upon itself
to have a test done on our well. On April 10th, DEP advised L. E. Carpenter - this
is a copy of a letter from DEP, Division of Water Resources - -- "Dear Sirs , This
letter serves to inform you that the State of New Jersey Department of Environmental

Protection intends to certify you pursuant to section40l of the Federal Clean Water Act
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1977 that discharges of L. E. Carpenter & Company which are subject to federal
application number --- Certification shall apply as requested by EPA Region II ---
This is to serve as a certification for your permit because L. E. Carpenter does
direct dumping into the Rockaway besides storage of chemicals. As long as you comply
with (a) floating solid suspended soluble solids, oil, grease, color, non-noticeable
in the water, or deposited along the shore, or the aquatic substrata in guantities
detrimental to ---" This is a condition that already existed on February 8th. It was
a condition discovered early in January and a condition that the DEP had been in-
formed about on February 8th.
That letter came from the Division of Water Resources on April 10th

certifying that in their discharges - and I don't know how long it is good for,
I understand there are varied lengths of time that they have to apply for permits ---
Apparently there was no inspection done of the property. When you license someone
I should think - and they have a permit and are licensed to do something - certainly
you ought to make sure that they are doing what they are licensed to do. If I want
to get an inspection permit for my motor vehicle, I have to have my motor vehicle
looked at. They are here given blank permission to continue dumping in the Rockaway
River and obviously nobody came to look at that site. We continued to ask the DEP
for help in this matter. On April 25th, we found from our private labs that there
was xylene and thalates bordering the river. On May lst, the story broke in the
newspapers. Today is the 9th. We in the borough have tried our best to get some-
body down there to help us.  But, once the story broke in the newspapers - I just
got a copy of today's newspaper as I walked in here - we have been front page
and second page in the newspaper, "Chemical seeping into river} and "Poison feared
in water system." The people of the borough are scared stiff. Now, I think, fears
are probably unfounded in our well, though we don't know. DEP was up there the day
before yesterday with two men from Water Resources to take three samples, one from
our well and two from the Rockaway River. But, tﬁis has been a long, long struggle
with a lot of letters to DEP. I have them documented as to whom they went to, what
answers we received back. We are very unhappy. We still haven't gotten any
results. We did have two men come up and take a look at the problem on Monday.
But, on a municipal level, when something like this is discovered - and we would
not have been able to discover it ourselves, we had no reason to go on that private
property - but though it was brought to our attention by a report that was sent to
us at the same time it was sent to DEP, a flag went up for us, but not for DEP.
Even a formal request to DEP fell on deaf ears except for one letter - one documented
letter we received from DEP on April 20th. It stated that as this toxic waste
contamination appears related to the destruction of thz sewer system,"I am asking
the Acting Director of the Division of Water Resources to check into this matter.
He will coordinate his activities with our Solid Waste Administration to assure
any ongoing enforcement investigations are reported. (¢ou should be hearing from
Mr. Noffman shortlyY We have yet to hear from Mr. fof fman."A copy ol this letber
wont to Director Tylutki of Solid waste." This letter is dated April 20th. it
came from DEP from a Mr. Paul Arbesman. On May 3rd, asked by a reporter from thoe
Daily Record for a comment on this situation, Director Tylutki stated, "I'm nol
informed of it." That was 14 or 15 days later. We had this already on our file.
Inter-office communication can't take that long.

So, I brought this to your attention, gentlemen, in that I feel that there
is not proper cooperation between the municipality and DEP. When a municipality
goes to DEP for help; they need help. They are facingithe problem that they do not

have the resources to do the chemical and bacterialogical tests on the water that
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are necessary. We need help now. When a borough writes and says pléase come?aﬁd
test our well, they are fearing that their water has been contaminated. And, no
answer, no answer, no answer. I think that after seven days of headlines in the
papers, the DEP came. That was not as a result of a letter saying we are coming on
a certain day; it was not even as a result of a phone call stating we are comiﬁg.
They just showed up and came on Monday. Good. We are getting something done now.
I am not here to ask for more. I'm sure DEP will help us now the best they can.
But, why didn't they help us three months ago? We had a situation that could have
more economically been handled, as you were saying earlier, three months ago. We
face it now. That is all I have to say. ‘

ASSEMBLYMAN BARRY: I just would hope that the Committee --- I can assure
you we will try to determine exactly what problems were created in this unusual
situation where you discovered a problem in January and it isn't until May 7th that
we actually have an on-site inspection by DEP. I think that is something that I~
certainly will ---

MR. ABYAD: In all fairness, DEP was notified on Febryary 2nd.

ASSEMBLYMAN BARRY: Right. I do want to thank you George for coming down
here and giving us the details.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: In your closing statement you said you don't need to
talk to the people now because now you are talking to them. We certainly have enough
of them in the building right now where we could sit you down somewhere and talk.
Obviously, you are satisfied now.

MR. ABYAD: I want to talk to them. I really do. But, you are concerned
with this and how to diagnose these things and how to get DEP to be receptive to
complaints.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Of course, my first suggestion to anyone whom I
come in contact with having a problem that gets tied up with bureaucratic red tape
is get ahold of your legislator. If there is a next time, do that and we, as
legislators, will get in touch with the proper officials as soon as possible to
make sure that your problem isn't lost somewhere in the maze of papers that go
around. We appreciate your pointing it out to us. We thank you for taking some
time to be here today.

MR. ABYAD: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN STEWART: Since there are no more questions, we will close

the hearing.
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Submitted by Dr. Glenn Paulson
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REMARKS BY THE HONORABLE DOUGLAS M. COSTLE
ADMINISTRATOR, U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
PREPARED FOR DELIVERY BEFORE THE
WOMEN'S NATIONAIL DEMOCRATIC CLUB

WASHINGTON, D.C. Thursday, March 29, 1979

DEFENSE BY DISASTER: L

Proving the Value of Environmental Protection

No title for my remarks has been announced today -- through
no fault of ﬁy own. When your program chairman called, I had
one ready -- and I thought it was gquite a peppy title indeed.

It read: "Everything You Always Wanted To Know But Were Afraid
To Ask about Cost-Benefit Analysis in Environmental Regulation.”

I read this over the phone, expecting a delighted response
. « « but all I got was silence, and then a low, muted female
moan. After several moments, your program chairman suggested
that this title might not pack the club; in fact, she suggested,
people might stay away in droves, and we would be left only with
a small, undiscriminating band.

So I agreed with her suggestion that we leave my remarks
untitled. Now that you are here, however, and-my agents are
blocking-all exits, I will tell you everything you always wanted
to know but were affaid to ask about cogt-benefit analysis iﬁ
environmental regulation. And afterwargs, there will be a quiz.

Actually, the topic -- lacking though it is in sex-appeal ;~

is an extremely important one. It helps us figure out how far we

~
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have come in cleaning up the national and global house where
we live. Nearly a decade has passed since the first Earth

Day. That day marked the beginning of a major national effort
to combat pollution. Today, we can list some of the gains that
effort has brought ué:

* More than 85 percent of the plants and factories
that are major potential scurces of air and watex
pollution have cleaned up their act, and are now
‘complying with anti-pollution laws.

* Rivers from the St. Johns in Florida to the Williamette
in Oregon are being reclaimed from the blight of pol-
lution. The stretch of the Potomac that borders this
city has improved to the poini where it is now uome
to as many as 60 species of fish.

*  Vast areas of scenic New England that once were
afflicted by a noxious combinatioh of sulfur dioxides,
particulates, and other forms of pollution now meet
most federal health standards for air quality.

* Even the tough fight to curb the environmental damage
done by the automobile has shown results. EPA's latest
figures show that carbon monoxide levels have been cut
by 20 percent. Smog levels held steady between 1972
and 1977 -- but that is in the face of 30 percent jump

in vehicle miles travelled during that five-year period.
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While not many would argue with the proposition that the
national clean-up effort is succeeding, many officials in
industry and government contend that the cost is too high.
They argue that, in these inflationary times, we must make
sure that every existing or proposed regulation ejther
pays its own way, or addresses a critical health problem that

must be met regardless of cost.

This is a thoroughly justifiable point of view, and
in advancing it, these officials are doing their jobs.
Indeed, the drive to eliminate every unnecessary regulation

and to make sure that the others achieve their objectives

as cost-erféctively as possible is part of my job. As first

Chairman of the Regulatory Council, established by President

Carter last October, I head an effort by 35 federal Departments

and agencies to control the costs of regulation.



Even before I undertook that assignment, however, I
became uncomfortabiy aware that the anti-regulation players
in this cost-benefit game were using a loaded deck: both
eéénomic history and economic method stacked the cards in
their favor. In consequence, as H. L. Mencken once phrased
it, they played "with the serene confidence of the good
Christian who has an ace up his sleeve."

Let me explain. It is easy to count host of the costs
to industry of environmental control. Such anti;pollution
devices as filters, stack-scrubbers, and waste-holding ponds
are tangible things which must be built of bought. The ex-
pense of each can be precisely ascertained; So can the
salaries of personnel needed to operate and maintain pollution-
abatement equipment. In addition to thses straightforward
expenses, there are other costs that can be estimated: fo:
example, environmental-regulation may slow fhe rate of in-

, or prevent others from ever being

introduced. While it 1is hafd to measure the benefits we

forego from such regulation, this, too, can represent a cost.

*F



But the benefits are much more difficult to calculate.

We did not start a concerted national program to clean up our
air until 1970. We did not start a concerted national effort
to measure the pollutants in our air until 1972 -- not out of
laziness, but out of unfamiliarity with the job. Accurate
air-measurement is a technical process requirihg‘devices
that often had to be designed from scratch, mass-produced,
and then distributed around the country. Hence, until very
recently, we did not have reliable data. . . and even the
information we have now goes éhly a few years back.

Coupled with this lack of air-quality information is our
lack of scientific knowledgé about the health-effects of
specific air—ppl;utant;. Such pollutants do not exist
separately in the air; they mix in all ;orté of chemical éom-
binations, reinforéing each other's effects -- and thus compli-
cating scientific analysis.

We know that sudden concentrations of air-pollutants can
cause death, because history offers us several examples:
Donora, Pennsylvania, in 1948, where 20 people died; London, in
1952, where 4,000 died; and New York, in 1953, wﬁere 200 died
during a single air—pollution episode.

Thus it is reasonable to assume that levels of air-
pollution below these extreme concentrations do have health

effects. . . and it is widely agreed among medical researchers



that sudden increases in pollution-levels weaken the body's
defenses against disease, or aggravate sicknesses they already
have;

A third difficulty in benefit measurement is the most
difficult of all: translating certain kinds of physical
benefits, such as reduced sickness or the prevention of
premature death, into dollar terms. In other words, what is
the economic value of a longer and healthier life?

Because of these analyticalvproblems, health effects
and their economic valuation remain speculative. We cannot
pin them down. . . and in the meantime, business and government
officials can point to the dollar-costs of controls that
federal regulation reqguires. The upshot is that, whflg our
critics consistently appear no-nonsense fellows with their
feet on the ground, environmental regulators come across as
a bunch of bureaucratic flower-children intent on recreating
the Garden of Eden.

Aiong with my predecessdrs at EPA -- all high—minﬁed,
idealistic, courageous public servants like me -- I am willing
to take considerable punishment in a good cause.  But there
does come a day when you tire of taking abuse becéuée the
ease of their cost-calculations, and the difficulty of our

benefit-caluations, has dealt them all the impressive numbers.
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Accordingly, late in 1976, EPA commissioned a team of
economists to investigate the health-benefits of air-
pollution coritrol.

The interim results of their stuéy -- two years into
a three-year project -- are being released today. Togethef
with other data, the findings indicate that dollar-benefits -
flowing from reduced mortality and sickness -- and
hence more time on the job -- are substantially greater than
the costs of controlling air pollution from power plants
factories, and other stationary sources. Further, the study
indicates there are solid economic benefits from improved |
visibility.

I will cite the dollar-figures later. First, I'd like to
tell you how the researchers arrived at them. Their methods
display considerable ingenuity, and illustrate fresh approaches
from the still-young field of environmental economics. - One
approach has to do with health-benefits. The second has to
do with the relationship between air polluticon and propertyv-values.

For the first section of the study, on health benefits,
the researchers expiored both death-rates and sickness-rates
associated with air-pollution. They analyzed death-rates from

major diseases in 60 -U.S. cities. They also analyzed statistics

on mere than 30 factors that affect mortality rates, including
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occupation, medical care, cigarette-smoking, race, age, diet,
and air pollution.

Through this process, the researchers were able -- by
well-known techniques of statistical analysis -~ to isolate
the health-effect of air pollution alone on the entire U.S.
urban population. This effect was expressed as a dose-
| response relatién;hip: simplyvput, the inéreésea number of
deaths resulting from each irnicrease in air pollution.

The findings indicate that the effect of air pollution
death-rates has been overestimated in the past. On the
other hand, its effect on-sickneséwrates has been underestimated.

This finding posed a new set of questions: how often do
people get sick because of polluted air? How often does such
sickness prevent them from working -~- either at an income-
producing occupation,. in a factory, or at a value-producing
occupation, in the home? And what is the total of wages and
values lost through such sickness?

To inve;tigate such qﬁestions, the researcheré needed
highly specificbinformation on a smaller but fairly répresehﬁative
sample of Americans. They found it at thé Survey:Research Center
at the University of Michigan; the Center was able to provide -
detailed data -- almogt diaries -- on the daily lives, work,

health, and budgets for 5,000 heads of households, dating

back to 1968.
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These data showed a strong correlation between days lost
from chronic illiness and air pollution levels. A detailed
statistical analysis allowed the researchers to estimate how
much of the sicknes; was caused by air pollution, and how
much by other factors such as cigarette-smoking and diet. And
the income figures, finally, permitted them to calculate time "
and wages lost because of air pollution. They concluded that
~if the nation could reduce air pollutibn levels by 60 percent,
we‘would realize benefits of $36 billion a year.

We have not reduced pollution-levels that far yet; that
is the target we are shooting at for the 1980's. But we have
made progress toward that gqgl. Between 1970 and 1977, air-
pollution'contrbls reduced air particulates by 12 percént.
Interpolating the research results indicates that a 12 percent
reducticn -~ a reduction not only in pollution but in sickness
-- is saving us $8 billion a year in workers' wages and

productivity.

Even this figure, substantial as it is, does not take into
account ‘a number of other benefits we have already experienced.
It does not,'for instance, take account qf the fact that air
pollution levels would have risen highe: since 1970 without
pollution control laws. Thus totai benéfits include not only
those from cleaning up the air, but those from preventing’

further deterioration. . . and it is likely that the prevention
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is worth at least as.much as the actual 1mprpvement

2

Nor do the study results include many oﬂher types of

damage caused by alrrpollutlon. lower crop ylelds on farms

h

in polluted areas; demages to materials as they are eaten
i
away by acidic pollutants, or the cost of more frequent

%

¥

'For years now, the public has been saylhq ~= and the

repainting of housessln dirty areas.

opinion polls conflrm~~— that it wants cleanpr air. . . not
necessarily for any spe01£1c econoinic beheflﬁ,»but because
they just plain ygggiit, A second part of the air-quality
study tested the strength of that desire. . . and it found
"that people do, indeed, place a monetary value on environmental
considerations that héve traditionally been considered in-
tangible; They are willing,Qin sum, to put their money where
their mouths are. . | |

}

The researchers: arrived at that conclusion in two ways:
through interviews wifh homeowners in the Los Angeles area,
and through the comparison of the selling prices on homes in
the area that were comparable in all respects but one:
smog-levels. -

| The interview method -- conducted with an ingenious
series of maps and views illustrating various levels of smog
-—- indicated that Los Angeles residents would pay $650 million
per year for a 30 percent improvement in air quality. That

Z'averages out to $350 per household.
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Such estimates by individuals, no matter how painstakingly
arrived at, are always suspect. So the researchers compared
these estimates with actual selling prices. Through this
method, they determined that 30 percent better air quality
brought an annual value of $950 million -- an average of
$500 per house. In effect, far from overestimating the worth
of cleaner air and higher visibility, people in Los Angeles
are paying more for it than they said they would.

This observation, moreover, is backed up by Los Angeles
businessmen. A spokesman for the California Association of

Realtors told the Washington Post that "there is no question

that prices in 'clean' areas are skyrocketing above those
in residential areas once considered more fashionable, but
that are now blanketed by smog." A real estate agent said
that suburban homes in the "smog belt" had risen in price
from $25,000 to $53,000 in the past 16 years; by contrast,
comparable, $25,000 homes in "clean" areas were selling for
$110,000.

I have no illusions that this pioneering air-quality
study will turn the cost-benefit argument around, and convert
the critics of environmental protection into ardent advocates.
This new study requires considerable refingment before being
used as a policy-making tool. We realize that the study hes
serious shortcomings, and so -- as they emphasize again and

again -- do the authors.
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But we are sufficiently confident in the study's
techniques and conclusions to assert that the pollution-
control investments we have made on stationary sources so
far are paying their own way. Moreover, we believe that
this study is among the first of many to come that
will enable us to defend environmental protection on the
ground of the good things that are happening, rather than to
argue for it because of the ggg_things that are happening.

The well-known disaster at Love Canal in Niagara Falls,
New York, for eXample, occurred because of the lack of environ-
mental controls. So far, the clean-up there -- including costs
for evac&ating families and purchasing their homes -- has cost
the New York governwent $23 million; had the proper environmental
controls been in place, an investment of about $2 million would
have made that site secure.

Similarly, the state of North Carolina may have to spend
between $2 and $12 million to c¢lcan up PChB's illecgally
sprayed along roadsides at night; proper disposal of those
wastes would have cost $100,000.

Firally, the Kepone diséstor at Hopewell, Virginia could
have been prevented for an investment at the Life Sciences plant
of $200,000. So far, claims against the company total $20

million. . . and it is doubtful whether a federal investment of
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several billion dollars would suffice to clecan up the
James River.

If anyone needed a working definition of inflation, these
examples would provide it. By failing to make prudent in-
vestments in environmental protection yeers ago, we are paying
a much higher price today. I hope we will not have to go
on indefinitely, defending the value of environmental protection
by citing disasters.

I will do my best, as head of EPA and the Regulatory
Council, to make sure that every regulation pays its own way
in terms of avoiding risk and providing benefit.

But I will do my best to prevent faulty cost-benefit
arguments, based on a deficient economics and stacked in favor
of polluters, from reversing the repair work we have begun on
our national home. We can pay for that repair work now, at
substantial economic cost and national inconvenience. Or we
can pay for it later -- at much greater cost.

We have made the right choice. Let's pay now.

Thank you.
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We in Neow Jersey hava long cinee rocogadzad the poloat tal
maciituds ol this problem, and ace attewning Lo grappla wikth it
Loil““ haest of our ability and resovroens. You have already cace fwved
o papoer by Dr, Buchanan which desce ibes in sone detadl the histevy
g status of hasardous chalical waste managlopent in Now Jocsay.

B cily, in 18974, DLEP aduptad major changas in the Bules 'of ot

gurean of Solid Waste Managewent. fhese revisions included 2 definiti

s

and iientification of haza*!oxs wastes, chemical wa srns, lethal

cheonicals, bulk liguids and somiliqx*ﬂv to bha specifically regqulated:
J»w"~cd land disposal and dnciaoraliion tof letlal ichepicals ans

;g.:x tudcetive Wasges: and ottiidtwd thu wegpansibilities vf the ce8~fatow

piaulers and dispocscers of hazardous wastes, other chemicals and bulk

],quLds. In 1976, followiny the closure of Kin-Buc, the last rociainine
cc”‘CI(lal landfill that had acceplted hazardous wastes, DEP conducted
an industrial waste survey to investigate the disposition of wastes
from all industrial firms in the State. In addition, DEP began
developing an overall hazardous waste manageneant plan for New Jorsey.
DEP has- also developed a hazardous waste manifest system to acccant
for waste from its point of generation to the point of ultimate dispos:
mn 1978, the final version of the Manifest Systcm was put into pLac,. [
is curvently working on rules to address the issucs of facility sitinga,
design, operation, closure and perpetual maintenance. We expect thesc
reginlations to be adopted within the next few months. Concurrently,

Dt R has developed a two tier strategy for hazardous waste managoment:

a long tegm and a short term approach. These strategies are outlincd
in Dr. Buchanan's comprehensive paper that has bheen submitted to ycu
already. '

Sceparate froem our Hazardous Waste Program, buit also relevant

o DEP's activities regarding hazardous and chemical waste, are the
setivities of DEP's Program on Environmental Cancer and Toxic
Substances (PELTS). The major programs of PECTS are a state-wide
c¢roundwater survey, -extensive surface water monitoring, and air samplir
activities. While not specifically.- focussed on hazardous waste proslcr
these activities will help us identify those contaminated sites that
are the result of improper hazardous waste disposal. In fact, cne of
the current activities of PECTS is a search for o]d, now unusod,
cihemical waste landfills. 1In addltlon, New Jersey's pioneering Spill
fompcnsation and Control Act (enacted.in 1977) creatcd a fund to bLette:
Geal with the 1800 separate hazardous material spill inecidents that
are annually reported. While this fund is generally used cxclusively
for spill clean up activities, the Department has invoked the fund to
.clean up certain illegal chemical waste diqpnsal sites that ha.

scharged hazardous materials to the environment. Separately T have
vubmmzted to you our recently relecased firyt report on the opera:icn Ox
this fund.

)

Due to the success cf the spill fund concept, the Department
is considering establishment of a second fund to remedy Lhe inharent
problems of abandoned chemical dump sites. Since scoveral such sites
are currently under action by the Depavtmoent, it is clear that a
Foal pend exiBhs for a4l abanconsd dump’ ¢loafeun 'Fund. If there 'is
concerted eoffort soonh on the federal level in the firection of a furd
¢E this sort, New Jerssey will undertake this cffort on the state 1
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Separate from our Hazardous Waste Program, but also relevant
0 DEP's activ1tlns regarding hazardous and chemical waste, are the
~gtivities of DEP's Program on Environmental Cancer and ‘Toxic
Substances (PECTS). The major programs of PECTS are a state-wide
croundvater survey, extensive surface water monitoring, and air sampling
activities. While not specifically. focussed on hazardous waste problems
these activities will help us identify those contaminated sites that
are the result of improper hazardous waste disposal. In fact, cne of
the current activities of PECTS is a search for old, now unusad
ciiemical waste landfills. In addition, New Jersey's plonecrlnq Swill
Compcasation and Control Act (enacted.in 1977) crecated a fund to Letter
éeal wiith the 1800 separate hazardous material spill incidents that
are annually reported. While this fund is generally used cxclusively
for spill clean up activities, the Department has invoked the fund to
<clean up certain illegal chemical waste dispnsal sites that hau
discharged hazardous materials to the environment. Separately 7T have
submiited to you our ¥ecenbly released firgt vreport on the opercsticn of

this fund.

| Due to the success cf the spill fund concept, the Department
is considering establishment of a second fund to remady Lhe inharent
I)ulom of abandoned chenmical dump sites. Since saveral such sites
re eurrently ander action by the Departmont, it <is elear thxat a o
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As a conscequaence 9f these broad programmatic efforts, we
found and are dealing w;th many spaocific problem sites in tha

hiave

S$tate in a variety of ways. I will not ¢o into detail on thase
discrete problems at this point, but the ;ullow1ng list includes
somne ¢f the meost important hazardous and chemical waste issucs tha
we are involved with:

- Lawsuit regarding mercury contamination in the Hackaensg
Meadowlands. ]

- Fire and cxplosicn at Rollins Environmental Services.

~ Kin-Biuig lLandfill.

- Chemical Control Corporation.

- A-Z Chemical Corporation.

~ Jackson Towiship groundwater contamwndt1on problem.

- Scientific Chemical Processi: 1.

I would be glad to discuss the details of these various
situations with the Committee. A series of documents relating to
most of these issues has been submitted to the Committee staff.

I think that everyone here today recognizes that the issu
of hazardous waste disposal is a national problem. The full legaci
of this problem for future generations will not be realized for yes
1o coie, but there must be a commitment now to set into motion
programs which will control effectively what we know cxists today,
to clean up those problems that are due to past improper practices,
and to prevent the occurrvence of more such problems in the future.

We totally supported the proposed substantial increase in
funds to implement the Toxic Substances Gontrol Acts  That program
will-deal directly WLLH the introduction of chemicals into society.
As far as the toxic siduals from existing processes, the Rescurce
Conservation and Recov;ry Act (RCRA) 1is a major step forward in te
of legislation to deal with these problems, bul it must be inplemaon
rore quickly in order to demonstirate our ability to manage this com
aspect of pollution control. RCRA has given us a shot in the arm,
has our own state legislature, by infusing new monies into our eifos
and those new monies are bearing fruit in the identification and cdg
of inadcquate disposal methods. The horror stories of toxic wastes
disposal are all too well known. Just to cite one, the more we mcui
cur groundwater, the more we arc finding suspect chemicals that sha
not be there. In short, as we look for problems, we find them --
then take the steps to prevent them from affecting human health.
cai only wonder what is happening in those states where no one is el
looking for the problcms.

r'.' ’

We have supported the proposed increase of funds in federe
hazardcus waste management assistance to states vnder RCRA. Howevd
at the same time wo have serious reservations about the proposal to
cut $5.2 million in solid waste management planning activities whick
_lnc]ude more dectailed inventories of our land disposal facilities.

This proposed reduction in financial support comes at a critical tid
when the fecderal FEPA is in the procoss of putting rules in place and
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The nation, as a whole, nceodn a uay te deal with abandened
Elcomboal dumpsitog We need @ lauttber Wy Lo oncourige actions 1o deal
with inadegunate chemical treatmenlt fac i.liti.w:, and we neod ways o
cnconrage cosnatent fiims to geb into the business of sophisticated
waste diasposal.

’}l.r a3 ljf")u?tut‘xlx 1)1 -'Jnv( L it j.ﬁ }"-.'u-!‘lt”]‘{ 12 e]C ""f) {l’ = thf.‘
faderal. covernnenl establish a multimillion dollar fund to x¢ Ldy

LLu problems created by old abandoned cheinical waste sites such a5 the
cne at Iove Canal and facilities closed down due to irresponsible
oparational practices where sufficient corporation funds are not
available for clean up and state and local governments must assume

+he burden. In January 1979, Governor Byrne called con the

Carter Adninistration to support comprehansive federal legislation to
assist states in funding clean up programs and compensation for old
abandoned chemical dumpsites (sec attached letter). We are told that
the Carter administration plans to proposc a comprehensive federal
liability and compensation scheme that will cover not only abandoned
chenidlcal waste sites, hut also oil spills and spills of other
"hazardous substances" (chemicals) as well. While federal logls1 tion
is surcly needed in cach of these areas, we believe it is a mistake Lu
t+ie- Lhe chamical legislation to the 0il Spill bill. It is quite Llu
thnat the abandoned chemical waste site problem will be an expensive
and complicated one to solve. Dovelopment of the lpglslatlon naoded
to do it is sure to generate political battles over the question of

*who will pay to clean up the love Canals and the Valleys of the Drums
in this countrxy. There will ke numerous other questions, such as how
hig a fund should it be, and how should it be establl-hedm

Then there is questions of remedy and cleanup --
what does it mean, and how much will it cost? We read, for example,
that a study prcpared for EPA (the Hart study) found thaL the number
[ A
4.

of hazardous waste sites is between 32,254 and 50, 663, and that the
number of sites posing significant immediate hazardv is between 1,204
and 2,027. The cost for simply containing the wastes at the hlgh’?m,ul
sites was e¢stimated at between $1.8 billion and $3.1 billion, &n.% the
cost for "altimate” cleanuw Aat'$13.1 billion to $22¥L billien.  Buk on
tiarch 2 whien EPA discusseu the dump site problem before 'lic Senate
Eavivonmantal Pollution Subcommittee, the agency p sented figures
nearly twice as high. The fiqure for c]vgninq up all the douué cned
is

dump sites which is currently being carried in the popular pres
on the order of $50 billion.

Clearly the country is not-goin¢ to be able to pay for this
cleanup all at once. Priorities are going to hava to be estakiished
21 that the worst dump sites and the worst problems are dealt with

Flret) Given the sheer numbers of dunp sikes, for oxample; it will
prolably be necessavry to first "stabilize"” many of them, by providing
lzachate collection ard treatment syvotens, evacuating exposad

pru1ution3, and so forth, whilc leeving ths job of vltimate cloanup
TOr a Latey 'date. '
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Ltho present atnosphere of crisis generated by catastrophes like (88
ona at love Canal and the media altention Lhat has been focused on
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As I stated carlier, we also ne=d ways Lo wacourage cong
firms to get into the business of sophisticated waste disposal tech
“Hl would include econcimic incentives, attention to liability and

esolution of siting problems.

Like any other high technology facilities (such as nucla:
power plants), hazardous waste facilities are often not welcomed by
wunicipalities, even though such facilities scrve broad social nea%
This threcatens to become a major stumbling block to many states'
programs and apparently to the federal government as well. Exanpla
of reacent decisions such as the Bordentown, New Jersey and Wilsonvi
Illinois casers, among others, foretell a nation of hazardous waste
gencrators without adequate disposal sites. The obvious extreme
alternatives are either clandestine disposal or an outright termina
of industrial operations. Clearly, since there is no authority fe
the citing of hazardous waste facilities within RCRA, the basgic
premise of recycling or controlled disposal may not be realized. =
We must ‘face the need to develop a reasoned method of making decisy
for vites for these facilities: onc option would be a federal-stata
partnorsiip to provide a combinaticn of economic incentives and
regulatoxy review that will ensure safe and sound operation of the
facilities by their private sector owners. Another option might bd
the use of publicly owned lands, with appropriate buffer zones, for
siting such facilities. Other options are also worth considering,
it is clear to me that traditicnal mechanisms have not mct the pras
needs in this area. Thus new, perhaps unprecedcnted mechanisms majy
have to be invented.

. - Further, as a portion of the overall siting authority pr
the federal government should consider alternatives for liability
insurance programs that may aid in public acceptance of hazardous
waste sites. If the public can be assured that liability insurance
will cover potential losses, public opposition to these sites may he

reduced.

Here again, we see the need for a federal fund to back up
the resocurces of the private liability insurance market. Rﬁ(cx*”
for oxaTch, in hearings on its proposed hazardous waste regulati
wler RCRA, EPA was told that many if not most of the hazardous w
disposal companies that would ba affected by the proposed regulatiod
will be unable to meet the financiul respoasibility requirements.

(_\ $
3

v =

z

"J

S

18X



. &
wi g 1w rot surprising in light of the ancrmous poluential for .
]1“n lity that can rusult -Lrvom an inciden: of iﬁJrOP“” chemic.al
iopoual.  LE the private insurance markes canncl cudply suf:icicnt
(.Q-«,}-&el'ac'p to assure neighbors of hazardous wvaste disposzal facilities
He eve b of unoxpeciad

hat l"lC‘Y \«.1.11 be fully compensated in t
L‘J'lt““ \sllll g.J on ? J-t sSeoms llk “y L‘ll‘L L‘r“
to provide supplemental coverage i th

Liris pouint.

deral governnent will have
is to be reassuraed on

s, 05
Lot A
& C
C
;.-..4

b

)

Pln 11y, the Department beli.ves it is absolutely cq eatial
- Gt 1'~" Aand il el Toaesliead Ao Rabapt, redlicions s - P
disaosal ef toxic chemical waslaos be not only coiminally prO"ucu::d,
i ultimdhuly dobarered fron doing busicess, All oo often Lhe amias
of corpovations and/or principals appear in case aflter casce of i°lega
disposal activities. When one illicit oparation is shut dowa by the
state, another springs up to take its place, many times with the very
sane principals to reinitiate their 1ns;i'oub oparations. It 1s
crntranely difficult, if not lmpossible, to control this situvation
under presant conditions. Therefore; a concerted effort must be
rmade once and for all to terminate illegal operations and prevent their
principals from gaining other foot holds.

Unfortunately, as in many other areas of illegal activity,
the violators' are abetted in their evasions by state corporation laws
which make it casy to hide the real principals behind a business entity.
Abuses of the corpovation laws have led seme individuals, such as
Ralph Nader, to call for the fedcral chartering of corporations. VWhile
I am not sue gnsLLng thal Congress neced go that far, I do belicve ithat
ciminal u\fIVLly in the hazardous waste {field could be more ecasily

sunp essed LD there were federal 1om3"5rd ion and disclosure reguiroement:
analagous ko those enforced in the securitics field. 5peclflc:llj, any
ebageleid atlon engaged in the transportation of disposal of hazardous

;= stes should be required to disclose the identities of its pr1nr1»;]

BYe lOl&CIa. Perzons who have becen convicted of violations of state
or federal criminal laws related to waste disposal should he prohibited
[rem having any interest in a corporation engaged in the waste
transpoirtation or disposal business. Also, any corporation which
holds a substential interest in a subs idiary engaged in the wasitc
business should be subject to similar -reguirements.

Finally, the current penalties for malicious, willful,
illegal disposal of toxic and hazardous chemicals wastes are too mild.
News legislation should provide for jail sentences of up to ten years,
especially if the dumping is proven to have resulted in personal injuries
or disease. Deaths caused by illegal dumping should be prosccuts?d as
minslaughter.. Furthormore, participants-in a scheme to 111egally dunap
chemlcal wastes should be prosucutabl as co- cOﬂ%piratOTS and ke
liable to the same degree as the principals who do the aCudul dumeing.
It is time that these individuals be treated as what they are - poisoners
0f the nation's wells and rivers.

: This concludes my prepared remasks on the issue of hazardhus
wasta disposal and the pgoblems it poses 'or hoth Mow Jeraey atd 1hn
Naticn as a whole. I =wwovuvld like to thank the Commitiee for this

1

Cpoortunily to presen! this statemant. o
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Submitted by Dr. Glenn Paulson

.
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PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT OF CLEANUP COSTS
FOR NATIONAL HAZARDOUS WASTE PROBLEMS

~c

This report describes work performed for
the Officz of Solid Weste under contract no. €8-01-5053
18 reproduced as received fz‘*mz the contractor
NG wuld be atirituted to the conf::f*:zct
to the Office of Solid Waste.

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENC Y
1979

.
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Pege 37 of the repori submitizd by the contractor on February 23, 1979,
been replaced by now pages (37, 37-A, and 37-B). These pages clarify

iz
and expand the assumptions concerning Tinancial vichility censiderations
and make clear the distinctions betwszen Level I and Level I costs.

This report has been reviewed by the U.S. Env: ronmental Protection
roency and approved Tor publication. Its publication does not specify
tia. the contents necessarily reflect the views and policies of the U.S.
tnviconmental Protection Agency, nor does mention of commercial products
conswitute endorsement or reconmendation for use by the U.S. Govarnment.
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Assessment of Cleanup Costs for haticnwide

fo
Hazardous Waste Piroblers

’ I. Introduction

A.  Purpose

The purpase of this study is to develcp a projection of potential
costs for cleanup of mismanagad hazardous and radiozctive waste disposal’

sites throughout the country. This report provides praliminary results

based upon an initial assessment phase which was compizted in 60 days,
pursuant 1o contracf'réquirements. This cost assessment will be used byﬁ
EPA and, in furn, by OMB to assist in the devslooment of a National poliﬁy
for the mitigation of hazardous waste mismanagamznt problems existing
throughout the country. Due to {1) the many uncerzinties that exist as'to
the number of sites that may now (or in the ftture) pose significant threet
to public health and/or the environment, (2) the great variability of
probiem circumstances from site to site, and (3) unrasolved questions as to
whaother cleanup cost liabilities will fall to the public or private sector,
75 not nossikle to attach an exact cost fisure o governmental fundiﬁw'
regquiremants for mitigating these hazardous waste problems. Nonetheless;
this study represents a first attempt to extrapelate the order of magnitgde

07 the expenditures needed tc clean up the Naticn's significant hazardous

-

waste preblems and thus should provide guidance to OM3 for reaching near-~

€
@
3

term budgetary decisions.
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Q Scope

- JERMSR A

In order to provide nceded backoiound data For this study, EPA Head-

quaiv ters requestad each of its Pegions to davelep an inventory of hazerdous

st problems. A copy of the letter from EPA to tho Regions is includad
in the Appendix. Inforimtion recuessted from tha Regions includad:

1. A rough estimate of the total number of landfill, storzge and
other sites that m:X_conaamn hezardous wastes in any quaniity
which now or potentially could cause adverse impact on pubiic
healih or the environment.

2. A rough estimte of the number of these sites that mav centain
significant quantities of hazardous westes that couTd cause

nt imminent hazard to public health (this is a subset
Of above estimate).

3. An inventory and description of those sites for which EPA has
information in its files (this is a further subszt of the above
estimates).

4. An estimate of the costs of (a) assessing the public health and
environmental hazard, (b) engineering studies to determins
reredial measures, and (c) remedial measures for a dozen or rore
sites which typify various types of incidents.

in addition to inventory information in these four areas, the Regions

srovided information on 103 sites. ~Tnis material, in conjunction with

Rl

infercation from Hezdquarters' files and from the files.of the Contrac

~2garding 129 additional sites, constitute the data base for this study.

AT drmediately available files, reports and data concerning the 232 cases

i€ nd catagorized. Twenty-four renreseniativa

crre ynviewed, abstracted

s3]

ceues were then selected for more in-depth study. In se1ecting the 24

cases, the prevalence of the types of facilities—as repre cnt d by the

-

treer porulation of 232 sites—was taken into consideration. Efforts were

it

mad~s 10 raich the proportion of site types in the 24 selected cases to tha
proportion in the 232 cases. .

P X i gvais )
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Data availability was .also a determining factor in the selection
process. Where sufvicient information existed in the assembled files as to

the scope of the problem, appropriate remedins {(either executed or planned)-

»
-

and cleanup costs, it was not considered fruitful to conduct additional

-

assessiment. Since adsquate evaluation of sites for which informatiaon and
problem documentation weré scanty could not be performed‘withfn the time‘
framez or budget allocated to this study, such sites were not considared as
candidates for the 24 case evaluations. The sites selected, therafore,
included representative cases where 'f was anticipated that remedial
approaches and costs could 58 developed through review of files maintained
at Regional, State or lozal governwentalloffices, giscussion with knowledgs~
able personnel within those office 55 and/or sita visits. Neither problem
sevarity nor cleanup coéts associated with specific sites was a factor in

the selection process. The 24 representative cases range significantly

in terms of problem severity and in estimated costs of cleanup.

Investigation of these sites was conductad during a four-week period
and involved afrangfng and ¢arrying out information-gathering and/or site
visits to the States of Washington, Ceorgia, CaliFornia, Caolorado, I1lincis,
Tennesses, Utah, Indiana, Texas and Virginie. Information obtained from
‘ and

BN { cem g N b gs e N A N
the hazardous wastz problans and

S e w e ey e a k Pl / are e+t an oae
RN N TI0N T Th na2<d the 24 case studios wasg

uscd 'in combination with the hazardous waste problem prevalence data
provided by the Regions in order-to develop cleanup cost extrapolations
Mathods erployed in conducting this extrapolation, along with a discussion

of the variables that affect the validity of such an extrapolation, are

presented in the next section.
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C. Extrapolation Approach

1.  Mathodoloay

The mathodology for extrapolating the cleanup costs for all nulontial
hazardous waste problems wihich exist throughout the country is bésed on the
data available at the time of writing, and is counsequently as reliable as
the data base is complete.

In order to develop an understanding of the geznecral types o7 hazardous

below:

Facility Type

1. above grounc storace/disposal of wastes

2. uncovered pits, ronds and lagoons—below grade (or barmad)
3. below grade coverad pits and landfills

4. underground injeétion facilities

5. direct dumping to surface water

natural impoundments

II. Problem Type

1. explosion

2. fire

3. air puliution

4. ground water contamination (drinking water supply)

5. surface water contamination (drinking water supply)
6. ecological imyact (surface water, including watlands)
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ITI. Maste Type
. pesticides and other highly tnxic organics

. other organic comounds*

1%

1
2
3. inorganics -
4, radioactive wastas
5

expiosives and fiammables

For cach of these three categories, the major elements within each category

were idontified and generalized to provide a limited number of subcate-

caries based on common remedial m2asures which could be applied to them.
There arz & finite number of evaluative and remedial m2asurss that may
be applicable to the universe of fTacility/waste/problem type combinations.

Mzjor categories include the i»1lewing:

1. Problem investigation
Dosign of solution

3. Weste trsatment

4. Transportation

5. Secure disposal

6. Site treatment and site modification

7. Monitoring

8. Site security

9. O0Off-site treatment/disposal

0 dministration and enforcement

There are, of course, numarous individual remedial measures within

A

cach category. for example, dne gathod of site treatment (Teachate and

m

runoff control) could involve g¢rading, ditching, diking, ponding, and/or

‘“O her organic compounds” may be defined as organic compounds which are
gzneraily not includad on 11sb> 0f tecxic substances and/or are not usuaily
considerad toxic in the parts per billicn range of concentration (e.g., oil
and grease). ‘ .
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construction of

-6 -

Teachate collection trenches or wells. A wide rangs of

individual actions or remzdies was cons:dered for each case.

The general methodnlogy employad in study and extrapolaticn is

summiarized below

1.

>

determine unit costs of all apnropriate remadial measures-—

This was performed by reviewing cost data contained in the
information cathered on the 232 cases. It should be noted

that remedial costs provided in the existing data bhase ara2
gen=rally Timited to those activities undertaken on an emargancy
basis to immediately reduce the risks to huisin health and, in
most cases, studies probably do not include costs associated with
measures that would significantiy reduce the source of contanii-
nant rmicration. Although sone cost intormaticn was providsc on
about 50 cases, most was very scanty, did not itemize spaczific
expenditures, was outdzted, or represented very rough estimates
or wide ranges. Unit cost data were thus supplemanted with
information from reports and puv. ications d=z2ling with the
handling o7 non-hezardous wastes, as dircctly pa]‘cahan te the
handling of hazardous wastes. Uwzu cost data wers further veri-
fied by use o7 engineering guidas and supplier price data.

develop conceptual planq for miticati ,n and for solution of the

cteo.

24 sejected cases and determine COSt:-

This was performed by selecting appropriate r_n“d181 measures for
two levels of problem treatment. Levy1 1 costs estimale nztion-
wide cleanup costs under the assumption that rLaRur“f ”*]1 he
taken on an emergency basis to prevent existing prob1pns o;'u
becominag worse, while Lavel 2 refiects those costs that wouid be

associated with ultimate remedy of the Nation's potentiel
hazardous wastie problems. Cosis Tor thres phases of action wars
included in the estimates: (1) problem assessment, (2) design
of remedy, (3) implementation of remedy. No third-party costs
were included in ths cost estimates. The estimations invoived
applying unit costs to the appropriate quantities involved in

each cass.

This was parrormﬂd by apo)y1no information fron the overall data
base and cleanup costs developad for the 24 case studies o the
National Poputat on of known and suspected hazardous waste problems

‘which may require spzcial governmental funding for cleanup.

Costs were only cosputed for ebandoned and abandonable sitas.
Several methods of extrapolevion ware explored, and the results
are prescnted in a subsequent chapter of this report.

T o
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For this s:iudy, the term Lzvel I mitigativa measures refers to tha

<

i {
(&%
‘J

'(J
-3

minimun acceptable cleanup activities deer opriate for a site. This

term addresses those efforts which cculd b2 eccomnlished on an emargancy
basis (usually in less time than one year) and which would sianificant]y
reduce the -preSQnt rate of hazardous waste migration into the environiant.
For purpcses of this report, the efforis to accomplish this degres of
cieanup for the 24 sites studied included such items as s1t° 1nVJsL7cat‘J
study and‘design, waste removal or clay- cover, perimeter protection using
dikes or ditches, cut-off barriers, security fencing, nnnftbring, and admin-
istration. The term Level II mitigative measures, as used in this repo.u,
irolies a thorough site cleanup which would afford permanent prctection te
human health and the environment. In addition to certain sndrt~term cleanup
requirements used'for Level I, complete waste remnval and redisposel at
secured facilities were applied.to most of the sites. Hezardous wasté
remedial activities, in general, included the same jtem$ used for level
mitigation plus; in many instances, allowances for testjng on~sitg contami-
nzted soils in addition to the treatment for concentrated wastes. Judgront
was used for each of the investigated sites in evaluating the &psropriata

rrasures and methods for cleanup required to me=t Level I and Level 11

criteriza.
Uncertainties

There are usually a number of uncertainties and unknowns associated
with sample data which can affect the eccuracy of extrapciation to the
porulation as @ whole. Making a sound projection requires an effor: to
idgentify these unknowns and taken them into consicderation in the extirapo-

Tation process. In such cases, "best professional estimates" were mada
30X



There are 2t least five uncortainties and unimowns which must be considarad

(SRS

in projecting paotential costs for cleaning up misranaged hazardous and
radiocative waste disposal sites.

First, the nuiber of sites used as the basis of estimation was rela-
+ively sill. The cost projections wera based on 1imfted inforration for
232 cases of harardows waste mismanagement and more in-depth infornation ¢n
ot 3upresen{at€ve cases.

Second, generalization was difficult because of the broad ranga of

(4

potantial problers represented by the 232 cases. Because of the number of
factors that affect the costs of cleanup (e.g. site size, volume of waste,
extent of contamination, distance to 2 more secure landfill, etc.), each

exzIo
site in realily is distinct from the others. Because of this Jack of a

ria f;H1L7V8 comnon denominator between sites or groups of sites, the
extrapolation had to be based on average costs for cleaning up facility
tynz/problem type/waste type categories. These average costs mask subsian-

i site-specific variation. For example, costs of adequate disposal of

icuid wastes rangad from about $0.11/021%on to $11/gallon.

j—

hirdly, theve is a lack of sufficient data on the very factors that
st affect the costs of cleanup, naraly site size, volume of waste, exien:
of contzmination, and status of c)eanuptme:sures taken to date. In addi-
ticn,rin manyvcases the data that were available were outdated, or proved
wrong upon investigation. For example, some of the sites in the data base
proved not to be significant hazardous waste problems.. A1l available
czin were evaluated to the extent possible within the short time frame of

this centract; but, because of such censtraints, the accuracy of the data

sase cannot be vouchsafed.
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Acfourth uncertainty in the known date bzse concerns the guasiicn o.
liability for funding the site cleanup. Many of the sites have been aban-
do.ied by the owner; in other instanceé, the owner does not possess the
rwnkncfa1 capability to fund the cleanupn. 1In such cases, the coverament
(federal, state, local) must provide the funds. In many 1nstgnp»>,
howaver, it could not be ascertainad from the data available if & site had-
bean abandoned or if an owner could be jdentified as financially capabie
of funding the cleanup. Such unresolved questicns lezve uncertzin whether
the public or private sector will be liable for ¢1éanup costs reiated to |
ticse sites. Consequently, an estimate was rade based on bes: avr11cb1ﬁ.

es wnich are abandonad or

-
¢

o]
-H
(%)
fold

evicence of the prebable percentage

imajor factors which afvects

(£

ebandonable. This estimate was one ¢f the

ot
|}

)
[}

~
-

government funding requirements, and was thoerefore an inportant as
thz extrapolation process.
£ fifth area in which current data were tound to be lacking is the

=

status of cleanup efforts already accomplished. Many of the sites are in
various stages of cleaznup, somz simply involving partiel remcvel of the
wastz, others involving a level of cleanup corresponding to our Level I

i

and Level Il measures. The Level I and Level I1 costs are presented with-

fering a judger=nt as to which level of remedial measures may be more

-y

Gun o

!

warranted in each particular instance. Such a judgement would nave to be

ST

nadz on a case-by-case basis and is outside the scope of this project.



II. Nation:l Survey Results

A. Inventory of Hazardous Waste Sites by Recion

In the initial letter from EPA Headquarters, the Regions were asked to
provide information for those sifes for which dataz on size, waste volume,
site conditions, and related areas weré available. The comdined responses
from the Regions estimated (a) 32,254 sites with some hazardous wastes,

(b) 838 sites with at least potentially significant problems, and provid:d
(c) Varying amounts of information on 103 sites. The estimates by Regicn
are presented in Tab?e 1. Howsver, a review of the Regions' submittals,
and specifically their site prevalence "methecdoiogies," indicates that

(2) sevsral made highly qualitative estimates, and (b) meny typss of sites
viewed as potential problem areas were left out due to lack of information.

The assumptions made by each of the Regions are outlinad in Table 2.
[t should be noted that most of the Regiohs stated that they could not

rovide verifieble, quantitative estimates for any of these sites, duz to a

e

lack of information on the nature, location and condition of sites and thz
frequen+ problems of what wastes in various quanu1t1Ls cows»wfu;e a health
hazard. A nationwide survey of open dumps {which is Tikely to assist in tha
the efforts to estimate the numﬁer of hazardous waste sites) was mindatad
by RCEA for completion in two years, but recent statements by Thomas Joriing,

the fssistant Administrator of EPA's Office of Water and Waste Management,
33X
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TABLE 1

QUANTITATIVE SUMMARY OF EPA REGIOMAL ESTIMATES
OF NATIONAIDE HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

No. of Sites Which
May Contain No. of Sites on
Significant Quantities Which Information

No. of Sites Which
May Contzin

Ragion Hazardous Wastes of Hazardous Waste Was Suppliad
1 1,200 275 s
1] 509 25 | 4.
I1I 5,000 12 5
Iv 14,000 210 16
v 1,800 Unknown 22
VI 320 18 3

VIT o | 8,000 Unknown ' 7

VIII | 25 10 9
X : 400 ' 37 ' 1
X - - 1,000 250 31

L R2se &8s o103

* [ue to the estimation procasdures employed, the last three digits of this
nurber lack significance. '
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TABLE 2
HAZARDQUS WASTE SITF PREVALENCT METHOROLOGIES OF EPA REGIONS
Region ' v Assumptions
I . A1l Landfills May Contain Hazardous Waste

. Surface Impoundments Not Included.

- A1l Metropolitan-Area Landfills May Contain
Significant Quantities of Hazardous Waste

II . No Methodology Given
171 . No Methodology Given
IV . Di fferent Methodology for Each State in the
Region
v | . No Methodology Given
VI o ﬁ]] Active Municipal Sites May Contain Hazardous
iaste .

A1l Closed Municipal Sites May Contain Hazardous
Hastes

Pits, Ponds and Lagoons (verv many in this regicn)
are not Included due to Lack of Data

Pesticide Disposal (important in this region) Aiso
Left Qut

VI No Methodology Given

VIII . No On-Site Industrial Disposal Sites are

Included

Refer to txtensive Uranium Mining and Asso-
ciated Mill Tailings Sites of Which Only a
Few ara Included Here

35X



- 13 -

TABLE 2 (continusd)

Reaion Assumptions
IX A1l Based on States' "Best Professional Esti-
mates" Without Any Real Data Bass
X . Best Rough SZstimate of 1,000 Municipazl and
Industrial Sites Was Used but this Estimate

Cannot Be.Substantiatad by Regiun's File Data

36X
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fu
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—
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have made it clear that this dataz collection effort will not be

(‘“
b o
P

able until 7992.1 Due to the delays in this Federal effort and -

1Y

general lack of eguivalent dats on the regicnal or state level, the ten
Regions were left with mostly qualitative estimate options. In Tact,
two Regions (V and VII) did not choose to offer any estimates of the

numbe of serijous sites within their areas.

Alcernative Prevalence Methodology

Initial review of the Regions' submittals, coupled with their

admissions of the extremely tentative nature of the data provided,

w

ugges ted thata revised inventory of all sites containing hazardous

wzstes (as well as those within this group that represent the most

;érious environmental threat) may be required before any meaningiul assess-
ment of nationwide costs to correct these problems could be developed.

The four procedural steps identified for such an inventory are the

Toliowing:

STEP 1: Identify Active Sites. Those treat-
ment, storage and disposal facilities presently
handling various types and volumes of hazardous
wastes must be estimated, including such factors
as (a) waste tvpe(s); (b) technology used (e.g.,
Tandfi37, lagooning, incineration, e¢tc.); and
(c) condition of the site, including whether it
is in an environmentally sensitive area (e.g.,
wetlands, floodplain, etc.)

1. "ZPA Without Policy to Discover Imminently Dangerous Waste Sites",
Envirgrmental Reporter, November 3, 1978. '
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. STEP 2: Identify Inactive Sitzs.  The number
of sites formerly used as hazardous waste faci-
Tities must bz estimated, along with the rangs .
of information identified in Step 1 above.

. STEP 3: Assess Envircnmental Adeguacy of Sit g,

Based on site data end treatmsnt, storage and
disposal facility guidelines as mandated under
RCRA, the adsquacy of both active and inactive
sites must be determined.

TE? 4: Assian Reouired lev=l of Clean-un.

e necessity oF Level [ measures (e.g., emer-
an y mitigative mezsures)., Leva2l II steps.
e.g., extansive clean-up procedures, removal
of wastes, etc.) or some phased combination

of the two must be assessed.

The following sections describe mechanisms that can be used to

perform the f]le three of thﬂsa steps.

STEP 1: Identify Active Sites. Section 3005 of RCRA reguires

that all faci]ities invo]Ved in the treatment, storage or disposal of
azardous wastes obtain permits. To assis: EPA in defining and charac-
terizing the businesses and government entities which may require such
permits, Fred C. Hart Asscciatss developed 2 methodo]ogy that estimated
the fa11oWing,infdrmation on thése facilities: (a) numbar and geograph
distribution of establishments; (b) numbher of emplovees and annua]

d) method of

K‘J

v

ot
(G

revenues; {c) volume and types of hazardous wastes;
. 1 - -
waste treatment or dispesal.” The key elament of the methodology was

the combining o7 two data sources:

feronce: Fred C. Hart Assoc s. Inc., Demonstrational/
t { in Haz 5 a

gerent, EPA Contract




1.  studies of hezardous waste menagerent practices performed
for EPA for the 16 industries idantified as the major
sources of hazardous weste (2long with contacting state and
Federal agancy oificials); and

il,
e

2. data from the Cnn;hs of Manufacturing, Census of Re:
and tha U.S. Departmenc of Lommarce sources that pra
the Nation's economy.

cure 1 shows how thess factors work together to generate the nuiber
o7 activa hazardous treatment sites. The analysis in the original study
raquired numerous assumptions to fill in oiten substantial data caps in
a1l aspects of the methodology (e.g. data were unavailable on the two
largest industrial generators). Readers intarested in more detaii are
diracted to the origfnal report. vTéb]e 3 summarizes the estimaied numbar
ot facilities that presently handle hazardous wastes, broken out by EPA
Kegion. Table 4 presents this information by Region and industiry cate o*y,
totals the three subcategories of peruitiz=s, and assians the covernm:ntil
facilities to the ‘Regions by population. The estimate of 19,355 sites in
Table 3 is therefore the numter of sites needed to handle the existing

hazardous waste stream. In the next section, the question of inactive

ites is addressad.

[¥2)

STZP 2: Identification of Inactive Sites. The serious environmental

sroblems that have §urfaced in areas such as the Love Canal site in Niagara
Fails, New York, have ciearly shown that the toxicity of "dizposed”
hazardous wastes can last for decades. The methodology proposed hare can
provide a rough, "first cut" estimate of these sites, but the serious
nature of Lhe proHY m requires that it receive more extensive analyses in

tha near future.
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TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF THE ESTIMATED HUPSFR OF
ACTIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES BY FPA REGION

I © 1,560

I1 | 2,243
111 1,850
IV 2,711
v 4,665
VI 1,956
VII 1,180
VIII 613
IX 1,949
X 638
19,365

41X
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TABLE 4

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PERMITTEES BY FACILITY CATEGORY
AND EPA REGION -

FACILITY

1. Organic Chemicals, Pesticidas

. and txplosives
2. Ferrous Marals
3. Electronplating
a. Jad Snops
b. Captive Shops
4. Inorganmic Chemicals
5. ftionferrous liatals
6. Textiles
7 Pe:ra]eum Refining
8. Plastics HMaterials and
Synthatics ‘
9. Special Kachinery
10. Leath=r Txaning

1. a. Paint and Allied Produz’s
b. Contract Solvent Reclawwing

c. Faztory rpplied Coztings
12. Pharraceuticals
13. Patroleun Re-refining and
Processing
14. Rubber
15. Electronic Components
16. PRatteriss
17. Hazasdoes Haste Managamani
Industry
SUSTOTAL ¢
GOYERMMINTAL :

18. Publicly Ownezd Treatmant
Horks

‘19. Solid Has%e Disposal
Fazilitizs

20. Federal .
Installations

SUBTOTAL:
OTHERS:

2). &. Hospitals
b. Medi=1] Laboratories
22. PReseareh Fecilitres
23. Dry Cleaning Plants
24. Servize Stations
SUSTOTAL:

1. C-oqrapnxc distridution of potential

ROE & L O K
(T rw Vo YT VIT YUIT IX I JorAaL
]
58! 259: 223 3::’ NG 22¢ 10 sj 155 | e8| 1,781
1 151_ 3 3 58 13 2 12 |10 214
Yoat | g 5 53 73338 1] 53116 751
580 agé 313 z,al.a- 175204 se 283 |88 4,000
2 4 1x o zj ¥ & sl s 138
10 g 4d 3% 33 14 1 44 {20 34}
24 5 ®B s g & Y ey 51 v 150
a— 5 15 s 20 45 lg 21| 7 143
3 s:‘ 5 g sj sl e] 581 2 452
121 187 J 4 71 53 20 1:’-1 1648 | 25| 1,115
n g 1 -—é g S a0
: 15 , ' ‘ ‘ﬂ 0| 2 - 70
4 1 14 z.. a g % w3 L]
-----J--- \ur_]nz'ie ,H;jnASLE----~-.‘
o A 6 4& 8 77) 32 B 53 | 6 40
.— j J 1 j 6 2 s
26 27 1 28 731 , 27 | 4 226
43 5 32 zs 65 15 1Q sa | & 3N
¢ Q . n s ; 1‘ ‘8| 3 51
3 1 g 27 1 1 15§ 5 e
_ ek VB
V65t | 7,584 1,ole V,223 3,010 761{36& 700, 1,625 254 | 10,538
now oznzslmuaal.c 39
tor uzr’sznx:aus a3
’:OT BET;E HX’HABLE 251
! I 4
= - = J e = = i1t s [- 1,531
357 | 554 6331,.223 1,3031027 £91f 389 741 Bzo| 7,172
s Mgl T T c'arzasxn;,uc{-q----
--_--l.--'.war CERERM AN ABLE ,_------
357 1555 EJ‘ T30 1, 3051627 590 385 7&l 'rzcu T8
permittzes is assumed to be propo-tmonatJ to

ths distribution of hazardous waste generating establishments providnd in Tadle 2.
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Figure 2 dermonstrates how the totel nuiber of sites containing
hazardous wastes (active and closad) accumulate over time. As firms use a
site's full capacity (a s*umed to be ten ywars), the inactivs site then
joins the total site inventory for as long as its wastes remain a
thrzat. The guidelines developad under RCRA foriproperly oparatad and
closed sites required 20 years of post-closure monitoring and rainte-
nance. One would assume that jnadequate sites could require menitoring and
meintenance for much longer than 20 years, especially for those subs*ances
that are highly resistant to decomposition when buried. An arbitrary
figure of 40 years will be assigned here—twice as long as fer adequate
sites. In the context of Figurs 2, this reans that from one ten-year
period to the next, 25 percent of the inactive sites no Tonger pose any
hea1th threat (e.g., an inventory ot inactive sites of potential concern
made in 1975 would only include 75 percent of those sites that wers on the
1965 inactive site list). This figure, however, represents only a rough
estimation and does not take into account & number ¢f other variables,
including the ihcreasing quality of such facilities over time.

A review of Department of Commzrce data on the number of Tirms in the
hazardous waste generating or treating industries, outlined in Table 4,
showed that there were approxiretely 77 percent as many establishmants in

8453 as in the estimates used for 13978.. However, the hicher 1975 nust:r is
mainly dus to the increases in dry cleaning plants, reszaich Tazcilities |
and service stations, none of which was assumed to affect the number of
treatrent, storage or disposal sites as outlined in Table 4. In other
industrial categories, the number of esteblishments actually feil betwesn

1962 and 1578 dus to the mercar of smaller firms or foreion comnatition

(e.¢., leathar and tanning fell by other 50 percent).
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Figure 2

Accumulation of Active and
Inactive HW Sites Over Time

1840 1950 1960 1970 1980
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Consequently, any exact empirical estimates will be impossible here,
especially when data from earlier pariods are considernd, and the numerous
assumptions readed to make existing active site estimates are remeuua.ed.
1t will therefore he assumad that the nurbar oT cenerators and esscciatad

sites will decrease every ten years a2t a rate = [.80 - N(.05)], whers
N is th° nurber of dzcades away from the 1970-80 pzriod (e.g., the average

63

i

number of genarators in the 1940-50 period would be [.80 -~ 3(.05)]
percent of the 1970-80 numbar)ﬁ The nurbers for the past 50 years are
shown in Table 5. A sample calculation is shown in Appendix B of this
renort.

The total of 50,644 sites is therafore a very rouch estimate o7 tha
number of active and inactive sites that contain hazardous wastes and (by

virtue of this characteristic alcne) may pose an envircnmental or health

threat.

STEP 3: Assessment of Site's Environmental Adecuacv. Eight Regions

provided estimates of the number oF hazardous waste sites which may include

sicnificant amounts of waste and the number of sites which may pose a

significant health threat. The eicht Regions estimated that 838 sites of

-
-

tha 22,454 sites (or approximately 4 percent) may posz signiticant problens.
Tnis "4% Rule" is used later in this report for extrapolation purposes.

In contrast, EPA's Office of Solid Waste recently estimeted tha
to 90 percent of the annual hazardous waste volume "is subject to

. . ] . ~ : -~ »
improper waste disposal.” Moreaver, the seriousness of a particurar site

e
3

Subject to Improper Disposal, E
ter, Noverber, 17, 1978.
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TABLE 5

THVENTORY OF ESTIMATED ACTIVE AND INACTIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

Number of Establishments

Generating, Treating, cr Number of Treatment, Storage Humber Included in Hazar-
Decade. Storing Hazardous Waste1 or Disposal Facilities? dous Waste Site Inventory
1970 - 80 73,941 | | 19,365 © 19,365
1960 - 70 55,456 14,524 _ - 14,524
1950 - 60 38,819 : - 10,167 o ~ 10,167
1940 - 50 2b, 232 6,608 - _ 6,608
19306 - 40 v 15,139 3,965 -
TOTAL . . 50,664
1. Does not include large numbers of hazardous waste generators for which no disbosa] practice |

information was available.

2 The ratio of sites to total number of establishments was assumed to remain censtant over
time.




is dependznt on the gaological nature of the area as w2ll as on waste type
ond volume, and disposal metheds. In a recent Fred C. Hart Associates'

study, for cxampla, it was estimated that roughly 75 percent of landiill
sites were Jocatad in areas where wetlands, major aquifers and floodplains

are concentrated.l Such locations are particularly susceptible to contami-

ztion problems. 17 7% rercent of the 80 percent of wastes improperly
n p p properiy

o

~
4.

disnci-7 are found in susceptible environmental settings and therafore
reate significent preblems, then 34,452 of the 50,664 cases listed in
Tadble 5 could be considered significant problem situations. This can be
statad in the calculation: (.75 x .90)50,664 = 34,452,

Tabls 6 presents the qvera]? results of this alternative prevalence
methodology effort, and compares them with tne values provided by the EPA
Regions. Using the EPA Regional estimates and the estimates generated here
as the lower and upper bounds respectively, the tctal number of sitas that
include hacardous wastes range from roughly 32,000 to 51,000, while the

wwmbar that may pcsé sﬁgnificant problems rznge from 1,200 to 34,00C.

B Problem Characterization

1. Overview. The review and classification of available information

d;t; base for this study pravide a

5]

rring toe 222 casas inclndad in th

very usetul picture of the Nation's havardous waste prgblem. Table 7
presents a summary of problem prevalence in terms of facility type, problem
typa and waste type. Matrices of problem type/ waste type/facility typs

are presented in ‘Appendix C. It was ¥ound that 85 percent of the

1. Puioronco.  Fred C. Hart Associates, Task IV--Economic Analysis,
Draft Repart, EPA Contract Ho. 68-014895, October 12, 1978, pp. 66-74.
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TABLE 6
COMPARISON OF PREVALENCE DATA IN HAZARDQUS WASTE SITES

Number of
Significant Problem Sites

Total Number of Hazar- ' 1 - Alternatjvs:
dous Waste Sites 4% Rule Ratiozg
EPA Regional Estimates 32,254 1206 21,933
Alternative Methodology - 50,664 2027 - 34,452

Estimates

ct

1‘

as.

w

1. .04 x total number of hazardous waste
2. (.75 x .90) x total number of hazardous waste sites.
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[

SUMMARIES: PROBLEM TYPE - FACILITY TYPE - VASTE TYPE

Facility Typ=z

1.  Above ground storage/disposal

2. Uncovered pits, ponds, lagoons - below grade
3. Covered pits, landfills

4. Undarqground injection

5. Direct dumping into surface water

6. Natural impoundments |

Probiem Tvpe

Explosion

Fire

Air pollution

Ground water contamination - potable supply
~Surface water contamination - pontable supply
Ecological impacts

Y N B W IN
e e e e e e

Waste Tyne

Pesticides and highly toxic organics
Oth=r organics

Inorganics

Radioactive substances

Explosives and flammabies

U

The total number of sites described (232) is less than the total
falling into sernarate categories (291) because sume sites wara
listed under more than one category.

49X
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232 cases involves storage facilities, ponds or landfills (facility types 1,
.2 and 3). The wmost prevalent problems (90 parcent of the cases) are surface
and ground-water contamination (problem types 4, 5 and 6), and 93 percent of
the cases involve organic and inorganic contaminants (waste types 1, 2 and
3). The most common case type is a facility where organic chemical was tes
are storad/dispesad on the land surfece and/or in ponds, and create a ground-
water contamination prdb]em.

Cases involving fires, explosion or air pollution prodlems only, are
considerably less prevalent in the data base then those discussed above,
Although air pollution problems have rarely been msasured, odor problems
ars often mentioned in cases where the major problem is one of éurface
and/or ground-water contaminztion. In fire and explosion cases, little
can-be dona once a facility has been destroyed by thesa means. Also, it
is v1rtaa]1y 1mposs1b?e to preHICL such events, although good housekesping
practices and monitoring can help aver: them.

Yery few casas relating to underground injection (and virtually no
cleanup cost information) are included in the data base. Also, su;h

problems are extremely difficult to assess in terms of potential remedial
costs. This category is therefore not dealt with individuaily in the
wrojections presanted in this report.

Direct dumping into surface watér also represents unique situations.

Mitigation of such problems may not be possible, or may be dealt with

under Section 311 of the Clean Water Act; thus, applicability of these

13}

o

eses to the objective of this report is uncertain. A "direct dumping

em, however, was includad as one of the 24 selected cases exaiminad

ity

—t

nrob

-

for this report.
50X
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Similarly, radioactive waste problews are distinctive and show a low
prevalence in the data base, though threa casas of this nature were
included in the 24 salected situations studied over the past manth.

>

2. Site Characteristics. Table 8 praesents statistics on the 232

cases reviewed. The table is indicative of the fact that 1ittle is known
gbout many of the cases, and thus the population for the extrapolation of
certain factors is limited. Nonetheless, several pertinent points can bs

drawn from the table:

Some remedial action has been taken on 26 percent of the
cases for which information is available. This is indicative
of substantial efforts by EPA Headguarters, the Regions,
States and local authorities to seeck resolution of documanted
hazardous waste problenms.

0f the 80 facilities which can be tentatively categorizad in
terms of financial status, it appears that there may be
cleanup monies available through sources othar than special
governmental funding for 50 percent of the facilities.

0f the 155 oroblers which can be tentatively categorized in
terms of sz ting, 88 percent are Jocated within Floodniain,
wetland and,/or major aquifer areas. This would certainly
support the Agency's position in drafting reguiations under
RCRA that such areas should be avoided in siting new hazzardous
waste facilities.

Other pertinent pieces of invormation also identified during this

study includa tha following:

A total of 25 facilities are known o be owned by governmenta
entities (8 Federal, 3 State and 14 local).

51x



TABLE 8 .
STATISTICAL I‘FO?MA\ION ON 232 HAZARDOUS WASTE CASES

FACTORS PERCENT OF 232 SITES

——d

. Sit s(f r which soma remedia 1 action has been
taken(] 26%

Z. HNumber of Active Sites
Active 22%
Inactiv ; - 30%
Uncertain i 48%
- . . 2
3. Financial Suatus( )
abandonad/abandonabla 17%
viabie 17% ;
uncertain 66% - :
4, t*1nf(3\
,_]OCAtau within environmentally sensitive area 59%
not located within environmentzlly sensitive area 8%
uncertain , _ ‘ A ‘ 33%

(1) renadial actions range from substantive efforts to explore the
problems -and develop remedies to .cempletion of various c¢leanup
measursas.

ndoned/abandonanhle sites include those identified as such within
1nTOF7 tion base (e.g., own=r bankrupt); financial viability
that the facility is owned by 2 novarnrantal entity, or that
mazion suumitted by Recions o containad in rencris states
tha ﬂHnDF/F"D”QEDf has sufficiant financial rescurces to fund
nup; all sites for which there is quastion 2 to financial
ility or liability were counted &s "uncerctai

()

3
-ty PJ (D

aba
h

_'« o

< O v
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m M v
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ct O
[

S
bi n"
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are those in which 2

envircpmentally sensiti
rce has been canaged or is

s within )
1 ground or surface water resc

reztened.

—
2
~

2
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0f the 110 facilities which cen be identi“iad by S
69. percent fall into five industrial grrps as f
38.2% SIC 28 Chemicals & Allied Pmducts

8.2% SIC 14 Mining & Quarrying of Nonmetallic Minerals,
Except Fuels

8.2% SIC 33 Primary Metal Industries
7.3% SIC 10 Metal Mining
7.3% SIC 23 Petroleum Refining

Four more industries account for another 13.5 percent of the sites:
SIC 34 - Fabricated Metal Products; SIC 36 - Electrical & Electronic
Machinery; SIC 37 - Transportation Equipmenﬁ; and SIC 42 - Motor Freight
Transportation & Warehousing. The remaining 17.3 percent of the sites fail

into 14 SIC groups.

3. Cost Factors. Cleanup cost information (frequently cost ranges)

for 52 sites was contained in the informaticn base on the 232 sites. The
totz]l costs for 51 sites (excluding "billions" quoted for one of the si:es
involving radioactive wastes) are a minimum of $322 million and a maximum
of $938 million, or $6.3 to $18.4 million per site. The tot2l for the 18
classified aé.abandoned or abandonable was $35 to $225 miliion, or $2 tc
$12.5 million per site. Using these figures alone, and extrapoiating tham
“irectly to the National population of.sites which could cause ;ignifécant
hazardous waste problems, results in total cleanup cost estirates of 5/7.5
to $22 billion for the site population of 1,204 derived from the nuwbers
provided by the Regicns. Considering costs for thé abahdoned sites,
extrapolated costs would range from $2.4 to $15 billion.

| These are obviously gross estimates and the available deta were

screened to deatermine whether cost factors could be corrolated with othe:

53X
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basic quantitative aspects related to the sites. Inform2tion on site size
&nd/or waste quantity was available for 31 of the sites for which cost data
ware avajlable. Examination of cleanup costs per acre, per drum, per
callon and per cubic yard showad erratic variation. This is further
testimony to.the uncertainties inherent in available data, and the lack of
& ccmon denominator for costs, reflecting the uniqueness of each case.

Closer examination of 24 selectad cases was used to improve the data base.

The 24 cases are characterized in the following section.

54x



III. Case Studies and Cost Extrapolations

A.  Characterizaticn of 24 Selented Cases -

Twenty-four cases selected for more in-depth investigation were
studied over a four-week period. Information was gathered_by interviewing
FP/ Regicnal and State parsonnal, reviewing Regional and State files

(sor= of which were used verbatim), and, in some cases, making site visits.
Romacial measures were devé]oped or were adapted directly from file
information, based on best available information at the time of writing.
Trese maasures are intended to serve only as a conceptual approach to
problem mitigation.

Remadies cannot be interpreted as recommendations because, in most
cases, they were not based upon adegquate study. Cleanup costs were |
dzveloped by applying best enginesring estimates and utilizing known cost
fectors from available studies. In several instances, insufficient
information was avajlable to complete Level 1] estimates. In these cases,
val 11 costs were assumed to be at least the amount of Level I costs,

:n one instance, only a Level Il approach appeared viable.

Table 9 summarizes the facility type/problem type/waste type for each

of the 24 sites, and presents availeble site size/waste volume czta and

the sstimated total costs for Level I and Lewvel II cleanup.

T
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TABLE 9

CHARACTERIZATIGN OF Z4 SELECTED CAS

Dascription

Costs (%) 4

w

w

-Above ground storage; un-=
covered pits, ponds, la-
goons - below grade

-Ground water contamination

-Pesticides and highly
toxic organics

-Uncovered pits, ponds,
lagogns

-Ecological impacts
-Organics; inorganics

-Covered pits/landfill
-Air poilution
-Orcanics :

-Direct dumping into
surface water
-Ecological impacts
-Pesticides and other
highiy toxic organics

~-Above ground storage
-Surface water contamination
-Organics; inorganics

-Lbove ground storage
~Cround water contamination
~-Pesticides and other high-
“# tsyic organics; other
oirganicss inorganics

-Above ground storage
-Surface water contamination
-Inorganics

-Uncovered pits, ponds,
lagoons

-Ground and surface water
contamination

-Pesticides and cther high-
ly toxic organics; other
organics; inowrganics

Site Siza/Waste Volume

-37,00C cu. yds.

12 acres

150 drums (55 cei.)
80 acres

18,000 cu. yds.

5 acres
28,667 drums
{55 aal. )

0.8 acres

140 acres

16.7 acres .
300,000 gal.

56X

Level I Leval It
~ll

1,109,000 3,170,000

33,600 92,600

624,000 1,236,000

3,042,000 19,349,000

21,000 1,631,000

4,633,200 23,330,000

370,000 3,700,020



CHARACTERIZATION OF 24 SELETED CASES (contin:ed),

Costs (e

gita Descrintion Site Size/Uaste Yoluma2 Leval I _Level 17
¢ -Above ground storage 11 acres 1,762,000 1,762,000~ -
-Surface water contamination 730,000 gal.
-Organics
10 -Covered pit/landfiil 2,680 acres 0 ¢
~Ground water contamination ‘
~Organics; inorganics
17 -Coverzd pit/landsill . 24,884 gal. not
-Ground water contamination applicable 617,0CC
-Pesticides and other high-
ly toxic organics
1. -Above ground storacqe 80 acres 20,000,000 200,000,C¢:
-\.r‘ound water contamination
-Pesticides and other high-
ly tcxic organics
13 =Coverad pit/landfill 11.7 acres 1,077,000 33,610,0C2
~-Ground and surface water
contamination
-Orcanics
14 -~Covered pit/landfill 4C acres 4,845,000 & 8ﬁ:,“°“*
-Ground w~ter contamination
~-Pesticides and other high-
iy toxic organics
'z -Above ground storage 8 acres 1,800,000 2,114,005
-surtaoe water contamination 45,000 drums
-organics; inorganics (85 gal.)
*16  -Above ground storage; un- 27 acres 3,458,000 10,875,072
covered pits, ponds, lagoons 63,000 cu. yd.
-Surtace water contamination
~Inorganics; radioactive
substancas
17 ~-Covered nit/landfill 50 acres » 5,965,000 165,370,003
-Ground and surface water 300,000 drums ~
contamination (55 qal.)

-Pesticides and other high-
1y toxic organics 57X
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TAR L F 9
CHARACTCRIZATION OF 24 SELFCTED CASEZS

{Ph;"
—— e

aleted)

Dessription

Site Size/Wasta Volum2

Costs (V.

——— .

Level 1 _Level 11

" pa—

.18

™19

20

21

22

23

*24

*Level II costs ware assumed to be at lea
wzs insufficient information available to estimate Level II costs.

aw T -
Ines

-Covered pit/landfill
~Cround and surface water
contamination
-Inorganics

-Above ground storage;
covered pit/landfill
-Ground water contamination
-Radioactive substances

-£bove ground storage;
covered pit/landfill

~Ground and surface water
cortamination

-0r Jnics

~-Uncovered pits, ponds,
lagoons,

-Air pollution; surface
water contamination :
-Pesticides and other high-

ly toxic organics

-Lkbove ground storage; un-
covered pits, '

ponds, lagoons
-Surface water contamination
-Pesticides and other highly
toxic organics

~-~hove ground storage
-Zreund water contamination
~‘Irzanics; inorganics

~Covered pit/landfill
~-tcological impacts
-Radioactive substances

10 acres
300 drums

144 acres

1,400 drums (55 cz1.)

4 acres

1000 drums (55 gal.)

77,780 cu. yds.

20,460 gal.

23,863 cu. yis.

& acres
1,850,000‘ga1.

27,700,000 qal.

& radioactive sites are being studied by the Daparim
As indicated in the next

Puslishad reports on these sites are availzble.

section, rem=dial costs for these sites were not considered in the

extrapolation process.
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st as high as Level I costs when there

dope

188,000 625,00

340,000,000  340,000,00
295,000

17,000,000

2,000,000  2,00C,00

tn
(Nea}
~1
-

o

160,000

1,343,000,000 1,343,05 ', 008
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B. Cost Extrenalztion

It was found that two of the 24 selectod cases (8%) could be
resolved without incurring cleanup costs. If is probable that a portion
of thé total population of cases identified as potentizlly significant
hazardnus waste problems will be found, upon investigaticn, to not, in
fact, pose problems. The assumption was made that the finding of two
"no cost" situations in the 2¢ case studies was representative of the
larger population, which was thus reduced by 8 percent.

In the data base of 232 cases, 19 (or 8%) involved radioactive wastes.
Three of the 24 czse studies involve radiocactive waste problems.
apparently entail cleanup expenditures substanticliy larger than the renge
of costs associated with the other cases. (2lso, two cf the thres are govern-
ment-owned). These costs were thus excluded from the average cost per site

caiculated for the remaining cases and the larger population of problem

sites was reduced by an additional 8%.

Average cost Tor Level 1 treatment (exciusive of "no cost" and
red-waste sites) is 3.6 million per site. The average for Level II

atinent is $25.¢ million per site. These figures approximate the cost

7
v

(/w

.
PR

ol
'J.'J

A ¥ 3 )
A million per
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et
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G

te range in the dzta base of
show a significant range. While some problems may develeop at a large
cercentage of hazardous weste sites, it seams unlikely that all such

-

orohiems would be deemed imminent hazards. Thus, for

iy
o
~4
et
.~
-
]

the nurpos

study, the more conservative ("4% ruie") estimztes were applied.
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The first assesssment of financial viability of sites (pages 28, 29, eni
7 in.e&n exrlier version of this repbrt) grouped tha government owned sites
with the Tinancially viable priyate sites resulting in a totel of 50% of

firancially viable sites. Consequently, a maximum- cleanup figure of

%4.2 billion wes derived (i.e., $22.1 billion Federally funded and $22.1

billicn privately funded). Upon further deliberation, it was determined that
this conclusion could be misleading, and it was decided to refine the c§1cu15t
by considering the government owned sites separately without making a jUdgmént
ebout viability. 1In the analysis be]ow,.sites are reellocated into three'
categories: private viable; private non-viable; and government (i.e., ﬁublic]
O“T°J i

Of the 232 sites for which information wes av;11ab1u, 12 are rad1o tive

waste disposal sites requiring enormous cxpenditures for.cleanup. These wara

--l

celisted from calculations in order to leep Lh° cost figures representative.:

C7 the remazining 213 sites, 19C or 89.2% are private sites.

Twenty-five of the original 232 sites are publicly owned, but 2 aré
recioactive waste sites and are excluded, leaving 23 out of 213, or ]0.8¥

urtic non-radiozctive waste disposal sites.

0f the 80 sites discussed earlier in the report, 77 are non-radiocactive
wista disposal sites. We have information concerning financial viability
an Bz oprivete sites, of which there are 54, We do not consider the question
of viability of the 23 public sites. In Table 10 the cost of cleanup of
these sites is listed separately.

0f thz 54 privete sites with financial viability data, 15 or 27. 8” gre
considered v1ab e and 32, or 72.2% are non-viable. Thase percentages give e

0NN

bact estimate of financial status among the small number of private sites about

which we have this information.
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From our populatien of 213 sites, we have derived the best estimate of
he proportion of sites which are Er1v“‘n (85.2%) versus public (16.8&%).
From the 54 sites with data on financial viability, vie have derived the beast
extimate of the proportfon of viable and non-viable private sites. To producs
a rore refined estimate of the number of private sites which are eifher
sinancially viable or non-viable, the calculetions are as follows:

OF the 82.2% of sites which are priva{e, 27.8% are viable. Therefore,
£0.2% x 27.8% or 24.8% are viable prﬁvate sites. This is used to calculete ine
number of viable private sites in Table 10. .

Similarly, of the 89.2% private sites, 72.2% are non-viable. Therefore,
£0.70 x 72.2% or 64.4% of the total population of sites can be considerec non-
vieble private sites.

The proportion of public sites remains at 10.8% and no judament on vizbiiity
is made.

Table 10 shows the extrapo?ation.of the number of sites in each catecory
and Tor the two estimates of the number of sites nationally. The associzt
cleanup costs for Level 1 and Level II remedies are also calculated. 1t snould
bz noted that Level I and‘Leve1 IT cost estimates are not additive, but reprzsent
Lo distinet types of approaches. Each approach includes necessary elemsnis for
eivhor preventing the problem from worsening (Level 1) or ultimate and compizie

uletions have been rounded to the noarass

)

Cremsly (Level I1). (Note that cel

Tanificant number.)

V]

Costs for cleanup of the publicly-owned sites and the privately-owned
viabie sites could be funded through-specizl public funds, Federally

anoropriated funds, State/local funds, or from a combination of all three.

1
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TAELD 1C
Costs for Private Viabiz, Private
Non-Viable, and Public Sites

EPA Estimate “Alternate Estimate
Assumpticns 1204 Sites - 2027 _sites
JFacilities Excludad
8% radioactive
waste sites
8~ 1o-cost sites - 183 - 324
Popuiztion of Interest ’ 1011 1703
(a) number of privately
owned financially :
viehle sites (24.8%) 251 422
(bY  number of pr1vate1y
ovred financially _ :
non-viable sites (64.4%) RN 1087
(c) nuisher of publicly
ovrizd sites (10.8%) 109 164

(averczoe cost $3.6 million
per site)
(2) privetely-owned/
fﬁ: nially vieble $0.5 biliion $1.5 billion
(t) p““‘? cely-owned/ i
Tiaancially non-viable 2.3 billion 3.9 billion
() ph;?ic]y-owned 0.4 billion 0.7 billion
Total Level 1 Costs $3.6 billion $6.1 billion
Cost ¢/ Level 11 Remecy '
(everacz cost $25.2 million
per site)
(a) privately-owned/ , | ‘ _
financially viaile ‘ ¢ 6.5 billion $10.2 biltien
(b) orivetely- onngd/
Tinancially non-viable - 16.8 bitlion 22.4 billion
(¢) pudlicly-owned 2. @_b11]10r _4.8 billioer
Totel lLevel II Costs $26.2 billion 344_1 bi171ion
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i eeded on Disposal Sites Where Hazardous Waste
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inistratoy for Water and MHaste Management (¥H-5

cgicnul Adiinistrato ors, EPA
’00101f 1-X

fice of Manzgemant 2 nd Budget is concerned ahout
casing pressure on the Federal Goveynmcn; to provide
for cleanup cof environmcntnl incidents iavalving
spasal ©r s;orage of hazardous chemicals and sub-

e The most recent example 1s the situaticn at tho
Cenel dump site in Niegara Falls, New York. OMB hzs
1

c

i T
joliss

I

Tf et ey

W=

Q
[l S SIS M

ished a task force to assess the potential magnituds

~

“ihy

h incidents ana to develep and assess various options

“hO D w3 4t
rr

Federal policy respective to such incidents. OMB has
pd EPA to collect information to assist the efforts of
.

8
ol

>

25k force and to participate on the task force. In

tion, it is very probable that the Congress will want
address this dssue in oversight hearings next year and
#1171 expect and request EPA fo supply substantive i

on envirvonmental 7nc1dents, both recent and putentiel.

romcrandur Is5. to ask your assistance in gahh&f'.g into
se two purposes. This request was discussed wit
Jecte Braneh Cha :fs in a recent meeting at headguar:is

e S VI O 21
LD » O
[ Nires}

—e O

In brief, the OMB task force would like to cbtain Tour
tynes of informeti

a rough estimate o7 the total number o7 Jandfill,
storage and other sites that may contain nazarcous
wastes. in any quentity which now or potentially
could cause adverse impact on public health or

Lhe envirconment, .

1.

a rough estimate of the numb
may contain significant quan
wistes which could cause si

hezzrd to public health (this
above estimate)

N

3. an inventory and desc*1puwon of these si
which EPA has intormation in its files (
further subset of the above estimates) a

&) assessing t
rd, (b) encinesri
mecasures and (c)

77:}’ veri-

4 an_estimate ov the costs
healih and environmantal b4
studies to determine remedia
measures Tor @ dozen or more sites which typ
ous types of incidents.

s =h
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t
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CFCPM 13006 1R SV, 3900
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It is Fully zod that the szstimatss for ltams |
and 2 must and can be "bast ¢rutvassicnal esiimatag . ™
I1£ i5 not expacied SPA mzie any =itort to "discover"
sites (through fiel 5it5, substantial Tilz searchas or
cin2r neans) Tor whi we do net currzatly nive infarsiiia
Redagy . TEAAGL e that 222 naks 2ornimaties Ted
xnowiz2dge adbout pre and nasi infugirdel at Ly Eng
prasent and past di 1 practices in eacn Region. Tt iy
net.required that y volve the States, but, you can
consult with e b inTormation frem your States without
czusing undo .burden h State participation would ba
welcomad.

The purpo is to obtain a betiar urndarstandin
of various size 2 08 incidentsitadt nighs be Axspgel
in the total unlversa. in & sense2, tiaits inveniory will hHa
trzatad as 2 "representstive sampla” of th2 universe., Thz
2iiachmens provides the format and insiructions.7or sursiving
this inventory and descrw;t ons. It is &xpecizd that this
information. will From yoir Currgasx vsegiagnel fin
Howsvar, if you, can wre a‘xi; and convenieatly scifcit additi
infgrmation and hel the Stz2ras, we sncogurags this. 1
rzcognized that the developmant of this inventory will agd
netional visibility to ths incidznis {<sntivizd tharain
beceuse tne inveaio will be shared with che Concress and
will.prpoabily tBg requasted by anc 5g made availeble %o ths
public, » Bacswse "6f Chis, incidents ijalluded in. the Yavéntory
snculd be situations for whiih you hevs more than circum-
stintial Jdnfersetich, the pudlic.dmt Naastilocaliy) 18 areayg
ewsre, &ndg publ W dCCesiiaie intoarsacian e AEcy s F1l12

We intand {6, us2 An 2xperienssc contrastor B9 Cerry
iten 4, ,'We 'will _32izct 2 dogen er Zordoabkeideniy Trad “n
Isysn torel vau " SE8ER L Hades, VESmuledniotugiRhe oAt yr
gavalog the CHABESEAZE g5t ime ey 0a i dnuatilE rhgv:.’ Tar
RO o, 13 S8R AT 00 w0283 $3iBecas AnIAARRNS, tnAT amak sy I
w110 gaed 0 Wi lNEYY ofiice 8ng, 18,2358 (1838, 2558 'y .
t> :ns State oiiicas andfor the site e 81l TCasas ;. tae t
tor will "Wbrk widtou Bng AArsuegh,. your. Sa3tid. B35t> Srperes &
enn will NREsmasenyReines I 800t Your LaoMwdl and - 2ensans g

L would:piks 9ot 0 Supsly tne jaigrmatiznh dascribey
fEes 1, 2 end 3 19 Gacy Uietleoith, Assscsigte oLty mssiRt
SO S BN SAT B PO N adS L S ATV LR e L2
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ACCUMULETTON OF IMPORTANT ACTIVI AND TNACLVIVE HW SITTS

resonction 1: Sites remain active for (i.e. have a capacity of; 10 years.

rSowe

Resul®: A compiate turnovar of active sites every 10 years,

hssurmation 2 Sites upon clesure (or abandonment) remain a potential
haz

i
azard for 40 years.

Resul<: Every 10 years, 25% of the sites on last
decades inactive list will be dropped.

szuantion 3 Number of generators znd associated active HW sites 'n
decades ago will = (.80-n(.05)) x the present # of sites.

Result: # sites in 1970-80 (given from existing data)= 19
# sites in 1%560-70 = (.80-(.05}) x 12,365 = 14
# sites in 1950-60 = (.80-2(.05)) x 14,524 10
£ sites in 194C-50 = (.&G-3(.03)) x 10,167 = 6
# sites in 1930-40 = (.80-4(.05)) x 6€,608 3

fezurnation 4 Numbsr of sites cn ac
inactive sites £ 40 y
6,608 = 50,664.
NOTE: 1830 - 40 active s
were > 40 years ol

cumiilated site list = active sites and
ears old., = 19,365 + 14,524 + 10,167 +

es were not included as they

l
~
(O

Numbar of sites that pose environmental threat.

o

fssuantion

Lowar Bound: EPA Region's Estimates =» "&% Rule" = 1204 site:
mulated site 1ist x % s

[ofelt
ally sensitive zrezs

Uoper Bound: # Sites on e
"”’h (T‘qu nent

using inaczquate disposal melh
# potential sites x (.75 x .90) =
- 50,684 x .68 = 34,452

<" Full Range: 1204 - 34,452 sitos.
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CEVVALY O T RACONDS OF i SOUTD KRASTE ALNEUIRATI0Y
REGARD A6 I 1 3 CONTROL CORPERATTON

O . -

Tie records of the Solid Loste Adwiaistration (hercinafter
to as SEANGTew that 1o Fehpusey, 1974, BHidl)iow Conrracino, i’:'(ﬂ,‘i‘
tndmicat Control Corvporwtiog (hoveionfier rolferred 'to as "OOCYE
¢ repistration ctatement (or the operacion of o solid wasic fasid
tor dhe drcaiment, processing and pecovery of posticides, ha.orda
vastes, chemical wastes, apd bulk wemi-Tiguids,  This stalewent
Fited vath ibhe Baccau of Solid foste Management of the Nivicion
Vatey Kesources of the Departwent of Envirveommental Protection (i
after reflerved to ag the PEP).  (As of Oc¢toher, 1975, the Burcass
Solid Waste Managepent was transferrod to the newly created 53
dich dall records and personnel of the RBureau was trunsflerred).

weibers of the .,.,.\ vho wera ewploved in 1974 indicate that "CCC™

oporated prior to 1974 and was sobjeast to inspeciions by the City
Blizabath
Stnee 1974, the "CCC" facility has opevated aud has been subj
to dinspections by the SWA,  The incinerator and feeding tanks at
MCCCY site bave air pollution peraits amd are inspected by the Divi
ol Enviconmental Quality's Burcan of Air Pollution Contcol. The §i
has bheen inspected on several cocasions by the Office of luzagdous
Substances Control. etween 1974 and mid-1977, the SWA inspection
reports goaerally show no violaticens of SWA regulations. In the 18
part of 1977, beth the SWA and the City of Elizabeth brcunme awvare
increasing operational and storage problems at the "CCC" site. Thi
storepe problem had slowly accelerated as this facility accepted
¢ -ee Araas than the incinerator covld handle. For example, in
the saring of 1977, "CCC" contracted 1o take for disposal :lpprm-'im'f
VoAt owe foun b dllesally stored on oan abandoned picr within Jrs
MRS At haans b Lloseise gaoad st Bothoss dy s T are BRI aa L,

ik SO bee il SRt ] b AEEYEas nd e
’ 72Y




Ou Boptember 22, (977, the Presidoat ol MO, William Gareacing,

et dndicted and laier convicted of illeaally disposing of hazarcens
cosle on coctain vacane poa=renisteraed sitoeys (not ‘tlu:""(f(lli” site)." As
doresplb o) wir. Cariadina's bdd et t ,  lie parcas ceppany, Norihoani
o) b ven Control Canpiny , Goeok sy the apeestdon ol the  Coupithy, o

Carvocine is po longer invoabved wilh "€CC.
The 8KV, dn the latter port ol 1827, initdiated discdssions with
‘e, Michaal Colleton (furmee Scovetacy-Treasurer of Northeaazs Pollaiion
Contral Cowpany), who had taken over the management of "COC'" regarding
tho clean-up of the Efacility, including the reduction of the chemical-
hezardous waste drum investory. Mr. Colleton assured the SHA thot the
parent company was nolt responsible for Mr. Carracino's activities and
that they were not avare of the immediote problem that existed on the
"GOO site until they took over control. Mr. Colleton assured the SWA
that they would immediately begin to reduce the inventory and clean up
the site. SWA tried 10 work with "GGC" :z.ﬁdlto give the company tine
viohin which to correct the problems at the sitc. Representatives of
"CCC" expressed a determination to clean up so that they cuuldv continue
iu business. To giwing "CCEY this'oppbrfunity; SWA recognized the
fuct if it ovdercd the site closed the compuny would probably ge into
bankruptcy and the site would not be cleancd uvp nor would the drums he
vemoved, 10 this were to ocecur, thoerc would remain o problen in
Finding adequate sources of moaey for total sifte clcanﬁxp. After
several months, SWA concluded that there was no discernablie inprove-
ront oon the site and dssued an administrative order on March 21, 1978
rogniving the necegsary clean-up onmd reduction of 1'11;'.- number of drums
coothe wite. A copy of this Administrative Order is attached.

P o s ans of Lhe, MLee™ I’:-zci.lfty alter the Adiwinistrative Order

vad daaned bedieated o deitial conpliance with the order. | Howevee,

- 73X



dfear a oanmber of woaths has possed, it becume appavent thot Me,
Cottegon's wonthly reports to the SWA indicating a progressive g
docedop of the aumbor of drows wo - ancorrect.  Fartherimese, !:ix«%q
cloaan-up of the site vas not procecding os required by the Aduig
trabbee Ocder, aad other prablean: developed, For exawple, on
1, tealter labeled "Class B Poison™ vas parked divect ly adjail

|

3k gharial hyseniolie bt i a T esnd T Uit 6t the “CUEY Paed LS

Lebind that, a seccond traider was "leakina” wastc into a catch &

This situation was immediately ordered correciced by the DEP's OfFE
o' itpzardous Substances Control; the "CCC" officials complicd with
order.  Insphetion By thic WA G Jume, 1878 revealed that certad
siic welding activities appeared to be in violation of OSHA requis
meond s g amd the sl teriwas! referiod to that fedeval agency for fof
U,

It was dncreasinely apparent that fuvther adwinistrative or
aciton would be necessary.

At the sugpestion of Dr. Pceter W. Preuss, Director of DUP's ‘TGS
Suhstances Programy, the DEP cngaged a specialized firm, lazards RcI
Coiporation, to cvalnate the "CCC" site and determine the potential
for firc and explosion. The result, both of Mr. Cruice's inspecti
and the information relating to the non-compliance with the Admihi§5
trotive Order resulted in a reqnest to the Attorney Gencral's officl
to start legal action to Lrving "CCC" into compliance. 1In the prepody
ol the case, the Attornsy Gencral's office discussed the matter with
the 1.5, Hovivronmental Pretection Agency and the U.S, Attorney's
W Uttty andiatere able! tease information gathoied by the federul

b i b preparation of the casc.

e Attothay Gontral, oY% Jasuary 19, 1979, rceught a temporary
Foot radmtag eelew Praw a0 Boporior Leurt, Cheancedy Wisision, Union

74X
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Lt o PR OO0 dyens ) 16 Cvhse @OCopt bty stew wate . to glean atp tho
B e e 0 in:.t:\ll‘ mdditional five Vighting eyuipment. A copy of
fhis Cotrt Ondor ds aftached,  The BEP determined thot it wen prodest
Lo v OBl hos weerr iy ad tlee sitle i woatdol  Fenther sg-ill:v;;a-”:.n;!
paopecvent iy werinathorined pevsen frew catering the siie. This
woctriia foree was ('(31212'-l‘i“"f‘ﬂ ol 40 DEP inspociors working sviwg shilt
srrever blanee dn addition te their popgnlurs assismment . After throe
o e R T GAVEREG L D Bl oits rup'l:wvd by coniaeted sevurl ly guaid,
Tie nesd for surveillance was demonstrated when on Sunday, January 14,
P79, af a0 s Thiee clx‘:u:.;:; containing reactive waste caught {ire,
without the quick reporting action of DEP's on-site surveillance té.am,
@ nrjor disasier could have ‘occurred.  The Elizabeth Fire l;H"Pﬂrt.uwnt‘
reacted dmmediately and the fire was rapidly extinguished.

On Janvayy 22, 1979, the DEP met with "CCCE" 16 discussitheis
compliunce with the Court Ovder. It lﬁ:c‘m:w ¢lear that "CCC" was not
going to comply amd on March 8§, 1979, the DEP, throngh the Attorpey
(;mw:ru'l’s'aniL'c, returnced Lo court to scck a permanent injunction.

The court g’:‘:ﬁnt(z:l the permanent .injﬁnc.t'ion_aml :-1ppoimed. a Receiver.
ihe Receiver wos directed by the Couct to usc the company's assets to
comply with the Court Onder of January 19, 1979, A copy of this spcon:
court order ¢ attached.

The DEP's representatives mat with thcA Receiver on Fclhruu‘xy 12;
1976 1o discuss the "CCCY situation, At has Fequest, (Ghc Attorncy
Geineral's office agreed to obtain hids from various companics for
o teen o up of the site, tncluding the removal of drums. The Receiver
alue indicaited that be would talk to the principals of “CCC" and ask
chels v pateparre o plan Loy the dispussl el the drinis mmd the eleay up-

The SLA et with a onaber of leading (T.()'-‘.‘lp-’i‘:‘xiéf.i involved with hazardou:
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WS DR AR AT RIS TR fle ELLT s e wilh thew, dmd gasRed llu-w
sitbai e hids,  Vour bids were received ond they weve givea to l.h«»l
W6, 19749, The Recerver on that doate gave the S
¥ CBpy ol g Progrim saggestod by the principats of "OCCY.  THES

w00

Prosusal L reviewed and found technically unacceeptable by, the

i
-

e Recoiver was 50 notified, The Receiver periodically notilie@

~

B ol che Finnncial constraints vader which the "CCC" was operdd
Joevndiedd that YCCCY cendd not midectake tho clean up wiilh
et R R Te e To i,  Ile asked” the DEP . Eof stiute assistoncy
Bareh' befort 1he stale imtiated the Fivst court-action, di08

'I".».:-J tulen place as to what the State could do «4f "'(:CIC" could not :
up the site and remove the dﬂun%. In l_jght. of "CCC"'s financial
as reportod by' tie RBeceiver, represontatives of the DEP met several
times with the Administrator of the New Jerscy Spill Compensation |

3

I Marcl, "1879, it was decided that the Fund could be used to rondgs
the Teakiag druns and spilled matevials from the site and to stablid
it 51 C0s

DEP's OFffice of lNazardous Sulistances Control, the pﬁ'ixtx@ DEP
for spill cleafi-np wvorl, began to negotiate with contractors for th
pertial cledn up of the site: On April 1, 1979, Coastzl Servicrsl
inttiated the anthorized clean-up proﬁcdm‘e.

Last week, during this clean-up procedure, significant quant it
off highly explosive moterials were discovered on the site. ihe cxi
of these materdials were unknown to the DFP hefore that time. This
Ay iy ot refllected on the inventory 1*@(i1|05£‘0d and subnitted
MCCEY pursvint ro the Adwipistrative Owvder, on the inventory rm;.'ir‘
et 0wl G% Led by "CLCY pursuunt to the Janvary 19, 1979 Court Qrdell

p any ofhes Iaforeation DEP bas so Far oxamined.
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The OFLice of Nazardows Subatinces Cnuyro], in ceoperation with
variei b ledecal agencices, is pow vorking out o proszeaw for the sofe
rerave Voo fheso highly Caplogsive Boderials,
fae Chty et Llisabobloboin vadesed o Cheil ew rpeney i viow of
s ansoesiated with woviag this hishly e plosive sateria!
o Bits alerted all persens within o halb-nile radias of Lhe site
voie hay ©he situation,  Other new acticns are beiug undedtaken ip

vies of this newly discovered aad critical probiem,
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Statr of New Heruey

DEPARTMUNT OF FNVEONMIINTAL PR
SR WAL PE AUAINETERATION

W O, oRonG

-
BUSI IS B, TOLUTIN

e o

. ! Mavely 21, 3493

. 13

Chemical Conbrol Corporatio
23 South Fuopl Streat
11icabetnh, New Jerscy

Contlomen:

Attached hoevewith please find an Adadni
concerning the required elean-up of stored
ol your fackiiby.

b .

TE you hiave ong gueations rogarding ok

SOy L M Y Banl THRERRSTY ey il ey @ and gy 16

. . 5. . " < ] . .
L e . .' . = ‘A
b : et
S ) N T " Directer
' TR . L i Solid Y.
- ’
Brnclosure s
: 2 . .

ewal Lis Chetqn, BOC - ° .
Jonn J. Dwyax, City of Elizabeth

Joseph Kazar, Union County Planning Roa:r

Wr. Peter W. Preuss, poc1d1 Assistant

Stevaen Tazhoer, Deputy Attorney General
Kathan Edelstedn,. Doty Attorney Gonar
; SRS SRt ewmi uolm ‘J.us‘cc Administrati

e Pardira; Solnd Wash dw*rl' ration

4
Be Btietanan, Bolid Waste ddministrat.ox
L. Burshilin, Solid Waste Admi:jsrruui N

« AL Yiipeik, Solid W.aste Adninistraticn
ook Hedugrrey, Solid Waste Afmirlsori




LY

(nl\v y\“'v.v }‘ '.'\"'"l‘l'_‘;‘\

,|..,;< (]
]

"_;"..
aey “y

iy

B e

(RO,

et

LRI

State uf New Fegusy

|2 g IR B B U G R e B e 0 U HCHA T s R e e il ey B
LA AT OAREREE e LT
TILh LN, el

HETOR B R W |

LI e ot

.n» '
L SR

ARG R SRR
: v!()l]‘.l IO

.

Y

Ot DLSPROSATL n‘f" )
GG s AT Rt SN TR ) ) { :
M CORPAR 'J.'JU\’) Blnkalgiariag Sraor
:m-; TN ) - '
)
)

3
£y
¥

LR TARRIZ1]

3044 S
r ; ke
! A

P
£

ey o IR LI

WIIBNEAS, Chemical Control Corporation is a cho.ilzel wasos

e ”'!’(.

el

aml procaascing facility, vequlated iy @habinnr o

Envivatnenn al Protectian (BEe) ;

. R
S»{.\\‘.‘-"

<3 ‘il\

L(“\ 3

said

hazar

WHEREAS ,, Chemic

v
ulin

aris H

al Contral Corporabionhhaiaastsn oy and
¢ oapnn )::1!:14!1-‘«\; 20, 000 dernies (ol NAYAORSD RGN N e e -l D
Fronll Stroeot, ingBlisalielly, Now Jocsi SRCEGE - ahne = &
ion of vitdmaboly pooviding for CreatmentVaaase s gkt o2 I P

WHEREASL, pursuant to N.J.,S5.8R. 13:1F~i ol sec. gloc i s
sronsibility of the DEP o prevent and elimi:
ds assuZiated with chemi’c;z.‘z. 'w.-'EiSt(?. e :L]c -

NOW,

1)

THEREFORE, C‘nc n;u,al (‘onuol Corpo,.. e O e

.
.

Comaence within one wock of the dale
to eliminate the stored chemical was
nuaber of. am:n'o:-:lma.tnly 1,200 druns

Eliminrate Cthe eankire guantity of ciozad Snanise,. waib
within two years of the date of this

Subinit to the DR, Solid Waste I\(’m.‘.n_,‘ SRt :
first of cach month, a snmmary of all : :

quantitics LJacee pted by Chemical uu e G O R
and a .)mnm iy of wastes and quantitic 2 T :
disnosed f xom those chomiaal Maske GEVESE Bo0 0% e s lua
Lo iila {_y,

79X




~

oI
<3 Eduacc ng nosg cheliexn) wan e el el a1
within 60 dealley, OF Uit Rk i O Wty e
o A

ey A dapelel s Dohoan ko e aharenaii s se vl R

’ o

') Rouove all chomical drens, s
o1 chomicval satwiated soil wi
¢i Lhe top of the bank of the
Fovr wonths of the dide of (his Gade

e e
ey
-
-
i
.
~
-
s

) 71 Yy dmsediately rowne 6
of chettical wasble contained in aivl/ov

4 .
B
-
e
vin
L

«
s
~

&

toviveabing or punclured drona ‘:E::“..
& wurated thevoby prosegutiosg 3 pus

7) Copsncruct a fence around tho entliae zronorty
storage or dis pnm.l Of chemical Yesca gith: = &
of the date of this Ordor. S:.id fen iy Ehva

by iLha Solid HasgeAdminsgitTrabion 9250y Te ioss
1

‘~~ﬂ -\-*n- 17

Aloo, Lhastveal ContspINCarporation iy S NOLT

e

& oeannly wiihthis Admindglrntive Oxdcr will Bubjeas ©
‘arponad lea Lo pepanltius ol unioton §3 000 B feabl N, Sl e
Wi, and voussible. lana e pitormtlil s SRRV ho e ey
S lN-02 0 ShissOrdor Veoermes wod Dkl v

i

T I Raatry
Solid
HMarch 21, L97h

LT “

. s e 80X



- ATV bl (T

Tmay
A 1 -
L

: A T 2
. St BN e - R »

: B BT
- 18 Y &

A 7 Bt C T
AR -
e .t 11 ) ary=-
i DA o hike ? L A

Joli el b
STRRLY CORYRAL OF KK JEREDY
fitanay for Plaintiff
Vo Tedal s te S el
Toea b, Nc~'\-‘ Joersey 085675
Vi L BSEHENEN LA VEAS 1'(7 i
ONAL? ) B, RELSC
”ng' v Attornays (‘encra]
(609) 292-1557

SUPTR 0'{ COURT OF NEW JERSFY
(.l-i-'~i'-(.l.l\\,.' DIVISTON, UNTGHE COLerTy
DOCEY T NO,

SEAYS OF N JERSY -, PEPARTMIZL | 0 )y
OF LAVTRONMEZTAL PROTYCTION,

N~
~
.~
la'n
<
i
.

il Action
Bl asntits

b

-O;(')T}’ TO SHOW CAUSE VI
-Ml‘():’. ARY RESTRA J WS

V.

N~ N

CHFRHICAL CONTROUL COXRVORATION, a
Few Jersey covporation; RORTHIFAST
FOLLOTTLON CONTROL CORPORATION, a )
ftorveinn corporation) MICHAEL,
COLLETON ; JUGENE CONLON; JOUN )
ALBERD S PROBERL T ¢ “HAY. it

i
CHALTE B, TR, ' )

Refendants, )

This matter boaing opeacd to the Cowrt by Joeha J, Dopaiing
Ctogoate Geoneral of New Jorsey, attormey fov plann tifl, Stoven Al

oA

&S & ¥ bt 4 qriga Y Ty - N X - . & ooy Y o aw Jges e -
o lel Ty HHokargitg | om0 & e ainnyeh Uaed sy [ nhees g

81x




ol SharConl®

G

affidmvsty

Coprl thar tho

el o SR TN R S
A
2 £y
wantos located ab

e - R
e e o5 L0
7 D

at i oL

1 1:_’_-;.31‘44,(1:(! l‘.y p].c'!'il'll'

issucd by plaint

thatt said facility ds betug operated in violation of B.J.5.A,
S 10~48 . 11 ot suds RNl 5N 2828 gnd 1t Luxther pp'~.
that delfoadonts ave ppaviting the facility dn ogwestion 1a,8 pac

vivich Tosolis dn

inationl of the
nuisance; and it

violations

aqad it uriher
the inju
O
GES RL Y i

gl Ehip

Prebilwt gty Coatrol

Rl

L4
bavdne ovad and casddersd the Vorl Liea Saaplain
1 g aist oehed tiarele, @@ § gppeating o
defeadants vy the evaere gad eporarors ol a ue

o ke

Jersey,

g A

if0 pursuant therero, and an Adminisirative On
i{f pursuant thereto; md it furthazr appearing

environment

threat
appearing
metive velie

for the making of this

processing and rocovery of chi

E¥eal wmll

zin

2% Gouth Froat Sireet, Qity of. Flizahoth, Un GG

and that this foeility i oprrated in

i~

s boeing

13:38s1 el ruies and

vopulations p.

.~

Bille,

a serious risk of fire rad explosion and con

and thus coastitutes a public and priv

zfox

further appeaviny that all of the ¢ montion o

rin the public health, wel F'We aud eaviroumant;

-

that irrepavable barm will occur unles.

(o
&

requested is graanted; and goeod couse buing

order;

th day of January 1979,

..
8 i {

dedendants Chemicol Contiol (mpu; wion, Northon;e

Covpoaration, Michast Colleton, Eugene Conlon,

, Wy el Chaglen T, e st Bp

82x



e Buoes jor Geurt of Hew devgow, Geanvosy Wivisien, Waiay Bous sy
L] L} . .
. J‘
N . . 13 1 \\ :
ot thathovit House fu Bz b0 vy Jerman, gy § 0 o
\I
Nt T "'}', MBS, ot UsE bt odpeiiiits T Loy etton , 1l WS
’
pouy tIetalh oy g enuoval may Bo il ssw ey reld ool Bougaat i
4

Lhe o ':x"k‘-l'):n; s‘n(?u T R 18N A \‘, o :'il

1T 16 FURVHER O2BFRRD that the defeasdants Chamical Coanrnl
v ! o, Northeast Pellution Contryol Corparatiom, Michael Lulleloa
Fusend Conlon, Joln Albert Robért J. Day and Charles F, Day, and
such of their officors, agents, cmpioyﬁaﬁ aﬁd othaer persons in
aetive ceertt or participation wiih said defendunis as receive
setunl netice of this prder, evan: aceenting fap alisunsal aud/for
storane any further waste maberial at the Chemieal Coatrol facility
‘

. A
in Bliege'wth, New Jdarsos

TP TS FURTHER OXDERFD that tha aforeacniioned defendants,
theiy ocficers, mpgents, Qi‘.;plO}"&éS and othier perscons in active
concetlh or participation.witch thew as receive actual notice of
this crder, immediately remove from the facility in Elizabeth,
Now Jorgey, in a manner approved by the plaintiff, all leakiog and
¢niiagoed druns containing chemical wastoes; and

16 FURTHER Q= RF ) that t"h-'.: aforementionsd dafoaduoats,
thady pflicers, epents, weployoes and other pesatne in netive

recoive actual noitice of

i

¢ mreeet oy partieipaiion with dher ¢

r: H ! E " vy y ¢ - DS L T Ly et e b . ¥ ~
SO T T T TR R S R L npnTavedt oy ke

83X

]



"

A A0 tho divect voleass of huzardous gubstances into tha

P

wotters 0f the State aad renove all such sthstimons Lhivrel ofnen

b § 0 e 5 Ay Wi oce Fhov san Mles or st o
[ TR EE SR T el [ a3 00 (8 O L 8 e S & e R s gl

woalese,  Uhie ghall dnclude bul dis et liwited to sealing oft
.
iy sy Sowad at ahe dacility du questica gad veabvas of all

o) tooade ottt rfen (10) et of the Nlizahsth Riv=zgs: pad

L7 EE FURTHER ORDEQYD 1bhat defendants, their officexra,

v » Iy
«1""-'.1LS

, fployees and other porsons in active concert or parti

patioa vith thes ag reccive actual poiice of this ordsr, shall

-

J'in}::1.‘.(L!;’t?::':T,*, M A AT eppooved by Lbe plaintiff, palletize

aad Sl A de the staced drums ab Uhe Ghomical Cogltrel facility
S s P olBbize Thre and explosion haxards that presestly

; T 38 WERTIAR GANRUD that the aforamectionaed defondadd
theivy ol<ilers, ageats, eeployees and other persons in antive

coaserct sripartisipation vith Lhea as receive asetaal notise of

- Y 2 '
¢ .'.7'.. NS e e s Y
tinlsordas, shall imsmediately asseahle fire-Digh

at the facility in question necessary to conlrol, coitain and

ity all fFirves that piour thern: and

T 06 FURTHER ORDFRED that the aforementionsd defeadants,

IR L I et e

[T ra e o an ', '. il
, tmnloyeos aad oiner prrsons i

e el Mt patticipetiosn ith them az rocclve agtunl pol

84X




et e gl i plain

‘! ®
¥ o

win oeder, sanll Ghewed

jooevatney ol pal Lo chendeal woul bu pregent Iy stored ok il Taei bl

-

1538 PRRTHER GRIWRFD (hel during Lim ;ﬂn..:"h‘v of TEas

» i *

Litdasat fon Swplayecs, arals and represmrabives ol bleenlaint i b

WY

siate of New Jevsey, ‘Pepavtwmenl of kavirgamental Trotection, sha

boe poniatied to jnspact the Chomical Centrol facility and shall
v aecess to same withont having Lo give the defzndants prior
reeo SRRV gl

IT 48§ FORTHSL CADFRED that during the pondency of this

Hitigation employoen, agents and rvepranentatives of thoe plaointif

¢hall have acces

n

el e e hE =1 e Sy a1 T T R !
of bukiae . gooples af chowdical wagtos, woil,, & andiwater at s

(BRI R g ("‘f)"i""‘) that  defendants slhiallseelke ovallsh

to plaineifl fer dnzpeetiva any and all recocdd,

wenad fests, vouchers, bills of ladiog,.cley, irebdihi o) tlhrnat g

e the Chemical Control £acildty; znd

—

sy

» to thie Chewdienl Contrel facility for the puvpose

TT I& FURTEFR OLDFRID thar no later thon thxaa (3) daya

hetore the rotuwm date heroof defeadast shiall provids pla

i L names, aod addeesses of @bl ovgars,  shdcthesidess ) Ol oo

o
aavel s

85x

o i WS ey ey T R Y % ST G SR SR T R P I GO R SR & RS ST R R I
1 NG e S e e TR T R g SR 2 L R R i B R 3 Al e Te A Gl R A R 3 5 e
“

AR

“iecrs of Chowical Sontvel Covporatioa and Morrhenst Yolluciv

A



oo ik enea . far i

BV MINRRLR ORI R IR e PR P A e

- - . ’ " =
Tt 8L e e £ Bl Iatactoey to SBE alulal i I, iy puma e

Ciapatyle (.'-'l(ll..‘.i‘.zl'.t:.; clraniea? wanten 'a the Cheadenh Goaleol CTped | IS
<y SO 17,(‘11() bl o ol

IT 18 VURTHER ORDEREDR that the aforoerontionsd dofendd
eay cove to modily or diszselve the resirainis hevodn on fvo ()
3

T vl s e ag ook by o = e U
daws | wuitten motice; and

IT 18 PURTHGR ORFERED "that o copy of thin Ordér Lo DHEIE

e

Canse »ith femporary Micstroint g and 'ty Veriidod Complaiatl w»ith
abfidnuiin anil exBildil s anaened thelrta e sbivved whon Uhe aluveg
’
weni doned delepdants, suen servies te be code by gither ording
.
or copbid el s ot by, peosonn? 1Y sotiving sBme upon orch of (hE
'—""l ‘ E
defendaals within N devs ¢f thz date horeol,. Pearsonal

service may be made by a reoresentative vf the 0Fvice of the
Attomey General or by a renrescntative ¢f the plainti

of Invironmental Protection; and

1T 18 FURTH' A ORAOFRID that ths defendontd ghall not lat el

Lhie thewe (3) days before the retum day Leronf, sevve and [ile

amy Auswen, aaaveriayg affidavits or naties of mprion retura=

hJ

-
-
-
-
r
-
[

ahile fa oo retumtdete hervof )7 dn defaalt of which this action

pay e Beeod e prari ol prosidad B RO AT,
A *
. \ ' oW
86x . S
1 ‘!




™y
L

Hear s
i

' il N Sy . 4 PE 3
A TSR : L"J‘ SERL SN e ) b it ARECS N 458!
2.5 .9 ‘e E o o e
SR U TS R S I R RN T ) R
(' 1
il : ] ‘

PR

A J% XS kU

L e £ Ay Yo v s o FoSuian 2 N ae PR ’
S LISV ROt oo mal e LY k)ro.__.\-_,. =1el

Tl B
@ pe

. ey i - B DT e S
ar least | dags bat

LIS
[SeF 2N

87x

o

! )

ik 2ol

b
|

.

son




'
- - vomia v e
.
. . r '
.
2 .
5 .
- " . . . .o
. . . .
e .
o] o &1 en ¥ o - e, 2 ol o . e e ey 4w
- -
2 ~ .
L - ", . . : . ..
i . .
> . . . 5 - . .
. .
. ’ y
.
& - .
. % ‘
. . . van s i
.
. - A
. .o
. . i
3 .
3 . : o . .
s .
< . .
g . . "w . .
-« Faiwe, L4 v -n"..f‘ . - Qgaany 1 ! r SR e i
" PR e . . LT O L
~ - - s "5 @ o URE - I =l sild . . . ‘e - -
() - » . . ot peaye o i R T M i 8" " L v o
SR e b g ARt LR e A T T
-
- .
£ . =
- .
T8 AN M S i

PV RS s s wyei e ¥ e e

. ':‘-- S C ey T b NIA gL --1:‘5-' R RUR A ACr )

T OF NEW JERSLY
DEFARTMINT OF LAW AND U0
- : nIvIS)

- s
Yr CarnE

e

o
N\

3
>,

oN O LAW

}w’iE:\r‘iO".f\NDUM
Pz

aul A”JOQMGS Asst., Comna'r

DEP
e Beatvice IyLuLk Rl beter, Bhn

rom: - Steven A, Tasher, DAG :

teis  State v, Chemical Control Cerp. ; L
Docket No. C-2016-78

Enclosed is a copy of the Order Gron-

-'—p. "s- bim s §
_..—--.- - (-.'an.nnﬁ.\‘C'
Injunc:ch Relief and Apaoincise |k

.
LRLSOE agtelver

vy .

ai! Remadial

P T R

-

R et

». e~
o e Ly
-
)
5

Faiaiee




e

Ny BT
DO TN

C.

s
¢
»

LRCIRY

Al

o e g
vlata

—
!
o4 N
—
~
a0 3a
S o
=
e
Fs
—
Eeaad L

SLEcal

A
"

",

pane

ey

AW,

A 2 A
b

A
y

G0y :

SN

&

rreeer e

!

ves e
PoNes

2

n

&5

>

93~1

Y

-

-

)

(C

i
P

CNEm ey
S AT
Pt P RSN

i

!

Rt
e Gl

~
v
~

t

NNy
S avE

-
o
~

AR L AR
s

(¥

DJ

.
~
4

.

=
B
e da

s

Wy sy

v
e

o

e

b

\')f' "\:‘
QR

L, B

STINITA
3¢ DR, TR

e
!

LR

e -
¢

LTy
B
INasasa s

0 4

e P e e e
LRSI v L -L
T Ao

*

T S

Ay T
1Y snese e

PR DS |

)

)

et
2EUn i

e

)
L

VLA0N

- b2

e '.,)

O

S

e
~

endant

Yot

e d.

all

]
et

oy
-\

Z500

Shers
Pra:s

Idlsls
s e BN

.
- pot . » 1
‘ter having 1

1ot

e vt

@
Gr
4.4

L3

&R

.

R A
<>

Da

B b e

~

e

taxy -p

el
P3G

[
3

89X




= W . -J Pt
(128 £ =
F\W W-s dsvm &3
i el s 2
< i i fa %
, (i Lod .2 L
o i ‘- 0 2 -
L o o “P. el 2 = = L 3 e
s 2 o = L i ~4 c; (o
. R &) ‘e o : —~ : -
. oy “ . & 3 Wiz sl 1.“ s 0 s~ L.t o) ) L
- e ) iy “v— . e ~ (o -1 . 7 = - it O P . u
il ._.iw. 7 % o - - ~ £ a s .\J r~ i .J ..N Ci
! A -~ a2 i Y ar
& o v =1 C; 5 < R - = >4 5 *i= 2 ! ¥ g 32
~- “ -~ . — -d ] . 5] ? + b ol 5
= . . S - s s a1} r~ oy I8! (i ad yissA 2o Le¥] Cl
s 2 o - e & 7 - = i = . Lo " ot L o ) -
i e - ¥, N4 - =1 Ea 1= g s 1... _.ﬂ. e h2 - o -1
= - - o=t 131 o o « " o = 3 - o A o -«.m )
o = . al ot .t 4] el ol 3 iy o 9] - . (L
- - - P 1y =i S8 b ) 4 i St ’ s & ok -4 < o L5 T
- *. - e ¥ Py D ~ 1 £ " Ve - i "
. 5 ta ) -~ o % o ! e Ve —1 . g O3 e
ek - < o 2 o Gl o = o £ ¢ i n » ] - 5 A
s - o e <« ot i w e e “oun : i 4 o
.- il 5 =e d $iq e s s L y. iz A . W . i 3
- i i~ Ad o ~1 s ¢! e e Y e i ;. G >
= - .- = gin ~d e ! = " & A )
- v =N 2. . o i £ .} {
- o Ay iy : 0 = ; r, %oy & o o Iz i
= b - ) v G . % Kaat ) iy P Y 2 1 4
.- o e = £ < o A b N e B 4 W ©
e g £ ‘ s i wha . e ik ¥ G a I~ (%) 2 ¥ i
ol - . . A o 1 i 4 ae S 4l & n i L1 t
. o i - v . - &1 i Y i s L0 € b
ek g o b5 5 y §.: ] o C = G Yo o O
. h P s o — ! >
gi- e - - A e L 53 = o - AL o.
/ =7 B 7 @) i < 4 o 3] :
< - - 3 n 4 S G s ~ Sa <t L5 —
\ < ¢ “ > s ve b i 4 - B " o e
. . e ’ (ab] @) 43 ol e i Y & o=f U~ »
% e - E i ! 0 (et e < " o
- 1 D vy : . - 6o} ’ 0
5 W g ' . P | U s aad - ~ w - 194
s, - = 5 C o ) £ o bk Ll 5 i - >
i - o3 o = = ; & & ¢ ”e . £ o % ! [[e]
. i b is L ! g P ~ 2N i — e (o} (o))
) % e o e b e Za - -— e - § “ -
S = - € -9 = y B R S S B ~
e ) 3 2 - - gl . -
2 Be T A s B8 5 g 1
o =2 = A = o =, &5 o e g . 3 < - o w 1
= s o : .. = " . & : €2 b o L o - - o
= = o 2 ”~ : (s e 2 = 1 P 'S ]
= =5 5 z 4] 5 o~ = . e . >
.t == s 5 7 = &l . = st ) N - e I c U =5 13
P = . = : B T 0 el e et RS =
L ¢ - e i :
o e BL - et . B o w g . ol T -
= ey - S~ bt re Fud 42 3) = Gy y ol Lo N -f\ oy
i " e i > -{ = i e w 4. S m.» 4 -.l.
. ¥ = = - J L ~ C i O ol p | = oot Q) " by 33
e = o s p — e < 2 — iy aped e} ) ke
n = e ! ) Lie | - o) = -
- Ak — -~ £ 2o oo E: 5 2, Fa " L g 7“
e =t 15 L 5 £ i = t ] A E tg & = i o N
== s - - ~ ‘ i > 4 e 1 = s . b — 9
% e . 'y G v 5 gz = s o i = - ) =
= . . . &5 ) : — e e v L] { ed "/ - e o . L
£ + P = -’ - apd — —~— ¥, ‘r 5 e o g fa =
-4 — = - [ a5 fi i ol " i = ¥ L] e & 5
i -~ 3 -~ i~ - e - = o el ’ e = =i i
5 s i = 5 & S A i o = ) B = =t 21 = = e
2N - a7, : & 2 I pec C e o= ca o= — = Pt = @ b
- e ..w ,t LY A o wL O.A. v.o.. ﬁG C " O .U 15
=5 = : . & S = = o o - : o = =
- - o : o~ : = Y ¥ 5
! A : T s CRRECREE S B ox A . e o
2 Cind o — o3 . = ) . k3 N or, T o - e =~
B g = : £l = o = £ s e i G
= - = -..l.. ~ L S i B ~ Y e » e .. ) 1N S o]
o c¥ e — »r Pt oy [ ot = ~ Wiy i ~d . - il -
i b ~ “ 3 — . o ~r 4 ) i ik = — W 1 it —
- e s i - ~ v 45 nei L o ) &~ o )
5 ) A nes @ o ~
e s e e : - oy e g Y
— = = =4 v 7 i 1 : jo - Lot " Gy oo s & S~ -
= = o - o = <t o . - pod & o A, = . 3 %}
= ~ - [ i - S oot Ko = B = ’ = 3 14 =
5 - - % o A ) i = s e e
. - ¥ s —-d 5 n R & U r { Pee
- ’- . = - £ Q — . b i g s " = s (et
- ~ s i % i M. i, * %)) e
" e La 5 (]
o S - o - A = * ~ o g ~ ii = -Hn.. A».M o]
e + = S ; WLl 2 - P i = T - A
- - -y & s e e i i v L - L s e
.., < - Sa by — D‘m il Gl = ~ ) 4, S o =
k. 26 e i 2 = o & = 3 9] = © - é o 5
A $% - T - 3 ey < . - . ' e e
N i - i - ==y - e = i o - - 72 - s Ty
5 v i & < o =3 : i o . y ¢ = . = = 0 e
5 » , ¢ i o = . - 2 et R o= o
. = i 4 - e a5 LI ¥ i o0
g e s [ ¢ ~ i - L} ¥ [ Lt
i . = ooy e N ~ . i L =
A o % - -
2 - .H.. Une oo i o, "o ..rx.wl‘ 2l i
y s vy -~ 3 s > e r~
- i - » ¢ - - -
‘ 5 & -
> L = - 7
v - v




-
—

R

i

[

$P

4

Yriz

e
oo

by sourice; o

Q3

%
T,

(O

s

v

s
b=
x

»

o
-

LOTN:

I deter:

Wil 1y w8

.

¥
ng

of wastoe

.1_

e e

Ty
\

e
L

<
>

oy
Atats

&

o,y

Ca=e

the

s onte

il A
I A

L}
-

el

0o

-

ar(c

: &
B o) 24 ] &

- -
1\ ™"y
RS

e ¢

e

%]

(G
-

v

e
il

T : il‘.

CORSEC

Lerias sy

g

i

IV

(o

]

Uy vy
pex

pro
lont

reste

Lo
-~

@

i}
e
»

)

the

.(

(SR

4
=

Loensurs

d fee

e
LeE e

S
.y
[

h

s
-

3 aae
-\ aa

<1
A T
Save

e

=

or
o

tora

~

e

1t}

%

ou.

ine,

31

o
‘2833

of &

owonats

welfare causad by the defendan

ev;

s ol 5

nis

1

]) (%




supereiaiag of an

o 5, I b 3 . - L o Mos Teo oy 30 e o Togvne s
et @f the oot oo iiide, dosse @iy A0 v EeTaE ot B8
Sen sy heaooda gt i.).".':;.r'l.'«.i;.l_h(', il et LR et e t..').'.;x,l ol S

- P & » . - v i S -
the Adrn Lidigloaldve Ovdae, propulaated godthe Dapaotinast nl B

werhak.Protection on Mavely 20 0874 rand Aby Orilad o

ksl

with Lemporvary Restralnts, inposed by this Court on

1979, zad

618 FEERR ORDERZD ithat tha difandants,  thal -

and o pluyees ave immediztoly enjoined £rox

i
£ - wsnats W ey N s s - e
iy b et o B RE V) i).-.()}.‘);?l"l._)’

actims of said Receiver ond from enfinriag ont.

A

e Facility at gay bimg without the eppooval ol “the Pece;.;-:
froa operating the Facility in any mannayv; arnc
T & Wl IU'{’{‘.‘Z: ORDERED that all asrels of any kind

the Chemical Cn trol Corporation ave to be ifmzizdietely turhod

or otherwise tmonslorved 'to the poastssion and gondreliof tha
said Reeeiver and that no disposiition, transfor, release or oflss

cisposal of any of said assets shall be wads eubsequoat to T

b the Focelver; and




B

.
. -y
s -’-

C,

el
o7

R

L&

¥ s

\f
¢
-

1
)

-
v

X
—

BRLEAY
S

s
I\t

-
1

S A
-

12X

r’. et ".'
08

-’ -
K

{5

JOEE

Lot d

Ly, Lias g

—
Foe

)

—
o
Lot

D

2

0

B

Py eory
Lrl..r

FUR

o
u

IT T

>

L
{
mn
.

-

e

<

ey T~

3

=
AL
¢ ena

iv

o
(LT

he

oy o

3
-

L ESLTAC L

oy
(e

10

“L.
5
vy
rea

D

w
~t

¢

seerymyy
o
S5 Lo

FUR

I5

i3

2

i

-
et s
s b - N

Fi
Vi

~ 25
~

(&

o e e e =
e Peliolnau

s
{J

~
Py Sy
ar =

.
—

=
SRy segy
SRS PR

hH

B2

e e o=
-

LS

5=

E no

hor

5

1

@k el i 0

~

C

PRREE

b
’
.._
oy
~ 0
-
: 4
23
i
i
i
P, .
I
O
L] i
nn\
L]
1]
JI‘




	2018_MPlan_170_001
	2018_MPlan_170_002
	2018_MPlan_170_003
	2018_MPlan_170_004
	2018_MPlan_170_005
	2018_MPlan_170_006
	2018_MPlan_170_007
	2018_MPlan_170_008
	2018_MPlan_170_009
	2018_MPlan_170_010
	2018_MPlan_170_011
	2018_MPlan_170_012
	2018_MPlan_170_013
	2018_MPlan_170_014
	2018_MPlan_170_015
	2018_MPlan_170_016
	2018_MPlan_170_017
	2018_MPlan_170_018
	2018_MPlan_170_019
	2018_MPlan_170_020
	2018_MPlan_170_021
	2018_MPlan_170_022
	2018_MPlan_170_023
	2018_MPlan_170_024
	2018_MPlan_170_025
	2018_MPlan_170_026
	2018_MPlan_170_027
	2018_MPlan_170_028
	2018_MPlan_170_029
	2018_MPlan_170_030
	2018_MPlan_170_031
	2018_MPlan_170_032
	2018_MPlan_170_033
	2018_MPlan_170_034
	2018_MPlan_170_035
	2018_MPlan_170_036
	2018_MPlan_170_037
	2018_MPlan_170_038
	2018_MPlan_170_039
	2018_MPlan_170_040
	2018_MPlan_170_041
	2018_MPlan_170_042
	2018_MPlan_170_043
	2018_MPlan_170_044
	2018_MPlan_170_045
	2018_MPlan_170_046
	2018_MPlan_170_047
	2018_MPlan_170_048
	2018_MPlan_170_049
	2018_MPlan_170_050
	2018_MPlan_170_051
	2018_MPlan_170_052
	2018_MPlan_170_053
	2018_MPlan_170_054
	2018_MPlan_170_055
	2018_MPlan_170_056
	2018_MPlan_170_057
	2018_MPlan_170_058
	2018_MPlan_170_059
	2018_MPlan_170_060
	2018_MPlan_170_061
	2018_MPlan_170_062
	2018_MPlan_170_063
	2018_MPlan_170_064
	2018_MPlan_170_065
	2018_MPlan_170_066
	2018_MPlan_170_067
	2018_MPlan_170_068
	2018_MPlan_170_069
	2018_MPlan_170_070
	2018_MPlan_170_071
	2018_MPlan_170_072
	2018_MPlan_170_073
	2018_MPlan_170_074
	2018_MPlan_170_075
	2018_MPlan_170_076
	2018_MPlan_170_077
	2018_MPlan_170_078
	2018_MPlan_170_079
	2018_MPlan_170_080
	2018_MPlan_170_081
	2018_MPlan_170_082
	2018_MPlan_170_083
	2018_MPlan_170_084
	2018_MPlan_170_085
	2018_MPlan_170_086
	2018_MPlan_170_087
	2018_MPlan_170_088
	2018_MPlan_170_089
	2018_MPlan_170_090
	2018_MPlan_170_091
	2018_MPlan_170_092
	2018_MPlan_170_093
	2018_MPlan_170_094
	2018_MPlan_170_095
	2018_MPlan_170_096
	2018_MPlan_170_097
	2018_MPlan_170_098
	2018_MPlan_170_099
	2018_MPlan_170_100
	2018_MPlan_170_101
	2018_MPlan_170_102
	2018_MPlan_170_103
	2018_MPlan_170_104
	2018_MPlan_170_105
	2018_MPlan_170_106
	2018_MPlan_170_107
	2018_MPlan_170_108
	2018_MPlan_170_109
	2018_MPlan_170_110
	2018_MPlan_170_111
	2018_MPlan_170_112
	2018_MPlan_170_113
	2018_MPlan_170_114
	2018_MPlan_170_115
	2018_MPlan_170_116
	2018_MPlan_170_117
	2018_MPlan_170_118
	2018_MPlan_170_119
	2018_MPlan_170_120
	2018_MPlan_170_121
	2018_MPlan_170_122
	2018_MPlan_170_123
	2018_MPlan_170_124
	2018_MPlan_170_125
	2018_MPlan_170_126
	2018_MPlan_170_127
	2018_MPlan_170_128
	2018_MPlan_170_129
	2018_MPlan_170_130
	2018_MPlan_170_131

