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Georgia Institute of Technology
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Atlanta, Georgia 30332

5 October 1984

Mr. Marc D. Jones
Small Business Ombudsman
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1921 Jefferson Davis Highway
Arlington, VA 22202
Subject: Fourth Quarterly Report - On-Site Hazardous Waste Consultation
Program
Dear Mr. Jones:
Enclosed is the Fourth Quarterly Report for the Hazardous Waste On-Site
Consultation Pilot Program covering the period 1 June to 30 September 1984.
Presented in the same basic format as previous submittals, this report includes
additional information concerning promotional activities and expanded statistical
categories.
Updated areas include: RCRA/GHWMA classifications, county distribution,
SIC code distribution, waste code distribution, industry sizes, assistance provided,
request backlog, and other supplemental information. New data include copies of
media coverage and program evaluation forms completed by companies we have
assisted through on-site consultation.
In addition, this report contains summary data for the above categories,
covering the entire FY 84. The waste code distribution categories have been
expanded to identify all the different chemical waste streams encountered. The
most important changes, however, have been made in the quarterly summary data.
The figures have been further quantified through a careful review of each report
file. This was the first opportunity to review each file on a case-by-case basis, and
has resulted in a more definitive compilation of data which we now have in a
specific program format in our Hazardous and Industrial Waste Management
Program computer.
The Hazardous Waste Questionannaires continue to be a source of requests:
22 forms were filled out during the Fourth Quarter which resulted in 3 requests for
consultation. The remainder of the requests have been received as a result of
either the Georgia Tech Area Office Seminar, or other means of promotion.
Several firms have been re-visited in a follow-up capacity and have shown
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cooperation in complying with our recommendations. Please refer to the update
report provided to you on 24 August 1984.
The following specific promotional efforts have been completed this quarter:
Program Seminar at Columbus College through the Georgia Tech Industrial
Extension Division Office in Columbus on 21 June 1984
- Presentation to the Southeastern Fabricare Association Annual Meeting in
Atlanta on 23 June 1984
Interview for a 15-20 minute spot on Georgia Public TV's "Georgia Digest."
Program to be aired on 9 October 1984
Presentation to the American Water Resources Association (7 August 1984)
and the LaGrange, GA Safety Club (8 August 1984)
Hazardous Waste Safety Short Course for the Savannah Chapter of the
American Society of Safety Engineers in Savannah, GA (2 August 1984) and
for employees of the Union Camp Corp. Savannah Operations (16 August
1984)
Interview for the Atlanta Business Chronicle on 16 August 1984 (article
included in report)
Presentation at the Southeastern Occupational Conference on 7 September
1984
- Article published in the Atlanta Journal/Constitution on 2 September 1984
(article included in report)
- Jointly sponsored a two-day course entitled "Part B Permit Preparation in
Georgia" with the GA-EPD on 25-26 September 1984
- Assisted Jordan, Jones, Goulding, Inc., a private engineering and planning
firm, in developing a hazardous waste training kit for public use throughout
the state of Georgia. The kit consists of a brochure and slide show. We
are listed as a source "For More Information" in the slide show (included in
report)
As you are aware, our efforts to achieve greatly increased appropriations for
FY 85 have been successful. As a result of numerous meetings with many different
departments, $200,000 of the $1,000,000 reserved for the EPA Administrator's use
in the Supplemental Appropriations Bill has been earmarked for the On-Site
Hazardous Waste Consultation Program.
In review of the first year of the Pilot Program, we feel that the program has
been immensely successful. This belief is reflected in the comments received from
those companies with which we have worked, as well as the Congress, from whom
next year's funding has been secured. The biggest problem, we feel, has been
working with companies with numerous end different waste streams. To date, we
have worked on-site with three such firms, and there are three or four more
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awaiting scheduling. Typically, these types of reports take considerably over one
week to complete, far in excess of the average time spent per report. This
situation reflects on the total number of companies visited; however, hazardous
waste streams effectively evaluated are still quite significant in terms of numbers
and types. We do not wish to convey the idea that we feel that companies such as
these seek help elsewhere. Rather, we recognize their need and are willing to
respond within the limits of our funding and staffing. With the increase in funding
for FY 85, we should be able to address this problem more effectively, and will
endeavor to focus more attention on categorizing waste streams.
At this time the Environmental Health and Safety Division is still searching
for a new Division Chief, and the search should be completed within the next two
months. We will notify you after the position has been filled, and especially if
there are any organizational changes in the Hazardous and Industrial Waste
Management Program.
We are assuming that the requested "no cost" extension of the contract has
been granted, and are continuing with the Program. If you have any questions,
please contact us at your convenience.
Sincerely,

John C. Nemeth, Ph.D., C.E.P.
Manager, Hazardous and Industrial
Waste Management Program
JCN:sek
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CLASSIFICATION
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Storer
Transporter
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Other
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QTR2
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0
0
0
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0
0
0
0
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0
1
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1
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1
3
5
1
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COUNTY DIST

NI
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Burke
Carroll
Chatham
Clarke
Cobb
Coffee
Crisp
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Dougherty
Emanuel
Fayette
Floyd
Forsyth
Fulton
Glynn
Gordon
Gwinnett
Habersham
Hall
Houston
Jackson
Jasper
Laurens
Muscogee
Newton
Peach
Rabun
Richmond
Spalding
Stephens
Sumter
Troup
Twiggs
Walton
TOTAL

27

----
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b

SIC CODE DIST
16
17
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22
23
24
27
28
29
30
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
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72
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89
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2
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3
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6
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12
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3
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4
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0
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0
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WASTE CODE DIST
D001
D002
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D004
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D006
D007
D008
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D011
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QTR3
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2
2
3
1
0
1
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4
0
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0
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0
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0
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0
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0
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0

0
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0
0
0
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0
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0
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0
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0
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0
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0
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0
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0
0
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ASSISTANCE TYPE

QTR1

$72R2

QTR3

QTR4

TOTAL!"
IIMIDem1=1,

Program Audit
Lab Analyses
Initial Visit
Follow-up Action
Off/Phone Contact
tech Assistance

11
0
14
1
2
1

16
0
16
1
6
3

12
0
12
2
10
2

13
0
14
1
17
9

-16

13

17
13

0
4
2
9
0
240

1
2
0
2
0
0

0
6
1
6
1
0

MONN•

52
0
56
5
35
15

REQUEST BACKLOG
Awaiting Request
To Be Scheduled

14

.

SUPPLEMENTAL INFO
Found No Problems
Rec Recycling
Rec Prod Sub
Rec Analyses
Rec Storage Ext
Drums Shipped

3
1
0
7
1
0

4
13
3
24
2
240

FOOTNOTES

a The numbers do not add up due to some companies having one or more
classifications.
b There are a total of 77 files; the tally of 76 is due to File Number 33, which has
no actual report. It is merely an overview visit of three plants.
c The waste code tallies do not relate to the total number of visits, counties, SIC
codes, etc. Rather, they reflect the different chemical waste streams seen on
each visit. More than one waste stream with the same code may have been
noticed on any particular visit, but the code is reported only once. Several
companies had several dozen potential waste streams and were too numerous to
inspect, and are thus, not reflected in the tallies.

d As with the waste codes, the tallies for assistance types do not relate to the
total number of visits, counties, and SIC codes. One visit may all under several
categories, and are reflected as such.

GEORGIA COUNTIES
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THIRD QUARTER VISITS BY COUNTY
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SMALL BUSINESS

More Georgia firms find toxic wastes
businesses don't have in-hour capabilities
and/or can't afford outside consultation.
That's why the Georgia Tech pilot was
born. "The No. I question we answer is,
'Do we serener hazardous waste and what
do we do Mama it?' " Nemeth Says. "Small
businesses us ally are so concerned with
cost and paperwork."
The primary goal of the imagism is to

By Jan Jabot
Severity small generators of hazardous
wastes in Georgia have sniffed out bad
byproducts in the past year with the help
of a pilot program at the Georgia Institute
of Technology. Considered a success, the
program is expected to receive another
round of financing any day.
"I'm very optimistic the handing will
continue," says John C. Nemeth, program
manager. We see the program as being
successful. Were more efficient than we
were at the beginning so we feel we can
reach ISO to 200 more firms in the second
Newly a year ago, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency awarded a $50,000
grata to Georgia Tech to help small
businesses manage hazardous wastes.
The grant, which provides on-sight consultation, was supplemented with funds
from the Georgia Environmental Protection
Division, Department of Natural Resources,
and Georgia Tech, bringing total funds to
$73,000.
Thousands of Georgia businesses — as diverse as broom makers, dry cleaners and
paint manufacturers — generate small quantities of wastes defined as hazardous. Most
don't realize it and could be disposing of
wick wastes in dangerous ways.
The state and federal authorities can't
identify all these firms and don't know what
is happening to the wastes, But Congress
is expected to pass legislation within the
month which could change all that_ The
House passed a bill last November and the
Senate passed its own version of the bill
three weeks ago which. if enacted. would

❑ Develop an on-site hazardous waste
program which could be replicated on a national bars,
❑ Evaluate the feasibility of an on-site
hazardous we program as a means to
achieve voluntary compliance with the
Georgia Hazarclous Waste Management
Act, and

Nemeth . Optimistic about funding

make thousands of businesses, for the first
time, responsible and accountable for their
hazardous wastes.
Current regulations provide for a small
generator exclusion of 1.000 kilograms per
month. The new kgislation would lower the
exclusion to 100 kilograms per month or
less which could bring an estimated additional I 30,000-plus generators under the
umbrella of the hazardous waste regulations.
Small businesses are expected to be particularly impacted by the new legislation.
Large companies, already knowledgeable
about the wastes they generate, have inhouse capabilities to provide the necessary
expertise to deal with hazardous wastes. Or,
they have hired outside assistance. Small

CAW Georgia industry in meeting the requirements of the act through voluntary
compliance.
"The next step beyond the pilot is to try
to develop the program nationwide,"
Nemeth says.
Nemeth, who awaits an EPA phone call
saying his requested S200,000 is on its way.
notes that the program is confidential and
cost free to the businesses which are aided.
Nemeth is even more effusive about what
he believes is the coot effectivener of the
program. "It is the most cost effective
return on tax dollars I've ever seen in 12
years," he contends. "The program Ms effected a significant cost savings for the
state. This why die are wail have to beat
on people to get cornplince" when the law
is changed, he adds. "We're not advents-

Nemeth warts a fall-time staff for Mist
he believes will be a king-Senn program "as
firma come and go." Several thousand
Georgie firms are expected to be impacted
by a change in the exclusionary clause in
the federal Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act.
As II sow minds, cad cps* gamer
ton are Wowed rake the exemption to
dispose of their wares WO either a hawed unitary landfill or inn sewer lies which
are contacted to publicly owned treatrneat
works. Such generators it not repaired to
manifest, transport, treat or oreasin
!words for the wastes they generate.
Congress wants to lower the exemption
because at this point, no one knows who
is generating how much hazardous wares
and what they arc doing with the wastes.
The problem coukl be mensaah, observers
say. Reportedly, some ME to 400 pounds
of hazardous waste was geeersted for every
person in the country in 1910. By the year
2000. that amours could doable.
Pan of the problem is definers hasadens
wastes. E.aersially, hazardous wares an
anything that may be toxic or dawn= in
some aspect. This coven my ignitable, corrosive or chemically reactive material.
Nemeth says his program has coshed the
70 Georgia 'overran of breardote wastes
by helping them with product subrination
and, in some cases, by suggesting the firms
get engineering help. "We don't do
engineering. We provide lint dement,"
he says.
Not only it Nemeth tollelosd EPA will
fuoncially support the continirtiot sad expansion of the program, bat he hopes the
state will continuo its support.
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San lain are I the midst of being
--Weetteeirlast The House and Senate have
. 'kited aseproval of HCRA because of a
variety of ellIStrUvaTaild provisions tad
wesendeneots designed to emengtheo the
• -ine, but it Dow appears that RCRA will
peel lotion the elections.
Saperfund, designed to mow
-pleas* cede from the responsible partd
vulperable as battlehnes are being
drawn. So far, only an Superfund sites —
elneinding the Lmninote Processes watch
_plant in Athens — have been cleaned up.
and Were are well over SOO sites on the
- cleanup list.
Despite this gloomy report, some
,,progness is being made in identifying and
;- cleaning up the horror stories under
Superfund and in developing preventive
systems through RCRA .
An example is the Hazardous and
theustnal Waste Management Program at
Georgia Tech, which is involved in a vanen of el forts from ocesite monitoring of
am aaSuperfund sitm to assisting Georgia
business in complying with RCRA regulations.
Three and one half years ago, despite
RCA's passage in 1976, there were no
regulation to implement the law, and no
lee Lore the magnitude of the problem or
. he specific sourriss,
Today, triter= standards are no place
geoeratars, starers, treaters and
mdasereers -of hazardous waste, and 44
• states lincloding Georgia) have hem dele4ated:anterim ahhonty to rim their own
• proms
Dr John Nemeth o manager of the
Hazardous and Indt-ial Waste Manage-
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thane The bat h getting Mager
the 10 mouths the program has base operMewl lanporuust is a proposed
ating. stout 70 firms Use been assisted
Memettisslag of RCRA regulations that
All Were not of compliarce m some fashwould ninth is a dramatic increase in the
ion. A sagaificant finding of our work is
number of basartom waste generators bv
the direct demonstration that CMS and
changing the cement Rath exempiior
paperwork are DM the financial disaster
IereL Today, generators are chaiy if
so widely anticipated and reported_
they prodoev and accumulate ter than
The unique feature of the on-site con2.200 pounds of hazardous waste per
saltauan approach o voluntary. nonmooch That level would drop to at least
ativersan compliance achieved without
220 pounds per month bringing thousands
comer! orders, fines, and unnecessary
of small busitemes under RCRA pinsd,cgerm.
boa fee the first tithe
The obvious benefits of this program
This exemption-level press:sou has
are a healthier Georgia and assistance to
been the subject e a research project in
business particularly small businesses
Georgia Tech's Hazardous and Indusmis:
that generate these lesser but when taken
Waste Management Program Basically
collectively significant amounts of hazeducational is philosophy'. the research. t,
ardoz. waste
innovative in that it allows volume:,
Despite these gains. work is yet are
compliance with the law.
done and rnast hut-dies most be cleared_
This is critical because from 3e0.040
One is the Deed for a major high-tech
to 1.5 million businesses nationwide wadk
be brought under RCRA as hazardoL., recycle and re-use hazardous waste man.
agement facility in Georgia
waSts. generators. The situation represents
This truly is a tough problem and one
a regulatory nightmare in numbers and
that we have so far avoided Vet it is foolexpense that can only detract from the
ish to believe that Georgia car much
pursuit of more serious problems and furlonger depend on her sager states to acther dilute the effectiveness of an already
cept ow wastes with no reciprocation
overburdened regulatory flare
We anticipate continued funding to
The several thousand businesses to be
develop this program Into a long-term efregulated in Georgia include nearly every
fort an expansion of the 'except to the
industry type Mew are 'unprepared finanrest of the country and perhaps, other
cially or technically to deal with the rego
regulatory areas
lanais and legal swede of this comples
This program. a Very cost-effective
law.
return on our tat dollar, needs support
A Georgia Tech pilot program.
now because small business is faced with
fondpd by the EPA. Small Business
compliance nine months after passage of
Ornbedsman Office. Georgia Environmre
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1111111111111111 Jordan, Jones Cy Goulding, Inc.
Engineers & Planners

2000 CLEARVIEW AVE., NE., SUITE 200, ATLANTA GEORGIA 30340. PHONE (404) 455-8555

September 24, 1984

Dr. John C. Nemeth
Georgia Institute of Technology
Engineering Experiment Station
Environment Health & Safety Division
Atlanta, Georgia 30332
Dear John:
The Fates dictated our meeting on Thursday.
Earlier that week we mailed to 200 Jaycee Chapters throughout Georgia
a training kit which contained the enclosed sheet "For More Information".
We have discussed your program with a number of people in Jaycee
leadership roles. They feel that many of their members represent small
businesses and may be in need of your program. We'll see what turns
up over the next 18 months.
Also enclosed please find a copy of the brochure that we prepared. We
have 200,000 copies and would be glad for you to use them in any way
appropriate.
For your information, the latest version of the slide show script is
enclosed. We are preparing 20 slide carousels that will go with the
script.
We will keep in touch as we go along with our program. Please do not
hesitate to contact me if we can be of assistance in your endeavors.
Very truly yours,
JORDAN, JONES & GOULDING, INC.

Thomas C. Leslie, P.E.
Enclosures
TCL/eaw
84086
cc: Mr. Joe Register

FOR MORE INFORMATION
For information on hazardous waste and how it is being managed in Georgia:
Moses N. McCall, III
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION
Georgia Department of Natural Resources
270 Washington St., S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30334
(404) 656-4769
Thomas C. Leslie
JORDAN, JONES A GOULDING, INC.
2000 Clearview Ave., N.E.
Suite 200
Atlanta, GA 30340
(404) 455-8555
John C. Nemeth, Ph.D.
GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
Engineering Experiment Station
Environmental Health & Safety Division

Atlanta, GA 30332
(404) 894-3806
For information on the hazardous waste slide show, film, brochure or
other materials:
Lesley C. Gamwell
Joan Duncan
AUSTIN KELLEY ADVERTISING
5901 Peachtree Dunwoody Road, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30328
(404) 396-6666
For other information:
Joe Register, Vice President
Community Affairs
123 Borrell Blvd.
St. Mary's, GA 31558
(912) 729-9276 (Work)

(912) 882-3847 (Home)
-16-

HAZARDOUS WASTE EDUCATION
SLIDE SHOW SCRIPT
5TH DRAFT, 9-1-84

Slide
No.

1

•

(Opening Sequence -- Title Slide)

2

S

Our friend here has a problem. Actually, it's everyone's
problem. He's afraid that the improper handling of hazardous
waste may pollute his environment, endangering him and his
family.

3

•

Unfortunately, he deals with his problems in the same way many
of us do. He hides. He ignores the problem and hopes that it
will simply go away.

4

•

But we can't afford to ignore the problems associated with the
improper handling of hazardous waste. And if we are to deal
with this problem, there is much that all of us must learn.

5

•

In this short presentation, we will learn together the facts we
need to know about hazardous waste, and what the State of
Georgia is doing about it.

6

•

Just what is a hazardous waste? According to state and federal
law, a hazardous waste is a material which is normally discarded
which exhibits one of the following characteristics:

7

B

1.

It is IGNITABLE. This includes wastes which will burn such
as solvents and oils.

8

5

2.

It is CORROSIVE. This includes wastes which are strong
acids or bases.

9

S

3.

It is REACTIVE. This includes wastes which are unstable
under normal conditions or are explosive.

10

I

4.

It is TOXIC. This includes wastes which contain pesticides
or heavy metals (such as mercury or lead) which can produce
adverse health effects due to exposure to very small
concentrations.

Slide
Mo.
11

5

From this definition, it is clear that not all hazardous wastes
are the same, and that not all hazardous wastes are equally
hazardous. Most people understand that waste solvents (like
used paint thinners) are combustible and should not be handled
near an open flame. Similarly, most people understand that
waste acids can cause skin burns and that explosives are
dangerous.

12

•

On the other hand, some toxic wastes can be Much slower to cause
health problems, and it is not readily apparent that they are
dangerous. Continuous exposure to a waste or material with only
trace amounts-of toxics can result in a cancer which takes years
to appear.

13

•

For other toxics, health problems appear very soon after
exposure. Fortunately, only a very small portion of the
hazardous waste generated in Georgia is toxic. The vast
majority of the waste exhibits the more readily apparent
characteristics of being ignitable, corrosive, or reactive.

14

S

Note the difference between a hazardous material and a hazardous
waste. A hazardous material is a raw material, or feed stock,
that has potentially dangerous characteristics and is used to
produce a consumer good or service. A hazardous waste is a
byproduct that normally has no use -and is discarded. • It is
hard to imagine all of the hazardous materials that we deal with
everyday: gasoline, oil, pesticides, paints and thinners, inks,
and many more. • Hazardous materials are handled in vast
quantities every day by our transportation system and industrial
base. Hazardous waste represents only a small portion of this
material that is not incorporated into the finished product.

•

According to state and federal law, hazardous waste does not
include radioactive waste. Certainly a radioactive wastei —ii
dangerous, but it has different characteristics and is regulated
by different laws. To simplify this presentation, radioactive
waste will not be included in the following discussion.

15
16

17

Approximately 35 million tons of hazardous wastes are handled
each year in Georgia. • It is generated in 103 of our 159
counties by 11 about 680 different industries.

18
19
20
21

•

There is no "typical" hazardous waste generator. They are large
and small, located in all parts of Georgia, and represent all
types of businesses. Almost any industrial activity and many
commercial activities generate hazardous wastes. Hazardous
waste is a result of the production of the modern conveniences
that our society demands.
-18-

Slide
No.
22

•

23

In the past, hazardous wastes have been largely unmanaged.
Little attention was given to whether an industrial waste was
hazardous or not. Hazardous wastes were simply "thrown away' in
the most convenient way possible. Some large industrial firms
operated dumps on their property. • Others contracted with
hauling companies to remove the hazardous waste from the

industry.
24

•

25
26
27

option. • Sometimes the industry had the city or county pick
it up along with their non-hazardous solid waste and dump it in
the municipal landfill.

28

29

Not many were especially concerned with where this waste ended
up. Sometimes it was sprayed on dirt roads to control dust.
• Sometimes the hauler dug a hole somewhere and just dumped the
waste. • Sometimes it was dumped in sewers or in streams or
down the drain. • Sometimes it was 'stored' until the
commercial hauler decided what to do. Some of these storage
sites became dumps because there was no satisfactory disposal

•

30

To address past mismanagement, the federal government enacted
what came to be known as the Superfund law. This law provided a
source of money and the authority to clean-up old hazardous
waste dumps. • Hundreds of abandoned sites throughout the
country have been discovered which are being addressed under
Superfund. Georgia is fortunate in that we have only a few
sites in our state.
The Superfund law and another federal law form the basis for the
nationwide management of hazardous wastes. • The Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, or RCRA was enacted in 1976.
This Act sets up a system for ensuring the proper management of
hazardous waste from its point of generation to its ultimate
disposal. • This "cradle-to-grave' system is intended to
ensure that hazardous wastes are handled in a safe manner and
disposed of properly. RCRA is intended to prevent the
recurrance of unmanaged and abandoned hazardous waste sites that
led to the Superfund law.

31
32

33

34

•

The State of Georgia has responsibility for administering RCRA
throughout the state. This responsibility has been assigned to
the Environmental Protection Division, or EPD, of the Georgia
Department of Natural Resources.

35

•

State and federal laws require that hazardous waste be accounted
for from when it is generated to when it is disposed. At each
step of the way, the hazardous waste must be handled in a safe
manner. • Hazardous waste facilities are required to receive
an operating permit from EPD. The process is relatively new and
only a few businesses have received permits.

36
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Slide
No.
EPD expects to issue 15-20 permits per year over the next
37
•
38 several years. S Each business which is involved in hazardous
waste management will be fully permitted and operating in accord
with state and federal requirements.
39

•

At present, there are 150 transporters and 121 treatment/storage/
disposal facilities in the state. These facilities are composed of the following!

40
41
42

I
•
•

43

•

39 Land disposal facilities
3 Incinerators
12 Commercial facilities (mostly storage facilities and
solvent recyclers)
67 Storage facilities

44

•

45

•

46

•

As the hazardous Waste industry continues to develop, we can
expect to see dramatic changes. There is likely to be a greater
emphasis on reuse and treatment to render it non-hazardous and
suitable for disposal by conventional methods. • There will
always remain the need for a secure land disposal site to
dispose of those hazardous wastes that cannot be handled in any
other way. • In these sites, the waste is placed in secure
geologic formations with special soil properties to eliminate
the migration of the waste from the disposal area. The sites
are carefully monitored to detect any potential groundwater
contamination.

49

•

In addition to these techniques for managing hazardous wastes,
some industries can modify their processes to reduce or even
eliminate the generation of hazardous wastes.

50
51
52

•

Although we still have questions, we also have a lot of answers
and • a hazardous waste management system that can address the
needs of our modern society. • Legislators, scientists,
engineers, and the general public must understand that we must
manage hazardous wastes to avoid endangering the environment and
human health. • We have laws, technical methods, creative
industries, and knowledgeable people that can accomplish this.

•

Unlike our friend here, we can't ignore the problem. None of us
can. Unmanaged hazardous waste is a problem, and we must work
together to sol2e it.
0-

47
48

53
54

Only the 12 'commercial facilities' and one of the incinerators
accept hazardous waste from other industries and are truly in
the hazardous waste business. 0 All of the other facilities
handle only the hazardous waste generated by the industry which
owns the facility itself. These are on-site hazardous waste
facilities and are normally impossible for the general public to
distinguish from the other industrial operations of the plant.

Slide
No.

55

•

56

•

Because we are all part of the problem, we are all part of the
solution. Don't hide from hazardous waste. Learn everything
you can about the proper management of hazardous waste.
If you have questions or would like additional information,
contact:
Environmental Protection Division
Georgia Department of Natural Resources
270 Washington Street, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30334
(404) 656-2833

•

Slide Change
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The Facts.
Q.
A.

T

According to federal and state law, a
hazardous waste exhibits one of the
following characteristics'
• Ignitabiliry - Wastes which will bum

he produaion of hazardous waste in
Georgia a5ects every one of us, As our state
continuo to develop and attract new induotry,
our production of hazardous waste will
increase. And union it is safely and effectively
handled, it may present a threat to our health
and our environment.
The Environmental Protection Division of the
Gmegia Depatteonot of Natural Resources is
acting today to monitor and manage the
handling of hazardous waste. But this cannot
be accomplished without the help and
cooperation of the general public. So it's
important fax us to lam as much as we can
about the hazardous waste situation and how
it is being handled.

What exactly is a hazardous waste?

• Currusicity Wastes which are strong
acids or bases
• Reactivity - Wastes which are unstable
or explosive
• Toxicity - Wastes which contain substances such as some pesticides or heavy
metals

What is the difference between
a hazardous waste and a hazardous

A.

In this brodiure, we address a few of the
most commonly salted questions about the
nature and management of hazardous waste.
If you have other questions contact the
Environmental Protection Division in Manta
at (404) 666-289S. By learning and working
together. we can help make Georgia a Later
and better place to live.

Q.
A.

material/
A hazardous waste is a by-product
which has no use and is normally
discarded. A hazardous material is a
raw material or feed stock that is used
to produce a consumer good or service
but which has potentially dangerous
' s. Hazardous materials
characteristic
include gasoline and oil, pesticides
paint, inks, and many others.

How can I tell whether a substance is a hazardous matte/
Very often, it's not easy. First, try to
find out what's in the waste. If you're
still not SLUT, contact a knowledgeable
person, such as a representative of the
Environmental Protection Division.

Q.

A.

Q.
A.

How much hazardous waste is
currently being produced in
Georgia?
The State of Georgia estimates that
35 million tons of hazardous waste are
generated annually in our state.
Approximately 680 industries are
involved in 103 of Georgia's 159
counties.

Q.
A.

Who it the typical hazanknu
waste generator?

How was hazardous wade handled

in the past?
In the past, many hazardous wastes were
essentially unmanaged. Wastes were
sometimes dumped into sewers or
streams. Sometimes the hauler imply
dug a hole into which the waste was
placed. Fortunately, most industries
have ceased such practices. Some
industries now recycle hazardous waste,
while othen have changed manufacturing processes to reduce the generation
of hazardous wastes.

There is no "typical" generator.
Hazardous waste is produced by all
types of businesses, both large and
small. Printers, dry cleaners, eketroplaters, leather tanners, chemical
plants, textiles, automobile manufacturers and many others contribute to
Georgia's hazardous waste situation.

"111"...111

w9111 114M4111
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Q.
A.

-

—

To address the put mknanagement of
hazardous waste, the Federal Govern-

ment enacted the "Suparfund" Law.
This law poirides funds and the
authority to dean up illegal hazardous
waste dump. The state and federal
gommments can dean up the dumps

•

PM1111"61

What is the "Superfund" Law?

"

^-■■•■--

themselves, or they can force

the

responsible parties to dean them up.

r."-N
es..t

Q.

What is being done today to
control the handling of lwattankna
wade?

A.

In addition to making routine inspections, the EPD is currently issuing
permits to those businesses that store,
treat and dispose of hazardous waste.

Thew permin require @mkt wilastesice
to safety and environmental =
hors. This is put of a
program under federal law, the
Resource Conserration and Recovery
Act, for which EPD has responsibility
in Georgia.

Q.
A.

That methods are currossay being
sued?
At this time, there is no "best" way to
handle hazardous waste, because different wastes have different characteristics.
Many can be buried at secure landfills,
while others may be best handled
through incineration. Some wastes can
be treated to render them non-hazardous, while others can be recycled. As
the hazardous waste industry continues
to develop, we can expect new and
rnnro rfne4rnt mothrel. rn

Q.

What an /AD?

A.

For the mop ddarn education and
imolvanent are the keys. Learn all
you can about hazardous waste.
Follow carefidly any developments
!dating to ha:ordain waste management. Attend public meetings on
hazardous wane, and voice your
questions and opinions. Hazardous

waste can and must be handled properly. You can support those cam
parses and government agencies
which are trying to see that this
happens. In addition, you obould
notify the Georgia Environmental
Protection Division of any stspicious

1

INDUSTRY EVALUATIONS
OF THE
ON-SITE CONSULTATION PROGRAM

September 6, 1984
Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-052-B

(1)

On the whole, were you satisfied with the performance of the Georgia
Tech project team?
x
Yes
No
Comments:

(2)

Were all relevant schedules met?

X

Yes

No

Comments:

(3)

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:

Cooperatiye
Courteous
Professional

No
No
No

X Yes
X Yes
X Yes

Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality

Editorial Quality
Usefulness

X
X

X

Yes

No

Yes
Yes

No
No

Comments:

(5)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program?
X Yes

No

Comments:

(6) Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.

3uly 23, 1984

Hazardous Waste Survey

Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-057-U
(1)

x

On the whole, were you satisfied with the performance of the Georgia
Tech project team?
Yes
No
Comments:

(2)

Were all relevant schedules met?

Yes

No

Comments:

(3)

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes

Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Comments:

(5)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program? ' Yes

No

Comments:

(6)

Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.
eim."51,6
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August 3, 1984

Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-060-U

d with the performance of the Georgia
Yes
No

(I) On the whole, were you sati
Tech project team?
Comments:

(2) Were all relevant schedules met?

(,Yes

No

Comments:

(3)

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:

L/- Yes

Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

if

No
No
No

Yes
es

Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards
following areas:
1,

Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

Yes
Yes
Yes

in the

No
No
No

Comments:

(5)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program?
Yes
Comments:
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(6) Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.

September 6, 1984

Hazardous Waste survey
Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-063-U
(1)

On the whole, were you satisfied with the performance of the Georgia
✓ Yes
Tech project team?
No
Comments:

(2)

Were all relevant schedules met?

✓

Yes

No

Comments:

(3)

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

17". Yes
— Yes
b...•- Yes

No
No
No

Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Yes
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality"*".-- Yes
Usefulness

se"

Yes

No
No
No

Comments:

(5)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program?
v#-Yes

No

Comments:

(6)

Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.

September 24, 1984

Hazaraous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-063-U

(1)

On the whole, were you satisfied with the performance of the Georgia
Yes
No
Tech project team?

)(

Comments:

(2)

$

Were all relevant schedules met?

Yes

No

Com m ent s :

(3)

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

'.

IC

Yes

No
No
No

Yes

Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

X Yes
Yes
it,
1 Yes

No
No
No

Comments:

(5)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program?
Yes
)(

No

Corn merits:

(6) Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.

60-141
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September 4, 1984
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Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-064-M

1
sc l i A li "

(I) On the whole, were you satisfied with the performance of the Georgia
Tech project team?
,/
Yes
No
Comments:

(2)

Were all relevant schedules met?

Yes

No

Comments:

(3)

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative

No
No
No

Yes
Yes

Professional
Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

Yes
,/

No
No
No

Yes
Yes

Comments:

( 7 ) Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendati2ns we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program?
Yes

(6) Please provide any additional comments, positive
the quality of service to your organization.

fkA-0GAAA

or negative, regarding
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September 6, 1984
Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-066-U

AM,

Yes

No

Were all relevant schedules met?

Yes

Tech project team?

✓

Comments:

(2)

No

Comments:

(3)

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

P

Yes
Yes
A----- Yes

No
No
No

-

Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

."

Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Comments:

(5)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program?

No

Comments:

(6) Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.

September 20, 1984

114,:tiAlo

Hazardous •Nate Survey
Project A-3672
Import No. W84-071-43

(1) On the whole, were you satisfied with the performance of the Georgia
Tech project team?
X
Yes
No
Changing EPA regulations are almost impossible to keep
Comments:
up with. Your representative was knowledgeable and professional,
and the service will be pertinent to the needs of Georgia Industry.

X

(2) Were all relevant schedules met?

Yes

No

Comments:
(3) In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

X
IK
X

-

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Comments: This is the standard we expect and always receive from
your staff.
(4) Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

X

Yes
—Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Comments: In fact, I plan to use this report as an example to local
peers as a solution to their EPA problems.
(5) Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on—going hazardous waste program?
X Yes

No

Comments: Your report supported my recommendations to withdraw "Part A"
status and administer waste traffic as recycled production chemicals.
(6) Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.
Please contact me anytime as a positive reference for this and other
Experiment Station Services.
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September 24, 1984

Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-073-U

(1)

On the whole, were you sat,fied
v
with the performance of the Georgia
Tech project team?
Yes
No
Comments:

(2)

Were all relevant schedules met?

Yes

No

Comments:

(3)

In- their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

✓ es
V Yes
f`i es

No
No
No

Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality

✓

Yes

No

Usefulness

I..-

Yes
Yes

No
No

Comments:

(5)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program?
Yes

No

Comments:

(6)

Please provide any additional comments, positive

the quality of service to your organization.

or negative, regarding
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THE GEORGIA TECH HAZARDOUS WASTE
ON-SITE CONSULTATION PROGRAM:
APPROACH AND RESULTS
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THE GEORGIA TECH HAZARDOUS WASTE
ON-SITE CONSULTATION PROGRAM:
APPROACH AND RESULTS

Prepared By:
John C. Nemeth, Ph.D., CEP
Chief, Environmental, Health,
and Safety Division
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PREFACE

The development, implementation, and results of the Georgia Tech Research
Institute (GTRI) On-site Consultation Program (OSCP) for hazardous waste
management is described in this report. The need for such a program was
prompted by the impending inclusion of the small-quantity generator (SOG)
category of hazardous waste through the reauthorization of and amendments to the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. The proposed provisions were to have a
significant impact on a very large population of firms, having little or no ability to
react efficiently to the regulations envisioned. In addition, the mechanisms and
resources available in 1983 for the US Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA)
and cognizant state agencies to deal with small-quantity generators were limited.
In response to this need, the GTRI Environmental, Health, and Safety Division,
through its Hazardous and Industrial Waste Management Program (HIWMP), proposed a national pilot program to assess the effectiveness of the OSCP approach
for providing assistance to the SOC. The first year of operation was funded
through a grant by the Small Business Ombudsman Office of U.S. EPA and the
State of Georgia Environmental Protection Division, with cost-sharing provided by
GTRI.
This project, modeled after the OSHA 7(c)1 on-site consultation program, has an
excellent record of success, including not only the direct assistance provided to
firms, but also in its various educational efforts such as seminars, conferences,
articles in journals and newspapers, as well as TV and radio presentations. As a
result, the program has been continued for a second year of grant activity.
The OSC program is presented within the framework of confidential voluntary
compliance. Our focus has been to address the special needs of the SIDG by
attempting to make hazardous waste management an important aspect of a given
firm's business, while providing a proper perspective of hazardous waste regulation
and allaying inherent fears regarding compliance and enforcement.

I. INTRODUCTION
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as reauthorized in
November 1984, contains thirty-six amendments. One of the most challenging
amendments for regulators is the provision that lowers the exclusion level for
small-quantity generators (SOGs) of hazardous waste from 1,000 kg/month to
100 kg/month. It has been variously estimated that this action will increase
the regulated community from 100,000 to 1,500,000 new firms. We believe the
actual number is much closer to the latter. The logistics of reaching this
newly-regulated group will be immense in light of current state and federal
funding and staffing. By August of 1985, these new generators must be able to
cope with the following requirements:
"Small quantity generators generating between 100 and 1,000
kilograms of hazardous waste per calendar month must either (1)
treat, store, or dispose of such waste at a facility with interim
status or a RCRA permit, (2) treat, store, or dispose of such waste
at a facility authorized by a state to manage municipal or
industrial solid waste, (3) store no more than 1,000 kilograms of the
waste on site, or (4) recycle the waste. These requirements remain
in effect until EPA promulgates new standards applicable to small
quantity generators or until March 31, 1986, whichever occurs
first. No later than August 7, 1985, hazardous waste shipped offsite by a small quantity generator must be accompanied by a copy
of the EPA Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest."
The details of these new and proposed regulations are summarized in
Appendix A.
In order to carry out this Congressional mandate effectively, the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has and will continue to develop a
series of educational projects designed to assist the SOG. One such project is
the Hazardous Waste On-Site Consultation Program (OSCP) at the Georgia
Institute of Technology. This national pilot project, sponsored initially by the
USEPA Small Business Ombudsman Office and the Georgia Environmental
Protection Division (GA-EPD) from September of 1983 through August of
1984, is now funded through the USEPA Office of Solid Waste for one year,
starting in December 1984. This report describes the concept, implementation
procedures, and results of the first year's effort, as well as plans for continued
efforts.
The project initially focused upon the actual on-site visitation; however, it was
quickly recognized that other educational modes would be required to identify
and reach the target population of SOG's. In 1983 and 1984, the effort was
designed to judge the feasibility of OSCP's and gauge voluntary compliance
success relative to the anticipated SOG regulations proposed in the RCRA
reauthorization bills. Because the Georgia Hazardous Waste Management Act
is nearly identical to RCRA, the effort offered a widely applicable model.
The On-site Consultation concept incorporates several services that educate
and assist the SOG:

o Direct, on-site review of a firm's facility, including hazardous waste stream
identification and evaluation;
o Explanation of a firm's regulatory compliance status and responsibilities,
including potential provisions that are anticipated in future regulations such
as training programs, contingency plans, and procedures to prevent hazards
-- certainly all prudent business practices;
o Recommendations of methods for storage, treatment, disposal, transportation, recycling, etc.;
o Providing and explaining materials such as the Uniform Hazardous Waste
Manifest, as well as product labeling information, treatment alternatives,
and lists of testing laboratories, transporters, TSD's, and consulting engineers;
o Providing other technical assistance such as telephone and office visits at
Georgia Tech and statewide seminars and short courses for Continuing
Education credit;
o In addition, the OSCP provides presentations at conferences, meetings, etc.,
as well as newspaper and magazine articles and TV and radio programs
targeted to the SOGs.
The cornerstone of this program, designed to effect voluntary compliance, is
that the client firm's confidentiality is protected by Georgia Tech's role of a
third-party, non-adversarial source of regulatory assistance. Modeled closely
after the Occupational Safety and Health Administration's (OSHA) 7(c)1
consultation program, the Hazardous Waste OSCP seeks to achieve voluntary
compliance by interacting with the client firm on a personal and nonthreatening basis. We have found that a firm is much more willing to attempt
compliance with the regulations if it does not have to cope directly with the
pressure of agency scrutiny, schedules for compliance, and potential fines.
After becoming aware of the regulations, most firms recognize that compliance is going to cost money, and are naturally cool to the whole idea.
Generally, however, they can be shown through the OSCP approach that the
impact can be softened, and that changes can be phased into their overall
plant operations and business philosophy. Our experience has shown that a
close examination and evaluation of the total business operation often results
in a general improvement they. allows overall cost savings to a given firm.
Emphasizing this point, it is crucial that the OSCP approach address the total
business, not just the regulations.

II. THE GEORGIA TECH HAZARDOUS WASTE ON-SITE CONSULTATION PROGRAM

A. PROGRAM BACKGROUND
The Hazardous Waste On-Site Consultation Program operates from within
the Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta, Georgia. Centered in the
Georgia Tech Research Institute's Environmental, Health, and Safety
Division (EHSD), the OSCP is in the Division's Hazardous and Industrial
Waste Management Program (HIWMP). As a part of Georgia Tech, the
Program has access to and the use of various on-campus facilities, as well
as the twelve off-campus Industrial Extension Offices (IED).
Many pathways to the public are available through Georgia Tech; such as
the mass media, professional organizations, students, faculty and research
staff, and government and business contacts. The OSCP is also able to
use a variety of in-house mailing lists for program promotion purposes.
These lists include the full range of firms that need assistance the most.
There are other valuable sources of firms as well. For instance, the
EHSD, OSHA 7(c)1 health and safety program for the State of Georgia
allows the OSCP access to over 1,500 companies potentially falling within
the SQG category.
Being part of a well-established university system has contributed greatly
to the success of the OSCP. Knowledge and ideas are shared between the
academic and other research staff and the IED offices, but probably the
most important benefit deriving from the university system is state,
regional, national, and even international contacts and access to the
public within an established atmosphere of trust and respect. In general,
the public tends to associate favorably with such institutions, a fact that
should be considered strongly in setting up an OSCP.
Although the OSCP is intended primarily to assist SQG's and/or small
businesses, program assistance requests were initially accepted from
companies of all sizes, regardless of generator status. This was part of an
attempt to establish a base of firms and spread information about the
Program. To date, the Program has assisted companies having as few as
five employees, to one with multiple facilities and over five-thousand
employees. Even the latter, however, was a SQG, at least on a facilityby-facility basis. Generator status has ranged from firms having no
hazardous waste generation, to large-quantity generators with their own
waste treatment plants. These large plants proved to be very time
consuming in both on-site assistance and report writing, and, as a result,
new visits were often backlogged for several weeks. Early on, it was
decided that with companies such as these, the facility waste streams
were to be treated as individual consultations as time permitted. This
situation prompted us to obtain more information as to the magnitude of
the problem before starting a case. In operation, we eventually began to
limit ourselves to the SQG/small business community almost exclusively.
Initially, throughout the first year of operation, the OSCP consisted of a
Project Director and one Waste Management Specialist (WMS). The WMS
conducted the majority of the consultations, with several having been
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performed by the Project Director and an Industrial Hygienist originally
assigned to the Program. The Project Director also reviewed the
technical content of each report provided to the firms assisted.
During 1984, the OSCP assisted 78 firms in either the on-site consultation
capacity or an off-site technical assistance mode. Off-site consultations
typically consisted of answering questions about permitting, regulations,
RCRA in general, and providing written materials and referrals of
engineers, transporters, recyclers, and TSDs.
The aim of the current OSCP (1985) is to assist 50 firms with on-site
visits and an indeterminate number of other technical assistances. The
Program is charged with preparing a training manual to be used in
assisting other states in developing their own OSCP. The ultimate goal is
to expand the concept for nationwide use. Mechanisms will be developed
for training future Program administrators and members in other
interested states. We are also investigating the feasibility of training
various public and private sector organizations in conducting OSCP's,
although this approach appears to have marginal potential for success.
The other principal effort under this 1985 grant, because of the immediate need, is the education of the Georgia SOG's regarding August 1985
manifesting requirements. This activity will receive the main emphasis
this spring and early summer as we point to the actual regulations with
which the SQG must comply. We are also providing direct assistance to
US EPA in their efforts at educating the SQG on a national basis, and we
are assisting in the development of SQG regulations.
Actual on-site consultation work with firms will, as noted, continue this
year. We are re-visiting, as possible, those firms assisted on-site during
the first grant year, and will also re-visit those assisted this year. This
task will allow us to more fully characterize the effectiveness of our
Program. The results of re-visits performed thus far are included herein,
and additional information will be provided to US EPA as a part of this
final report for this year's grant.
The one factor which has become clear through experience to date is that
for the SQG, a continuing, direct assistance program supplemented by
educational efforts beyond August 1985 will be very helpful, perhaps even
necessary. in bringing these firms to an acceptable level of compliance.
Thus, we are convinced that the OSCP, as it has evolved, is a viable, costeffective method of dealing with this very large and difficult regulatory
problem.
Finally, the technical quality of the OSCP grant activities for the first
year of our grant has been assessed by both the US EPA Small Business
Ombudsman and the GA-EPD. This evaluation process included:
o

frequent contact by phone, memoranda, and letters to share information and data,

o

meetings with both agencies,

o

quarterly summary reports of specific activities to both agencies,

o

mid-year audit of sanitized reports by both agencies, and

o

the final report.

B. DESCRIPTION OF THE GEORGIA TECH PROGRAM APPROACH
1.

General Format and Approach
On-site consultations in the Georgia Tech program follow a fairly
standardized format, flexible enough to allow for case-by-case
adjustments to individual circumstances. The OSCP, like the industrial hygiene and safety survey, is basically a modified environmental
audit which focuses emphasis on waste streams. While the waste
stream is the object of the survey, a truly adequate evaluation must
include aspects such as raw materials or feed stocks used in products,
the process, and potential alternative operational or material usage.
A review, however brief, of the total business is requisite to understanding a given firm's methods and goals, particularly as related to
waste management options. These options may range from product
change and feedstock chemical substitution, to process and treatment
variations such as waste stream separation and reduction. Disposal
practices may become recycling opportunities.

2.

Promotion and Initial Contacts
Several preliminary steps should be taken that establish the goals of
the firm and provide the OSCP with sufficient information to
proceed. The first is making contact with the SQG firm.
As mentioned previously, the prospective firm can learn about the
OSCP from a variety of different sources: US EPA; GA-EPD; Georgia
Tech mailings and in-house files; public presentations at meetings,
seminars, and conferences; trade associations; industry contacts; and
written and electronic media. One of the most useful sources of
information distributed by the OSCP in numerous settings is a Fact
Sheet which explains what the Program can do for a hazardous waste
SQG (Appendix B). A Consultation Request Form (Figure 1) often
accompanies the fact sheet or other information such as short flyers
given out at meetings.
Hazardous Waste Questionnaires (Figure 2) are completed by
members of the Georgia Tech OSHA 7(c)1 Health and Safety Project
staff as they visit companies on industrial hygiene and safety
consultations.
When a firm indicates a desire for assistance through questionnaire,
request form, or direct contact, the OSCP staff explains the program
in detail, usually by phone. The company is made aware of what the
program may and may not do, as well as their own responsibilities.
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HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT
CONSULTATION PROGRAM
THROUGH
GEORGIA TECH

Managers of small to medium-sized businesses are aware of the economic and
environmental impact of improperly handled hazardous waste. But the proper
management of hazardous wastes is difficult because of the complexity of the
chemicals, formulations, and regulations. As a result of the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act Amendments of 1984, small businesses will be required to manifest
their waste by August of 1985, as well as comply with any other regulations which
may affect them.
Employers in Georgia who need assistance in identifying, handling, and disposing
of hazardous waste from their workplace can call upon a free ? on-site consulation
service. This service is Funded by the U.S. Environmental Prbtection Agency and
Georgia Tech. Georgia Tech offers assistance upon request to firms seriously
interested in properly handling wastes from manufacturing processes.
This service is independent of any governmental enforcement activity. A
Georgia Tech professional goes on-site to help employers increase their awareness of
hazardous waste and how to handle it properly.
Tech's professionals have many years of experience in industry, government,
and academia, and are very well qualified to assess the potential hazards associated
with chemicals. The on-site assistance can include:

•
•

assistance in preparation of paperwork
determination of wastes as hazardous or non-hazardous
review of treatment, storage, and disposal alternatives

After an on-site visit, Georgia Tech provides:

•

a confidential written report for the exclusive use of the company
references to regulations which apply to the survey findings
suggestions for handling hazardous wastes in an appropriate manner

If your company could benefit from this free confidential service, fill out the
enclosed request form. If you have any questions, contact Dr. John C. Nemeth or
Kevin L. Kamperman at (404) 894-3806, or write to:
Georgia Tech
GTRI/EDL/EHSD
Atlanta, Georgia 30332

---
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HAZARDOUS WASTE QUESTIONNAIRE
A.

COMPANY INFORMATION:
(1)
(2)

Company Name

(3)

a.
b.

(4)

County

(5) Telephone

(6)

SIC #

(7)

S/H Case #

(8)

S Employees

(9)

Date On-Site

Address
Information from
Title

B. GENERAL DESCRIPTIONS:
(1)

Raw Materials:

(2)

Products:

(3)

Process(es):

(4)

Wastes:

C. WASTE INFORMATION:
(1)

Is your company Involved with hazardous waste:

Yes

(2)

RCRA category:

Storer

(3)

Do you have an EPA/GA-EPO identification

(4)

Waste code(s)/categories

(5)

Waste quantities

Generator

Transporter

D. REGULATORY COMPLIANCE INFORMATION:
(1)

a. Date of last EPA/GA-EPD inspection:
b. Current status:

(2)

a. Date of last EPA/GA-EPD contact:
b. Nature of contact:

E. SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION:
(1)

Desire assistance:

(2)

Type assistance desired:

Yes

F. GENERAL COMMENTS:

Figure 2. Hazardous Waste Questionnaire

No

No
Disposer

For instance, the Program does not sample or provide analyses, nor
do we do engineering or prepare permits. The company agrees to
cooperate fully and allow us to evaluate progress through evaluation
forms and revisits. At that point, a decision is made as to whether an
actual on-site consultation or technical assistance is appropriate.
Once a decision is made, the Request Process can then begin in
earnest.
The SOG, having communicated with Program staff either by letter,
telephone, or in person, will be sent a letter confirming the inquiry
and asking the client to complete a Request Form (see Figure 1).
This form is used to obtain basic statistical data about the firm, as
well as generator status, process and operations information, compliance history, and how the firm found out about the OSCP. Until this
form is returned, the firm's file is placed in a "Waiting for Request
File." Upon receipt of the completed Request Form, the file is then
moved into the "Need to be Scheduled File," prior to initiating an
OSC visit and full evaluation.
The "Need to be Scheduled File" is periodically reviewed in order to
assign priorities in scheduling visits. Factors which affect a firm's
scheduling include the type and size of the business, nature of the
problem, and anticipated amount of OSC time that will be required.
Smaller firms with acute problems which are located relatively close
to Georgia Tech are generally given priority over larger, more distant
companies which do not have as severe a problem. The basis for this
rationale is that the Program was specifically designed for small
businesses and small-quantity generators. Although no request for
consultation will actually be turned down at the present time, the
scope of assistance may have to be limited due to time and OSCP
staffing demands.
Distance from Atlanta, while not a major consideration overall, is a
factor in that the pilot program has only one full-time field person
(soon to be expanded to two). Overnight visits must, therefore, be
scheduled during regional trips, with the most distant areas put off
until several companies can be scheduled in the same general
location. Of course, if a company has a serious problem, the matter
will be attended to as promptly as possible.
3. The On-Site Consultation/Audit
a. Scheduling and Obtaining Preliminary Information
Once priorities have been assigned and general schedules developed, the firm is contacted by phone and an exact date for the
on-site consultation established. During this conversation, the
site representative is asked to prepare or obtain all available
raw-product and feed-stock information, Material Safety Data
Sheets (MSDS), and process information. These data and information are vital to the audit, for without them, and especially
the MSDS's, evaluation of the waste streams would be very
cumbersome and inefficient. Even with the basic process
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information and MSDS's, a complete evalution often cannot be
made, for in some cases, process design is poorly known,
efficiencies obscure, and/or waste stream character is completely unknown.

b.

The Facility Visit
1) The Opening Conference
The next step in the process is the conduct of the actual onsite consultation. Upon arrival at the plant, the WMS
initially meets with the firm representative(s) to go through
a very general review of the RCRA generator regulations
and a summary of the OSCP intent and extent of available
assistance. The regulations are reviewed in a manner
intended to relieve anxiety about paperwork, permitting
and/or financial outlays. For instance, we outline briefly
the actual paperwork required of a generator and sort out
the confusion on what transporter and TSD regulations are
and how they relate to the generator. In other words, we
are as forthcoming and helpful as possible.
The WMS must be continually vigilant for information that
masks, either deliberately or inadvertently, the true waste
output of the facility. We have noted that on quite isolated
occasions plant representatives have apparently reduced
waste outputs in order to appear to be a small-quantity
generator. More often the case, the firm has no real
concept of waste management, let alone details of their
waste streams. Generally, these situations can be sorted
out by the WMS. He must be able to detect these situations
from the plant tour. Or, sometimes the representative is
contradicted by a foreman or line worker. The imporant
attitude to remember is that if involved in such a situation,
the WMS must avoid antagonizing or openly confronting the
plant representative with the contradiction. Similarly,
belittling ignorance of the regulations and the facility
process can be just as damaging to the goal of voluntary
compliance. Such issues should be tactfully resolved in a
manner which will not embarrass the plant representative.
We have not found such resolutions to be a problem because
company representatives usually realize that we are there
to help, not enforce, and that an uncooperative attitude
defeats the purpose of the assistance and may well lead to
problems for the firm in the future. The third-party OSCP
approach allows the auditor to establish a non-adversarial,
friendly relationship; however, conduct as a professional is
of paramount importance in maintaining the firm's respect
and trust.
During the opening conference, the consultant should be
able to obtain detailed information about the various
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processes and operations. Any available MSDS's and other
information not received prior to the visit are reviewed in
order to obtain a more concrete understanding of the
chemicals and raw materials being used at the plant. When
possible, copies are borrowed for further use in evaluation
of the plant. From these sources and other information
(past process changes, feed stock or product changes), the
plant representative can furnish a preliminary identification
of the waste streams. From this opening conference, the
next step in the On-site Consultation process is to tour the
plant.
2) The Facility Tour
By personally touring the plant and visually inspecting the
various processes, the WMS obtains a clearer view of the
waste stream sources. Listening to or reading a process
description can offer a very limited picture of operational
reality. Seeing the facility in operation is the only prudent
way to appreciate fully the actual situation. In observing
the various plant processes and operations, the WMS often
sees a condition that the plant representative did not
mention, either because he forgot about it, did not know
about it, or did not think it was pertinent to the audit. For
instance, the conviction that the firm has no hazardous
waste rests on the foundation of years or even decades of
uneventful experience, however fortuitous. Defining
hazardous waste characteristics and pointing out listed
substances generally dispels this notion.
We believe that the occasional cover-up situation encountered where the plant representative is purposely hiding a
particular process or type and amount of waste is an
isolated kind of attitude that can be overcome.
More often, although a discrepancy exists between the
WMS's observations and the reported type and amount of
waste being produced by a process, it is obvious that the
plant representative is not trying to conceal anything. The
discrepancy is usually the result of his being misinformed.
In larger plants with several or many waste streams, it is
extremely difficult for one person to keep track of every
type and amount of waste product. The best solution to this
problem is to consult the line workers. They operate those
particular machines or processes, and are the most familiar
with them. They know exactly what goes in, how much
comes out, and what it looks like. The WMS must, however,
try and resist the urge to throw up his arms in exasperation
and run off when confronted with, or learning of, an allreceiving sewer, a mysterious tank (under or above ground),
a catch-all impoundment, or an unknown drum of waste
material. The representative or line worker who sticks his
finger into the waste, tastes it, and identifies the

material as hydraulic fluid or "some such stuff" must be
gently educated about potential hazards and plied with all
available skill to discern the vagueries of a particular
situation. The ability to jog memories, to stimulate recall
about old practices of disposal and product/feed stock
variations can be of critical importance.
On the topic of sampling and analysis, the OSCP, unlike the
OSHA 7(c)1 Consultation Program, is not funded to do
sampling during consultations. This activity is, however,
often the only method of determining the presence of
hazardous waste. We do, if the firm desires, supply a list of
testing laboratories, but it is up to the company to select a
laboratory which can give the best price and service. The
OSCP does have in-house equipment with which it can
perform limited in situ measurements during a facility visit.
Such parameters as pH, temperature, and specific conductivity may be possible, but this equipment is used only at
plants where preliminary information has indicated a clear
need for such measurements. We do not consider such
testing to be routine or more than indicative of potentially
needed formal sampling and analyses or testing.
Although the emphasis of the audit is on hazardous waste, if
the consultant is trained in broader aspects of environmental science and engineering, industrial hygiene, or
safety, he should point out obvious environmental, health,
and safety problems and/or violations. These problems may
or may not be included in the report, depending upon the
type and severity. The WMS should concentrate primary
attention on waste streams.
It is easy to see how well the OSC concept fits other'
regulatory program enforcement needs, and others may wish
to consider expanding the scope of an OSCP to include
several areas such as industrial pretreatment.
3) The Closing Conference
After completion of the plpnt tour, the last activity is to sit
down with the representative and review the information
gathered and conditions observed. We review the waste
streams and match the corresponding amounts of waste
generated with them. Any significant problems, such as
storage over the permitted time limit, improperly labeled
drums, or improper disposal practices are noted. There are
dozens of potential problems, and one way to keep track of
them is through the use of a Generator Inspection Checklist.
A list such as this proves to be invaluable in trying to keep
track of all the various regulations which currently or may
affect generators. An example checklist is presented in
Appendix C. One caution: the relationship between what is
now required and what may be required should be constantly
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made clear. The distinction between what the firm must do
and what is prudent business must always be made.
In addition to the Generator Checklist, all notes are
recorded on specific Field Note Sheets which include spaces
for the company name, case file number, date, project
number, and page numbers (Figure 3).
Any unclear areas or discrepancies between WMS observations and the firm's knowledge should be corrected, if
possible, during this closing conference in order to save
telephone calls later. This is also an ideal time to provide a
preliminary assessment of the firm's regulatory status based
on the WMS's knowledge of the plant and its operations.
This information should be shared with the plant representative, particularly any significant problems. Any suggested
course of action to immediately correct a problem should be
provided to the representative and reiterated in the written
report. Any other questions concerning what was seen or
noted should be cleared up at this time.
A good rule of thumb is that the report that follows the
closing conference should not contain major surprises for
the firm. New problems or questions that arise during
evaluation should be discussed with the representative by
phone prior to writing the final report.
c. Analysis, Evaluation and Report Preparation
After completing the visit, a Statistical Data Sheet (Figure 4) is
filled out by the WMS. This is usually done during the reportwriting process because several items are not available until the
report is written. The sheet provides space for the client's
mailing address and other statistical information, inquiry,
request, survey, and report dates, generator status, type of
consultation, amount of time spent on the consultation, regulatory compliance status, and several other items. This information is necessary for internal recordkeeping and documentation,
as well as for reporting purposes. It should be kept in mind that
most of this information : particularly regarding firm identity, is
kept strictly confidential -- any data reported to US EPA or GAEPD is sanitized to exclude personal and company names,
addresses, and telephone numbers. Assuring confidentiality is
vital to the overall success of the Program, because many
compani6s would not have accepted assistance without this
assurance.
Usually, the analysis, evaluation, and report writing require one
to three weeks. The schedule is related to limited staff for the
pilot project, additional visits and reports, and technical assistance activities. However, for an adequately staffed program,
one to two weeks should be sufficient.
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STATISTICAL DATA SHEET

A. COMPANY INFORMATION:
(1)
(2)

Company Name
Address

(3) County
(4) Telephone

B. SERVICE AND COMPANY DOCUMENTATION:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Inquiry Date
Request Date
Survey Date
Report Date

(5) SIC
(6) # Employees
(7) Previous Case #

C. WASTE INVOLVEMENT*

Generator
Storer

Transporter
Disposer

D.

CONSULTATION TYPE:

Program Audit
Tech. Assist.
Lab. Analysis

On-Site Initial Visit
On-Site Follow-Up
On-Site Follow-Thru
Office/Telephone
Consultation

E.

CONSULTATION TIME:

Preparation
Travel
Field/Office Consul.
Sample Log-In

Research
Calculations
Interpretation
Report

F. DESIRE FOR SAFETY/HEALTH CONSULTATION:

Yes

No

G. SUPPLEMENTAL 11•FORMATION:
How did employer hear of program?

Newspaper
EPA/EPD
Friends

H. WASTE COOE(S)/CATEGORDES:

1. COMPLIANCE WITH EPA/GA-EPE WASTE REGULATIONS:

3. AREAS OF NON-COMVLIANCE:

Figure 4. Statistical Data Sheet
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In evaluating the data, it is usually necessary to re-contact the
client for further information concerning a particular process,
MSDS collection, or some other type of problem. There are very
few cases in which we have no t had to call the firm for some
sort of information, whether it be lab results, a problem with an
MSDS's, technical process questions, or perhaps we cannot understand our own notes. The WMS should never hesitate to obtain
more information to enhance the quality of the service provided.
Often, the plant representative may need to check on something
with the corporate office or some other office or division, or he
may have to contact his equipment manufacturer/supplier or
consulting engineers on a technical question raised during the
audit. Delays of over a month to receive results of suggested
laboratory analyses and tests may occur. To reduce such delays,
we generally urge the firm to have a copy of the results
forwarded directly to us from the lab.
_

In evaluating whether the waste streams are hazardous, there
are only a few options open -- laboratory results, MSDS's, and
the regulation lists themselves. Lab results are used in determining whether a waste meets any of the characteristics of
hazardous waste, or if it is, or contains, a listed waste. The
MSDS can be used for classification, providing it contains the
necessary information. We have found many MSDS's to be
worthless in the sense that they provide only the name of the
product and its manufacturer. The rest of the sheet is labeled as
being "Proprietary Information," "Not Applicable," or some similar phrase. In cases such as these, the chemical names are used
to obtain needed information from other references, and/or the
manufacturer is called and cajoled or otherwise persuaded to be
cooperative.
The substances used in given processes are individually evaluated
as potential contributors to hazardous waste generation. For
instance, a sodium hydroxide cleaning bath known to have a
process pH of 13.5 and apparently not diluted before disposal, is
classified as a corrosive hazardous waste, Hazardous Waste
Number D002. In the same manner, waste acetone, which is
listed and has an extremely low flashpoint, would be classified as
U002 and/or D001. Waste containing a combination of several
different wastes such as toluene, methyl ethyl ketone, and
methanol could be classified as U220, U159, and U154, respectively, noting that these substances are present in the raw
product and may not be present in the waste. Here, a laboratory
analysis might be the only way to positively characterize the
composition of the waste, and this action should be recommended.
Once the waste streams have been characterized to the extent
possible, the next step is to determine the firm's regulatory
compliance status. A detailed discussion of determining regulatory compliance is beyond the scope of this presentation, so only
the minimum requirements and their corresponding CFR refer-
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ences will be mentioned. Evaluating the company in light of
RCRA, or in our case the Georgia Hazardous Waste Management
Act, involves determination of generator status -- large or
small-quantity, manifesting, packaging, labeling, marking,
placarding, storage, recordkeeping, personnel training, hazard
prevention preparedness and training, and contingency planning
(refer to 40 CFR Parts 261.5 and 262.10, 262.20, 262.30, 262.31,
262.32, 262.33, 262.34, 262.40, 265.16, 265.30, and 265.50,
respectively). There are also the U.S. Department of
Transportation (DOT) regulations concerning the transportation
of hazardous materials and wastes. The DOT regulations include
requirements for shipping allowances, manifesting, marking,
labeling, placarding, and packaging (reference 49 CFR Parts
172.101, 172.205, 172.300, 172.400, 172.500, 173, 178, and 179).
The OSCP discussion of regulatory status does not use the
chapter and verse citation approach, but explains specifically
what must be done regarding all SQG requirements and what
should be done in other areas not specifically spelled out for
SQG's in the regulations.
For the SQG and most generators, citing CFR's and paragraph
number and handing the firm copies of the regulations is of very
little help.
A section of recommendations, as appropriate, follows the
statement and discussion of compliance status. Our recommendations usually fall into one or more of five broad categories:
proper disposal of wastes -- currently being generated and old
accumulations of waste -- storage limits, lab testing and
analyses, recycling, or permitting. We have found that almost
every firm judged to be out of compliance had some sort of
disposal problem such as dumping wastes in the parking lot,
draining the waste to the sewer system or backlot, or sending it
to the local sanitary landfill via the dumpster. Less than ten
percent of the companies assisted were disposing of their wastes
within the then specified 90-day limit. (Note: The storage limit
is now 180 or 270 days for SQG's, and 90 days for large-quantity
generators.) Laboratory analyses were specifically recommended
in approximately 30 percent of the firms assisted.
Recommendations for reviewing permitting options or requirements given current practices were made for NPDES, airquality, industrial pretreatment, and Part B permits. Options to
pursue Part B permits were discouraged whenever suggested due
to the costs and time potentially affecting the SQG firm. Other,
less common recommendations involved simple changes in
processes to reduce "characteristic hazards," product substitution, and waste stream separation.
We have found that our recommendations have the greatest
positive impact if they are non-adversarial and are presented in
a manner which is not demanding. The OSCP has no enforcement power and can, therefore, only make recommendations.
Our advice is just that -- although we believe it to be competent
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-- and is non-binding to either GA-EPD or the firm. The firm
may choose to do nothing about our recommendations for a
variety of reasons, not the least of which may be financial. We
do, however, point out the legal obligation they and GA-EPD
have if an enforcement visit to the plant ever occurs.
We also suggest that if a company attempts in good faith to
follow our recommendations, and is visited and cited by GA-EPD
before completing corrections or instituting programs, that the
GA-EPD attitude is likely to be more forthcoming than if
nothing had been done. If the compliance officer does find a
problem, he must cite the company; but, if documentation is on
hand showing that the company has worked with the OSCP and is
making an effort to correct problems, the officer may have and
exercise options that are less confrontational. Emphasis is
placed on the word options. As noted previously, GA-EPD is in
no way bound by our recommendations.
The last step in the report process, naturally, is its delivery. In
final form, our reports are written in letter format, and are
typically no longer than four or five pages, excluding appendices
or attachments. The report will have been set in a standardized
format consisting of four different sections -- a brief introduction, Waste Identification, Waste Stream and Process
Characterization, and Regulatory Status Summary and
Recommendations. A sample sanitized report is included as
Appendix D.
d. Evaluation of OSCP and File Closeout
1)

Evaluation Procedure
Evaluation of the OSC Program by the firms assisted was
accomplished through a questionnaire returned to us. The
feedback has been almost universally positive. Ten randomly selected sample industry evaluations are attached as
Appendix E. We had two situations that were potentially
negative. One was a deep-well chemical injector that
wanted us to agree with his mistaken interpretation of the
regulations. The only other instance known to us was
actually due to a mutual communication problem. Once
that was clarified, the firm was pleased with the service.
We recognized, however, the need for more quantitative and
specific compliance data.
Toward the end of our 1983-84 grant, we decided to conduct
revisits of the firms assisted in 1984 and those to be assisted
in 1985 under our second year grant. The purpose of these
revisits is to assess the effectiveness of the Program and to
determine whether the companies have been able to implement any of our recommendations into their overall
hazardous waste management program. Of the 56 firms
assisted through on-site surveys in 1983-84, we have
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revisited 20 companies. For various reasons, we have, thus
far, been unable to revisit every company. In one case, the
revisit was refused -- the firm did not believe that a revisit
would benefit it in any way. We will, however, attempt to
revisit all firms past and future as they agree and results
will be reported at the end of this grant.
In 95 percent of the revisits conducted to date, we found
that the company had at least considered implementing
some or all of the recommendations. Many had taken all of
the recommendations and incorporated them in some
manner into their programs.
About half of these evaluations were, at the request of the
firm, conducted by phone, and the remainder were on-site.
All were originally planned to be on-site visits, but some
firms preferred to respond by phone. Most of the revisits
involved companies assisted early in the Program, so they
had in excess of one year to make changes in their own
individual programs. Some companies had made process
changes since the initial visit, and any changes in the waste
streams and/or regulatory status were noted, as well. New
recommendations were made if necessary, and past recommendations that had not been acted upon were reiterated.
After each revisit, a Follow-up Statistical Data Sheet is
completed, again directly after completing the revisit or
when writing the evaluation report. An example of this
sheet is presented as Figure 5. It is basically the same as
the initial Statistical Data Sheet, with the addition of
several new categories under the Consultation Type heading.
A short letter report is written for each revisit, and includes
a summary of the new generator regulations and a tabulation of the action the firm has taken on the previous
recommendations. If any new recommendations were made
during the revisit, they are noted in the report (see
Appendix F for two examples).
Table 1. summarizes the instances of compliance effected
through the OSCP revisit effort.
2) File Closeout
All reports and files are internally reviewed and signed by
the Project Director before mailing. The files are closed
with a Consultation Review Form (Figure 6). This sheet
documents that all required forms are present, as well as
the field notes and any further research. The report is
evaluated and notes made concerning particular items, such
as whether reference should be made back to a previous
report. The Review Form is then signed by the consultant
and by the Program Director. After review, the report is
then mailed to the firm.
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GEORGIA TECH HAZARDOUS WASTE CONSULTATION PROGRAM

FOLLOW-UP STATISTICAL DATA SHEET

A. COMPANY INFORMATION:
(1)
(2)

Company Name
Address

(3) County
(4) Telephone

B. SERVICE AND COMPANY DOCLINCNTATION:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Inquiry Date
Request Date
Survey Date
Report Date

(5) SIC
Employees
(6)
(7) Previous Case

C.

WASTE INVOLVEMENT:

Generator
Storer

Transporter
Disposer

D.

CONSULTATION TYPE:

Program Audit
Tech. Assist.
Lab. Analysis
On-Site Re-Visit
Off-Site Re-Visit

On-Site Initial Visit
On-Site Follow-Up
On-Site Follow-Thru
Office/Telephone
Consultation

x.

.

-

."'V.
•
....1

..

E.

F.

CONSULTATION TIME:

Research
Calculations
Interpretation
Report

Preparation
Travel
Field/Office Consul.
Sample Log-In

't
t

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE STATUS:
Waste code(s)/categories:
In compliance with EPA/GA-EPD waste regulations:

Yes

No

Areas of non-compliance:

G. SIJPPLEINIENTAL INF ORM ATIO Ns
How did employer hear of program?

Newspaper
EPA/EPD
Friends

H. DESIRE FOR SAFETY/HEALTH CONSULTATIOlsk

Trade Association
Thru Georgia Tech
Other

Yes

No

Report Prepared By:

Report Reviewed By:

Figure 5. Follow-up Statistical Data Sheet
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Table 1. Instances of Compliance Verified Through the OSCP Revisit Effort

-

All twenty companies revisited were informed of the new RCRA
generator regulations
Waste analyses have been conducted by the SQG in seven cases

-

Three companies either corrected their problems or never had any to start
with

-

Three were not labeling correctly and now are

-

Two are disposing of their wastes through their supplier on a "milk-run"
basis
Five are now definitely in compliance as far as storage times are
concerned

-

Definite correct disposal has been effected in six cases who were not
previously doing so
One company is now disposing of small amounts of waste asbestos rope
correctly
Recycling has been started in two cases
Product substitution has been considered in five cases

-

On-site treatment was discouraged in two cases in which proper disposal
is now being carried out
At least two companies have filed notifications of hazardous waste
activity

-

One company ceased disposing of a material as hazardous waste when it
was shown not to be
One company has completed a contingency plan while two others are
preparing plans

HAZARDOUS AND INDUSTRIAL WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
CONSULTATION REVIEW FORM

FILE NUMBER

DATE

I. DOCUMENTATION OF REQUEST

IL

STATISTICAL DATA

M. FIELD AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION
A.

Information Adequate

B.

Documentation Complete

N. STATION REPORT
A.

Report Easily Understood

B.

Regulatory Status Classified Properly

C.

Adequate Documentation

D.

Correction Schedule Reasonable

E.

Report Completed on Time

F.

Follow-Up Data Sheet

G.

Enclosures

REVIEWER'S NOTES:

Report Prepared By:

Reviewed By:

Reviewed By:
Program Director

..■•••••••rr

Consultation Review Form
Figure 6.

4.

Supplemental Information Provided to Firms
A variety of printed materials are distributed to SOG's. Other, more
specialized references and/or materials are provided as well. The
following describes examples of some of the information we offer.
A useful source of information that we supply to certain firms is a
sheet titled "Recommended Approaches to Handling Laboratory
Waste" (Figure 7). Chemical laboratories or companies having an inhouse lab have made use of this sheet in dealing with their waste
disposal problems. This sheet explains how to dispose of wastes
ranging from acids and bases to reactives, soils, sludges, and lab
packs. It also addresses methods of on-site treatment such as
oxidation, reduction, or neutralization for small amounts of waste.
Another important handout is the GA-EPD TSD Facility List.
Compiled by the State, the list includes the names of several
transporters and TSD facilities in Georgia and surrounding states.
This list is not an endorsement of particular companies; it is, rather,
a source of information to a firm searching for a waste transporter or
TSD facility. We also provide names of other firms that have special
capabilities or have not yet been placed on the GA-EPD list.
GA-EPD also offers a list of testing laboratories in Georgia and other
nearby states. Again, no endorsement is intended. We supply this list
to firms that are in need of an analytical laboratory for waste
analyses, and it is their responsibility to research and select the lab
that will provide the best service and price.
The OSCP has compiled a list of consulting engineers qualified to
assist firms with the more technical and mechanical aspects of
hazardous waste management, such as designing and modifying treatment or storage facilities. As with the two GA-EPD lists, this one is
not an endorsement of any particular company. It is up to the firm to
find the consultant most appropriate to its own needs.
We also provide copies of the Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest to
companies that will be manifesting waste for the first time. They
are shown how to fill out the form and how to interpret the DOT
Hazardous Materials Table for use on the Manifest. As with permits,
we will not actually fill out a firm's manifest. We do, however, point
out the most important areas and answer specific questions.

5.

Technical Assistance Consultations
Another type of service provided by the On-site Consultation
Program is technical assistance to companies in need of a few short
answers, printed materials, or referrals. A common request is for the
name of a "good" transporter or TSD facility in a particular part of
the state. Many times a company will call for an interpretation of a
particular rule or regulation and how it would apply to their situation.
Much less frequent, but just as interesting, are the calls from firms
inquiring about a water or air-quality problem or regulation, and
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RECOMMENDED APPROACH TO HANDLING LABORATORY WASTES
Laboratory staff and others using or entering your lab could be Involved in
the appropriate handling, treatment, and/or disposal of waste samples and
chemicals, we suggest that a safety and training program be developed and
presented to all. Procedures related to handling, treatment, and disposal of
designated laboratory materials should be included for each appropriate staff
person. Where possibie, the lab wastes should be either recovered, re-used, or
disposed of on-site. It might be feasible to return materials to the originator;
however, in most cases you will most likely use pretreatment or disposal methods
commensurate with your wastes and in-house capabilities.
The following comments and recommendations will hopefully be of use and,
perhaps, supplement your existing procedures and efforts:
1.

Recovery/Reuse - Large quantities (up to 55 gallon) of solvents you may
receive are best disposed of through sale to a commercial solvent
recycler.

2.

Dilution - Most laboratories in the size range of Law's can safely dispose
of wastes in the sewer system given sufficient dilution. Thus, acids and
bases should be diluted to a range between pH 3 and 11. Small amounts of
heavy-metal compounds may be diluted sufficiently to be considered safe.
A guideline for this decision might be secondary drinking-water standards,
or EP toxicity maximum concentration ievels. Additionally, water-soluble
flammable solvents may be diluted, in some cases, to render them nonflammable.

3.

Neutralization - To accomplish pH changes, neutralization may prove
more appropriate than dilution.

4.

Oxidation - Before releasing to a sewer system, it may be appropriate to
oxidize certain compounds which could represent toxicity, odor, or
explosive potential. Consider oxidizing phenolics, aldehydes, mercaptans,
cyanides, and sulfides.

5.

Reduction - Reduction of materials, such as heavy-metal solutions,
oxidizers, per-oxides, and various organics, can cause them to be less
troublesome. Examples include: reduction and precipitation of Hg, Pb,
and Ag; hexavalent Cr can be reduced with FeS2 or FeSO4, and organolead substances may be treated in similar ways.

6.

Other Controlled Reactions/Processes - In a given situation, other
methods of dealing with hazardous wastes may be appropriate for specific
problems.

7.

Pyrophorics and Explosives - These should be disposed of with the
guidance and supervision of the Fire and/or Police Department.

8.

Soils and Sludges (solids) - These samples, along with empty containers
(less than 3% of original contents) and trash, may be disposed of in a
sanitary landfill via a dumpster if there is no threat to the personnel
picking up and disposing of the material. Normally, continued disposal
avoiding accumulation of large quantities of waste samples, will allow this
mode.

9.

Lab Pack Situations - From time to time, a given laboratory may have a
need to dispose of small containers of reagents, etc. These may be
overpacked in open-head drums for disposal at a secure hazardous waste
disposal facility. You may contact us for guidance should this situation
arise.

Approaches to Handling Laboratory Waste
Figure 7. Recommended

wanting to know if we would intercede with GA-EPD by obtaining an
opinion from them. This type of caller is afraid that if he contacts
GA-EPD, the state will come out for an inspection and subsequently
issue a citation. Calling the OSCP and/or having us call GA-EPD
saves him this worry. We also have individuals visit in our offices to
ask advice and to use our reference materials.
Technical assistance inquiries are recorded on a Telephone/Technical
Assistance Form (Figure 8). This category of assistance is the most
difficult to document, and we are certain that a significant percentage is not recorded. Some of these contacts that require more
than a few short answers are assigned a case number and filed as an
on-site consultation.

C. RECOMMENDED QUALIFICATIONS OF OSCP STAFF AND
SUGGESTIONS FOR A SUCCESSFUL PROGRAM
The experience-based suggestions given so far will, we believe, result in a
successful OSCP in other states, just as it has for us here in Georgia.
Merely copying the outward appearance of the Program will not, however,
lead to acceptance by the private sector. At least as important as
organizational and procedural matters is the overriding factor of the
attitude and working philosophy of the OSCP staff toward the firm.
1.

Project Director
The Project Director is responsible for the overall technical quality
and the coordination and administration of the OSCP. He controls
the budget and is the Program contact with US EPA and GA-EPD. As
the head of the Program, he is ultimately responsible for supervising
and providing training to the project staff, OSC planning, and
technical accuracy and completeness of the written reports. On
occasion, he should perform an on-site consultation, and must, as
with WMS's, be well versed in any new regulations and the tactics
used in this type of audit. Another important function is the Project
Director's lead role in promoting the OSCP, both the audits and
educational activities, which he must usually design and, at least to
some extent, personally perform.

2.

Waste Management Specialist
In assisting the target companies, the most important link is the
Waste Management Specialist and his attitudes and methods of
working with these companies. Without belaboring the point, we feel
that the WMS must approach individual firms and company representatives individually. Every firm is operated differently, and each has
varying personalities to deal with. Thus, it is important that the
OSCP staff be flexible and able to control personal attitudes and
tendencies that might cause conflict.

Case File

GEORGIA TED-I HAZARDOUS WASTE CONSULTATION PROGRAM
TELEPHONE/TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE SHEET

A.

B.

C.

COMPANY INFORMATION:
(1)

Company Name

(5)

Contact

(2)

Address

(6)

County

(7)

Telephone

(3)

Inquiry Date

(8)

0 Employees

(4)

SIC

(9)

Previous Case #

WASTE INVOLVEMENT:

CONSULTA TION TYPE:

Generator

Transporter

Storer

Disposer

Telephone

Technical Assistance
Written Materials

D.

CONSULTATION TIME:

E. HOW DID EMPLOYER I-EAR OF PROGRAM
Newspaper
Thru Georgia Tech

Trade Association

EPA/EPD

Friends

Other

F.

WASTE COOE(S)/CATEGORIES:

G.

COMPLIANCE WITH EPA/EP° WASTE REGULATIONS:

H.

AREAS OF NON-COMPLIANCE:

L SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION

Assistance Form
Figure 8. Telephone/Technical

Some suggestions deriving from our experience which may help assure
the most favorable outcome with a firm, both before and during an
audit, are summarized below.
o

The auditor should be able to concentrate on the particular
problem at hand -- the waste streams. If he is trained in some
other discipline such as industrial hygiene, safety, or environmental science or engineering, he should be able to avoid
spending too much time on those areas to the exclusion of
hazardous waste. Of course, if the WMS recognizes a serious
condition and is qualified to evaluate it, the problem should be
pointed out to the plant representative immediately and noted in
the report, as appropriate.
We do strongly believe that consideration should be given to
broadening the scope of the OSCP when first established. The
Georgia Tech focus is currently on hazardous waste, but we plan
to attempt just such an expansion to more fully address the total
environment.

o

Immediately adopt a non-adversarial attitude and outlook. The
OSCP's prime objective is to achieve voluntary compliance. This
will not be possible if the WMS appears to be armed with little
more than regulations and an enforcement attitude.

o

Do not appear to dominate the audit -- the WMS is there at the
company's request to perform a much needed service, and that
condition should always be respected. Of course, the information base comes from the firm, and is only as good as the WMS's
ability to obtain and interpret it.

o

The WMS will work with people of varying sophistication, intelligence, and training. He must recognize this and maintain a
demeanor that neither condescends nor appears threatened by a
firm's expertise. Thus, he must be able to reach the level of the
company representative. If the representative is not overly
educated or very familiar with regulations and technology, he
should not use unnecessarily technical language or jargon. This
approach will only confuse, frustrate, and/or cause a confrontation. If the contact is better educated and informed than the
WMS, recognize this fact, learn from it, and apply it toward the
firm's advantage. If the WMS is viewed as an equal, the firm's
representative will naturally be more apt to cooperate.

o

Talk to the contact, not at him. The WMS is not there to lecture
on regulations; he is there to talk about regulations and point out
the requirements and how best that firm can fit the problem into
its business operation. Be personable with the representative.
The objective is to assist him and to try and keep him out of
regulatory trouble, and to help his business operate efficiently.

o

If a mistake is made, point it out, apologize, and correct it
immediately. This attitude must be held even after a file is
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closed. The firm's respect and trust are critical to the OSCP.
Trying to cover up usually causes more problems in the long
term.
After the visit has been completed, the association with the company
representative does not end. There will probably be several calls for
information, possibly another visit. The report has to be written and
accepted, and there may still be a revisit to be conducted in the
future. A false start on the initial visit makes for problems later in
the association with the company. A few suggestions for dealings
with the company after the initial visit are also offered.

3.

o

In writing the report, do not rely solely on reference to regulations by paragraph number. Summarize the regulation in layman's terms. The generator regulations and requirements and/or
TSD protocols are difficult enough for a trained professional to
understand and implement, let alone someone who neither has
nor really wants knowledge of them at all.

o

Do more than is required every now and then. Offer to call
suppliers for MSDS's instead of making the company do it. Make
calls or contacts with others inside the company for supplemental information.

o

After the report has been delivered and the company evaluation
of the OSCP has been returned, call to check up on several
selected plants every now and then. This keeps the contacts
fresh and assures the company representative of the OSCP's
continuing interest in their case. It also prompts action toward
compliance.

Support Staff

Having a good, reliable, and congenial support staff is also important
to the success of the OSCP. Without fast and efficient word
processing, the reports start backing up and service turn-around
suffers. That factor as much as any can damage the program. A
cordial receptionist is also critically important for answering the
phone as well as welcoming office visitors.
By now, it should be obvious that the most important contributor to
the success of the OSCP is the quality and attitude of the staff.
From the administration and throughout the program staff, an open
and professional atmosphere must be maintained. Without consideration and reinforcement of these types of attitudes and working
relationships, the OSCP will probably not be successful.
D. OSCP DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
Shortly before final approval of the second year grant, we began computerizing certain portions of the case files on an IBM PC. We have
computerized the statistical data, waste codes, and recommendations
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made to that particular company. This information can then be retrieved
in a printout suitable for use in various reports and documentation needs.
We have also placed the "Awaiting Request" and "Need to be Scheduled"
files into this system. Information such as the report, field notes, and any
supplemental information are not included on our computer.
In addition to the case files, we also have several mailing lists in the
computer. These lists include every company with which the OSCP has
worked, as well as the EPA Region 4 Generator ID Number mailing list.
Several other Georgia Tech lists are also available for use by the OSCP.
Having all this information on computer has greatly simplified data
retrieval and processing. Valuable time formerly spent on looking up
information is now spent more efficiently on actual consultations.

E. CASE STUDIES
Three case studies are offered as examples of actual application of the
OSCP. These cases cover many, if not most, of the different situations a
program may encounter. These cases describe firms completely
unfamiliar with the generator regulations, one with limited waste
streams, and another very large company, also a small-quantity generator.
Here, we also encountered people who were knowledgeable about the
regulations and had many complicated waste streams. At least one of
these firms had attended one of the OSCP area seminars for SOG's.
The first case deals with a small furniture-stripping operation. The
second is a large rubber and textile printing firm having many waste
streams, but still a small-quantity generator. The last case concerns
another large firm with many waste streams which turned out to be a
large-quantity generator, and an interim Part B treatment facility.

CASE STUDY 1
This case concerns an organization which operates a small furniturestripping line. Located in a small town, the management and employees
who had no knowledge whatsoever of the generator regulations, called
OSCP for help after having received a fact sheet in the mail. They
thought that they might have some problems because the strippers used
had those "big chemical names." After completion of the request process,
a visit was scheduled, and the facility was surveyed. Only one waste
stream was discovered -- the runoff from the stripped furniture.
In this operation, the furniture, placed on a concrete pad, is stripped in a
two-step process involving stripper application followed by a water rinse.
The runoff then drained into a gravel pit. This runoff was classified as
being hazardous waste due to the makeup of the stripper. In addition to
the stripper runoff, paint sludge residues also accumulated.
This particular stripper was composed of methylene chloride, methanol,
xylene, and toluene. Additionally, much of the furniture was originally
covered with lead-based paint; therefore, the sludge contained this metal
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in potentially EP Toxic concentrations. Depending upon the workload, it
appeared that the amounts of waste generated could exceed the former
1,000 kg/month small-quantity generator exclusion limit. On the basis of
this information, the generator was informed that he was likely in a noncompliance situation and should try to limit the amount of sludge and
runoff reaching the gravel pit. It was also recommended that the waste
be analyzed to document the actual composition of the stripper runoff and
the paint sludge, both for lead and flashpoint. We also suggested that
they investigate methods for reusing and/or recycling the spent solvent.
Several months after the completion of the report, we received another
call from this company. They had been inspected and cited by GA-EPD
for possible groundwater contamination. The compliance officer had
requested that the runoff be characterized to determine what was
entering the septic field. After talking to the manager, we learned that
there had been a process change, and that the furniture was now being
stripped in a large trap from which the stripper was reused. The furniture
was then placed in another tray and washed off with pressurized water
which was passed through a screen to remove the paint sludge, and
drained into a new 600-gal septic tank. Approximately 50-75 gal/day of
this rinse water was draining into the septic tank. It was this runoff that
concerned the compliance officer.
After obtaining permission to discuss the situation with the compliance
officer, OSCP contacted the facility manager to explain the problem and
what had to be done. The sampling procedure to be followed was outlined,
and sample bottles sent to the firm which strongly desired to have
Georgia Tech perform the analytical work. The foreman pulled the
samples from the runoff, and they were returned in person to the EHSD
Analytical Laboratory for analysis. It is noted that these samples were
done at the company's expense -- sampling and analysis are not funded
under the OSCP.
The analyses requested by the compliance officer included flashpoint,
volatile organics, and an EP Toxicity metal scan. The flashpoint was
shown to be greater than 200 0F; however, the methylene chloride
concentration was greater than 230 ppm, even after diluting the sample.
No further VOA analyses were then possible. The metal scan detected
only lead at a concentration of 6.64 mg/1, which is over the maximum
allowable concentration of 5.0 mg/l.
Based upon this information, it was concluded that there was indeed a
problem with organic solvents and lead. We informed the company and
explained the results. At their direction, we notified GA-EPD of the
analytical results.
GA-EPD is currently reviewing the case and will make a decision in the
near future. Their preliminary recommendations will probably be that the
company go through the notification procedures to obtain an EPA
Generator Identification Number and to start disposing of the material as
hazardous waste.

CASE STUDY 2
This case involved a large rubber and textile printing company. Among
five different plants, the company employs over 5,000 workers. The
largest plant manufactures rubberized textiles using four different types
of latex or other types of dips which generate waste including resorcinol
formaldehyde latex (RFL), Esterweld, Papi-toluene dip, and Kevlar dip.
Initially, we tried to evaluate these waste streams through the MSDS's,
but because of both the complexity and amount of chemicals, a complete
characterization was not possible. We were, however, able to narrow the
potential problems to either flashpoint or cyanide. The recommendation
was then made to have sampling and analytical work performed on the
four waste streams. RFL was to be analyzed for flashpoint and the
Esterweld was to be analyzed for cyanide. Papi-toluene was to be
sampled both for flashpoint and cyanide determination, and the Kevlar dip
for flashpoint.
Analyses proved some of our suspicions correct. Cyanide was measured at
a concentration of 0.55 ppm in the Esterweld mixture, and less than 0.1
ppm (also the limit of detection) in the Papi-toluene dip. Of the three
mixtures tested for flashpoint, only one -- Papi-toluene (flashpoint of 34
degrees) -- was less than 140 0 F.
Based upon these findings, Papi-toluene and Esterweld were designated
hazardous wastes on the basis of flashpoint and cyanide-toxicity, respectively. In the case of the Esterweld, the amount of cyanide was relatively
low, but since there are no concentration standards, its presence prompts
the hazardous waste designation. Papi-toluene, on the other hand, was
ignitable, a clear-cut classification by characteristic.
Our recommendations to this company were mixed in the sense that it
could not move in and out of the small-quantity generator category in any
given month. At the time of the audit, Papi-toluene was not being run,
but when it is used, the expected waste generation is on the order of 10
gal/week. There should be no waste from the Esterweld process, only of fspec or spilled material. The only way this firm would even become a
small-quantity generator would be to significantly increase the production
of Papi-toluene and/or have a large spill of Esterweld.
Should this facility ever reach the 100 kg/month level, it will be an SOG
and be required to comply with the remainder of the generator regulations. The company representative, while disappointed that the firm has a
hazardous waste problem to deal with, was at the same time encouraged
that the problem is not major, should not result in a major financial
setback, and will not prove difficult to deal with.

CASE STUDY 3
The last case to be reviewed concerns an aircraft manufacturer. This
facility has numerous waste streams, some of which are handled by an onsite treatment plant. As would be expected from this type of operation,
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the waste streams were, in addition to being numerous, quite different.
The report for this company took over a week to collect more information, research the data, and write. Due to the complexity of this case,
this discussion concentrates on the treatment plant and some of the waste
which enters it.
The waste treatment plant is the treatment area for all the acidic chrome
and alkaline wastes generated at this facility. The company that operates
this plant applied for a Part B permit a year or so ago and was turned
down for various reasons. Considerable changes have been made in the
treatment process and overall operating procedures, and the company
plans to reapply in the near future.
The pH levels of the various incoming waste streams are eventually
neutralized, and hexavalent chromium is converted to the trivalent form
and filtered out. Some of the waste entering the plant is not acidic or
alkaline, but is treated as such. Some waste alcohols, paint sludge,
strippers, and various solvents are either drummed or pumped to the plant
and then treated.
There is a settling pond which was used for chromium treatment before
the present tank system was installed. The pond is still used during sludge
clear-out in the tanks, and for emergency discharges. It is expected to be
phased-out completely, and the site decontaminated as the next phase of
the treatment plant is completed in 1986, or sooner, if a delisting petition
is approved.
All drummed waste is stored at the treatment plant. The waste drums are
segregated into two broad chemical categories: solvents, hydraulic fluids,
oils, and stripper waste; and cooling and cutting oils. When 80 to 100
drums of each waste category are collected, they are shipped out for
incineration or recycling. This takes place every 3 to 4 months. The
drums are stored under a shelter on a concrete pad which is diked in the
solvent area. There is a still located under the shelter which is used for
1,1,1-trichloroethane reclamation. The reclaimed solvent is then returned
to a raw product storage area, while the remaining still bottoms are
drummed and disposed of as hazardous waste.
This company was considered a large-quantity generator on the basis of
the amounts of solvent waste generated. Since the trichloroethane is
being recycled, it is not considered hazardous waste. The waste material
entering the treatment plant has never technically left the actual process,
and is then not really "waste" in terms of the generator regulations. It
would, however, be considered a hazardous material.
Several general recommendations were made concerning items that would
be required in order for a Part B permit to be issued, such as berming,
fencing-in temporary waste storage areas, and covering such areas. The
new Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest was also covered and explained.
Although this company did not have an environmental engineer or
scientist on the staff, several chemists were charged with running the
treatment plant and insuring that the plant's hazardous waste manage-

-32-

ment program was carried out. They were also responsible for putting
together and supervising the permitting process on the company's side.
Overall, they had a good understanding of the generator and TSD
regulations, but still desired an outside opinion.
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III. RESULTS OF YEAR-ONE GRANT ACTIVITIES

A.

CONSULTATIONS AND OTHER CONTACTS
During the first year of the Hazardous Waste On-site Consultation
Program, a total of 56 on-site visits and reports were made. Documented
technical assistance added another 22 firms, for a total of 78 consultations, and we have experienced numerous inquiries by phone or direct
contact through visits to our offices that have not been formerly
documented through Statistical Data Sheets and case files. Several
hundred firms have been directly assisted by having a representative
attend one of the various seminars or courses sponsored by the Georgia
Tech Environmental Health and Safety Division. Even in this forum, many
questions were answered and recommendations made regarding particular
aspects of a firm's operations. Advice ranged from answering specific
questions concerning generator regulations to problems relating to on-site
treatment, source reduction, product substitution, industrial pretreatment, disposal, recycling, and various other areas.
Table 2 summarizes the nature of the consultations performed.

B.

CHARACTERISTICS OF FIRMS ASSISTED
The majority of the firms assisted under the OSCP were generators. Most
were small businesses, but several were quite large. Firm size ranged
from 5 to over 5,000 employees. Twenty-six different SIC codes were
encountered, including organizations such as chemical laboratories, educational institutions, and industrial parts and light to medium manufacturers. Nearly all of these firms were "out of compliance" to some
extent, the most common violations being storage time and not notifying
GA-EPD of hazardous waste activities. Table 3 summarizes the nature
and size of companies assisted.
We worked with firms in 35 of the 159 counties in the state of Georgia
(Figure 9), and we can already see a great prospect for significant
increases in the company backlog. In fact, given priorities and funding
levels, we have reduced the promotional effort to avoid developing a
backloo that cannot be adequately served.
During the first year, we dealt with a broad cross-section of waste types
and specific substances. For example, we identified 103 waste streams
with the Characteristic Hazardous Waste Number prefix of "D". Many
times, a waste with the same number is seen in several places in the same
plant. In these cases, the number is reported only once. Thirty-eight nonspecific sources (F) were noted, as were 2 specific sources (K), 11 acutely
toxic commercial products (P), and 50 different toxic commercial
products (U). Many of these specific substances appeared fairly often,
while others were identified only once or twice.
Table 4 summarizes the nature of substances (hazardous waste number)
identified.
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Table 2. Types of Consultations Provided by the OSCP

ASSISTANCE TYPE

QTR1

QTR2

QTR3

QTR4

TOTAL a

Program Audit
Lab Analyses
Initial Visit
Follow-up Action
Off/Phone Contact
Tech Assistance

11
0
14
1
2
1

16
0
16
1
6
3

12
0
12
2
10
2

13
0
14
1
17
9

52
0
56
5
35
15

a The waste code tallies do not relate to the total number of visits, counties, SIC
codes, etc. Rather, they reflect the different chemical waste streams seen on
each visit. More than one waste stream with the same code may have been noticed
on any particular visit, but the code is reported only once. Several companies had
several dozen potential waste streams and were too numerous to inspect, and are
thus, not reflected in the tallies.

Table 3. Size of Industries Assisted by the OSCP

INDUSTRY SIZE

1-25
26-50
51-100
101-200
201-500
501-1000
1000+
TOTAL

a

QTR1

QTR2

QTR3

QTR4

TOTAL a

5
1
3
1
1
1
1

3
4
5
5
1
0
0

4
4
1
6
3
0
0

7
3
6
1
6
1
3

19
12
15
13
11
2
4

13

18

18

27

76

The numbers do not add up due
classifications.
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Table 4. Hazardous Waste Number Distribution

QTR1

OTR2

QTR3

QTR4

TOTAL

2
2
3
1
0
1
3
4
0
0
3
1

7
7
3
2
1
0
5
4
0
1
0
0

7
3
1
0
0
1
2
2
0
0
0
0

12
6
1
0
1
0
7
5
4
0
1
0

28
18
8
3
2
2
17
15
4
1
4
1

20

30

16

37

103a

4
0
2
1
1
0
0

2
4
4
0
2
0
1

1
4
2
0
1
1
0

2
4
1
0
1
0
0

9
12
9
1
5
1
1

8

13

9

8

38a

1
0

0
0

0
1

0
0

1
1

1

0

1

0

2a

P022
P030
PO41
P056
P063
P089
P092

0
0
0
0
0
1
0

P106

0

0
0
2
0
0
0
1
0

0
1
0
0
0
0
0
2

1
1
0
1
1
0
0
0

1
2
2
1
1
1
1
2

1

3

3

4

lla

WASTE CODE DIST

D001
D002
D003
D004
D005
D006
D007
D008
D009
D010
D011
D013
TOTAL

F001
F002
F003
F004
F005
F006
F019
TOTAL

K001
K061
TOTAL

TOTAL

Table 4. (Cont'd) Hazardous Waste Number Distribution

WASTE CODE DIST

U002
U003
U009
U012
U013
UO31
UO36
U044
U052
U056
U080
U103
U112
U114
U122
U123
U134
U140
U145
U154
U159
U161
U188
U201
U210
U213
U220
U223
U226
U239
U242
TOTAL

a

OTR1

QTR2

OTR3

QTR4

TOTAL

0
0
0
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
1
1
1
0
1
2
1
1
0
0
1
0
0
1
0
1
1
1
1
0
0

0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
1
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
0
0
0
1
1

2
1
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
0
1
1
0
1
0
2
1
1
1
1
0
0
2
0
1
1
0

2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
3
3
2
2
1
2
2
1
3
2
1
1
3
1
2
2
2

5

16

9

20

50a

There are a total of 77 files; the tally of 76 is due to File Number 33, which has
no actual report. It is merely an overview visit of three plants.

C.

PROGRAM PROMOTIONAL ACTIVITY
In promoting the Program, one of the most important methods of
communication has been through the mass media. Several radio, TV, and
newspaper interviews have been provided by OSCP personnel, including a
radio talk show and a 15-minute spot about hazardous waste on "Georgia
Digest," a Georgia Public Television program. Articles have been written
for the Atlanta Journal/Constitution and the Atlanta Business Chronicle.
The Program has also been promoted in the Georgia Tech Environmental
Health and Safety Division Newsletter, which reaches nearly 4,000
organizations.
To date, we have appeared before almost 2,000 persons at various short
courses, seminars, professional meetings, and conferences, allowing the
Program to reach a broader range of businesses. More of these types of
presentations are planned for the future.
The professional staff in the twelve Georgia Technology Centers (formerly known as the Georgia Tech Industrial Extension Offices) promote the
services. Seminars have been held at each Center, and will be held again
this year. The health and safety professionals in the OSHA 7(c)1 program
fill out Hazardous Waste Questionnaires while they are in certain plants.
This has resulted in a total of 225 questionnaires. Of course, many of the
nearly 500 firms and organizations visited in that program have no
hazardous waste problems.
Table 5 gives specific examples of promotional and other kinds of
educational activities.

D.

TYPES OF COMPLIANCE ACHIEVED
Although compliance may take many forms, there are several cases which
deserve mention. Many firms have completed or plan to sample and have
analyses performed to characterize their hazardous waste situation and/or
for manifesting purposes. We know, for instance, that over 400 drums of
hazardous waste, accumulated over the years, have been properly disposed
of or recycled. Several firms have corrected on-site storage problems
related to time limits and/or compatibility of stored wastes.
We have recommended source reduction through raw material substitution
or simple treatment in several cases, and formally recommended
recycling and reuse in five cases, although the latter is encouraged in
nearly every case. In several cases we have halted the use of or at least
identified the use of underground tanks or lagoons for the storage of
hazardous waste. Two companies that thought that they were out of
compliance were found not to be. Finally, two firms that were disposing
of materials as hazardous waste were pleased to find out that the waste
was not hazardous at all and could be disposed in non-regulated facilities.
This, of course, resulted in dollar savings.
The OSCP has, on several occasions, assisted generators and nongenerating f irms with problems in other areas of environmental
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Table 5. Specific Promotional Activities a

Location

Date

What

Atlanta

2/21/84

WGST Radio Interview/IEDb Seminar

Augusta

2/22/84

WCKJ Radio Interview/IED Seminar

Macon

2/28/84

Albany

2/29/84

WALB Television Interview/GA IED Seminars

Douglas

3/1/84

IED Seminars

Savannah

3/2/84

WJCL Television Interview/IED Seminar

Rome

3/6/84

IED Seminars

Carrollton

3/8/84

IED Seminars

Gainesville

3/20/84

IED Seminars

Atlanta

3/29/84

Presentation to GA-EPD Staff-Industrial Pretreatment

Atlanta

4/3/84

S.E. Safety and Health Conference

Atlanta

5/2/84

Environmental Science & Technology Article Review

Washington, D.C.

5/10/84

US EPA Small Business Task Group Meeting (US EPA)

Washington, D.C.

5/17/84

US EPA Small Business Task Group Meeting (Industry)

Atlanta

5/18/84

1984 SEFA Dixieland Exhibition

Atlanta

5/21/84

Georgia Industrial Development Assoc. Monthly Meeting

Marietta

5/22/84

Cobb Chamber of Commerce Mfg. Council Dinner

July 1984

Assisted Contractor with GA-EPD Haz Waste Training
Program Development

Savannah

8/2/84

Haz Waste Seminar for Amer. Soc. Safety Engineers

Atlanta

8/7/84

GA Section American Water Resources Assn. Meeting

a Public presentations unless otherwise indicated
b

Georgia Tech Industrial Extension Division
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Table 5. (cont'd) Specific Promotional Activities a

Location

Date

What

Atlanta

8/27/84

Atlanta Business Chronicle Article

Atlanta

9/2/84

Atlanta Journal/Constitution Perspective Article

Atlanta

9/7/84

S.E. Occupational Health Conference

Atlanta

10/9/84

Georgia Public Television "Georgia Digest"

Atlanta

10/18 &
10/19/84

US EPA Region IV Environmental Review Conference
Workshop

Atlanta

11/1/84

Governor's Conference on Georgia's Environment

Atlanta

11/7/84

Georgia House of Representatives Hazardous Materials
in the Workplace Study Committee—Agency Testimony

Atlanta

11/7/84

Georgia House of Representatives Hazardous Materials
in the Workplace Study Committee--Public Testimony

Atlanta

11/15/84

Call-in TV program sponsored by the League of Women
Voters

Augusta

12/9/84

Georgia House of Representatives Hazardous Materials
in the Workplace Study Committee--Public Testimony

Washington, D.C.

12/10/84

US EPA Trade/Industry Association Meeting on SOG
Program

Atlanta

12/14/84

GA Tech Short Course: Generator Requirements and
Compliance

Atlanta

1/9/85

Government Refuse Collection and Disposal Association
Conference

Atlanta

2/6/35

GA Tech Current Topics in Hazardous Waste Control
Conference

a
b

Public presentations unless otherwise indicated
Georgia Tech Industrial Extension Division

compliance such as industrial pretreatment, NPDES, and air and water
quality permitting.
Table 6 lists the specific kinds of compliance methods recommended and
examples of compliance brought about by the OSCP assistance effort.

E.

REFINEMENTS MADE IN THE PROGRAM
Based upon recommendations made by US EPA and GA-EPD through their
mid-year audits of sanitized reports, as well as problems we noted
internally, several refinements were made to make the Program more
efficient, effective, and most importantly, useful to the generators.
Toward this end, the report format was standardized and emphasis was
placed on the use of more "understandable" language. We also began using
an audit checklist, providing more printed materials for mailing and
presentation handouts, making follow-up phone calls after sending the
report, and improved the system for documenting compliance effected.
Internal review of the procedures and reports has shown a steady
improvement in the comprehensiveness and usefulness of an already good,
basic product.
From a standpoint of technical and operational improvements, we have
started making limited field measurements of pH, temperature, and
specific conductivity in waste streams at selected companies. More
involved analyses and sampling is not funded under the grant.
Two of the companies described in the Case Studies Section presented
problems related to numerous waste streams and processes. Counted as
only two consultations, they in fact represented more than three weeks of
effort, and thus should reasonably have been separated into at least 8
consultations. We have had several other instances that were actually
equivalent to more than one typical consultation. In the future, we plan
to separate certain firms into segments representing processes, so that
the number of consultations reported more nearly reflects the actual
expenditure of OSCP time, as well as the benefit garnered by the firm and
the environment.

F.

INDICATORS OF PROGRAM SUCCESS
Nearly all of the firms assisted have been extremely pleased with the
help, as evidenced by the evaluations returned to us. We have also
received many unsolicited letters from firms assisted and others attending
presentations who expressed their appreciation. Samples of these are
attached as Appendix G.
Georgia EPD has been very cooperative, has audited our work, and
continues to recommend firms to the OSCP, as well as promote the
Program at meetings and conferences they attend. Mr. John Taylor,
Chief of the GA-EPD Land Protection Branch, has estimated that one
Environmental Specialist III from his staff would have required well over a
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Table 6. Instances of Compliance Methods Suggested and Examples of Actual
Compliance Observed During the First-Year Effort

We have noted and recommended many different types of compliance methods
which appear to have been followed or are in the process of being followed.
Although the only way to quantitatively document such compliance is through
revisitation, examples are listed below:
Suggested Compliance Methods
Sampling and analysis have been recommended in many cases;
Ways to effect "proper" disposal in order to prevent "outback" land
disposal have been suggested;
Waste stream characterization and separation have been encouraged;
Treatment alternatives have been offered in lieu of other means, such as
backyard dumping or solvent evaporation;
Feedstock chemical substitution has been recommended in many cases in
an attempt to eliminate the problems at the start of the process;
When a firm has a definite storage time problem, we have recommended
that they request a storage time extension from GA-EPD;
Most companies have needed assistance in manifesting and filling out the
annual reports;
Most firms are not aware of the correct labeling requirements and have
been educated therein;
Whenever possible, we have advised firms to recycle or join in a "milkrun" for waste disposal;
Whenever any deficiencies are noted in storage or treatment area designs,
the firm is advised of the necessary corrections;
If general health and safety problems are noted, the firm is advised as to
the nature and scope of the problems;
At times, it has been necessary to recommend that a firm seek help from
a consulting engineer, and we will furnish a list of such;
Chemical laboratories are a unique type of generator, and require special
assistance; an OSCP handout deals with this subject;
OSCP also provides lists of recyclers, transporters, disposers, testing
laboratories, and can furnish copies of specific regulations, procedures,
and methods.

Table 6. (cont'd) Instances of Compliance Methods Suggested and Examples of
Actual Compliance Observed During the First-Year Effort

Actual Compliance Observed a
Over 400 drums of waste material have been properly disposed of, with
over 100 from one facility alone;
The firm which disposed of over 100 drums properly is also now labeling
correctly and is storing within time limits and in a compatible manner;
One firm, cited by GA-EPD for lack of a contingency plan, contacted the
OSCP for assistance, was supplied with a model, and developed a
workable, viable plan; three more companies have also asked for this
model and are developing their own plans;
The OSCP is working with dry cleaning trade associations in developing a
"milk-run" for their members;
-

One dry cleaner has ceased using his waste perchloroethylene as a weed
killer on the parking lot;
Two companies are now disposing of their wastes through their raw
material supplier;
Representatives from one firm have met in our offices with us to develop
plans for hazardous waste and environmental compliance for a proposed
new facility;
A cosmetics firm has implemented all of our recommendations concerning
disposal of waste barium and alcohol products, and is interested in having
more work done;
A large printing company has taken our suggestions and is now properly
disposing of its alcohol-based inks;
Two laboratories (one university and one commercial) have instituted
proper disposal methods and simple in-lab treatment methods to render
hazardous wastes (both characteristic and listed) harmless;
We assisted one university in the development of an institution-wide
hazardous waste management system;
One firm substituted a safe feedstock chemical for a hazardous substance;
Several firms now are or have the ability to manifest and designate an
approved TSD or recycler.

a

See Table 1 for results of revisitation program
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220-day work year to perform only the initial on-site visits and reporting
completed by the Program during the first three quarters of the OSCP.
He estimated that direct labor with fringe benefits for one person, but not
including administrative or program start-up costs, travels and per diem,
clerical, phones, copying, senior review, promotion, etc. would have cost
much more to accomplish the same results. Of course, we had designed,
set up and started the Program within the same timeframe, as well. He
feels that GA-EPD's investment has produced an excellent return on the
taxpayer's dollar, as well as hard to measure good will.

G. OSCP SECOND-YEAR GRANT PLANS
A final charge of this project was to suggest goals for a continuation of
the pilot program. Those goals, which include much of the substance of
this document based on our performance, resulted in the grant extension
and expansion of the program for a second year. Thus, the general areas
of endeavor to be pursued are:
o

continuation of the on-site consultations to individual firms with the
additional goal of training other delivery-system organizations in the
OSCP concept;

o

evaluation of OSC compliance effectiveness;

o

Preparation of a Hazardous Waste On-site Consultation Training
Program;

o

Continuation of In-Georgia educational activities and extending this
work to other states;

o

Participation with the US EPA Office of Solid Waste in the development of regulatory information targeted to SQG's.

IV. CONCLUSION

We believe that Georgia Tech has shown and will continue to develop a strong
case for the expansion of the Hazardous Waste On-site Consultation Program
to a national scope, regardless of funding mechanisms. The benefits of this
educational program are, in our opinion, undeniable. Industry has welcomed
this type of assistance with open arms and has clearly given its approval and
support. With the continued help and assistance of state and federal
regulatory agencies and the private sector, the Hazardous Waste On-Site
Consultation Program may soon be referred to in the plural.
To date, we have received inquiries from 15 states. Each is interested in
obtaining our assistance in developing similar programs. Thus, in at least some
quarters, there appears to be a very real recognition of the need to utilize
educational approaches to solving, not only hazardous waste, but the full
spectrum of environmental problems. On-site consultation combined with the
other types of more traditional educational methods we have used is a
conceptually simple and effective approach.
The message we have received through our work to date is that compliance
and enforcement, as defined in the regulatory sense, are, while closely related,
very different entities. Compliance consists of performing and maintaining
facilities and procedures that will protect the environment. Enforcement, on
the other hand, is the method of making sure compliance happens after
monitoring discovers inadequacies.
Historically, education on the nature and methods of compliance required of
the regulated community have received less emphasis than enforcement. In
practice, Technical Resource Documents and other materials, while excellent
in themselves, are by-and-large of little or no help to the SQG and, we
suspect, most companies faced with compliance to hazardous waste regulations. We believe that education of the company or company type, on what is
required and how to accomplish it in a manner that best serves the environment and business is the most logical way to accomplish compliance.
The potential for success in bringing about voluntary compliance through
educational methods is clearly demonstrated by the OSHA 7(c)1 and 18(b)
health and safety on-site consultation programs. Literally thousands of
companies have been brought into compliance, but more important are the
prevention of thousands of injury and health problems and the savings
measured in thousands of work hours and attendant dollars saved.
The OSCP hazardous waste project has demonstrated its utility in bringing
about voluntary compliance and continues to refine the concept and extend the
breadth of its applicability. In short, the well-informed firms require
significantly less enforcement.
Regulatory recalcitrants and law breakers will always exist. But, these kinds
of firms are not, given our experience, nearly in the majority that current
regulatory philosophy seems to assume by emphasizing enforcement. A
successfully applied educational approach will, we believe, serve that larger
segment of society, and release resources needed to deal with the remainder
through enforcement concentrated on real problems.
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SUMMARY OF THE 1984 AMENDMENTS TO RCRA

. SMALL QUANTITY GENERATORS (SOGs)
a. Management Standards:
- by March 31, 1986, EPA must promulgate standards for waste
generated in quantities greater than 100 and less than 1000
kg/month. The standards may vary from the conventional Subtitle C regulations, but must protect human health and the
environment (HH&E).
- until the effective date of the standards, within 270 days
of enactment, SQG waste that is not managed at a permitted
Subtitle C facility may be disposed of only at a Stateapproved municipal or industrial facility.
- at a minimum, the standards must provide that: (1) on-site
storage may occur for 180 days without a permit,* and (2)
all other management of SQG waste must occur at a Subtitle
facility.
- if EPA fails to promulgate standards on time, SQG waste
generated above 100 kg /month becomes subject to the "minimum"
requirements described above plus the following: exception
reports, and retention of manifests for three years.
b. Manifest: Within 270 days of enactment, waste generated in
quantities between 100 and 1000 kg/mth must be accompanied by a
Uniform Manifest.
c. Reports to Congress:
- By April 1, 1985, EPA must submit a study characterizing the
generators, wastes, practices, and the risks posed by wastes
generated in quantities less than 1000 kg/mth.
- By April 1, 1987, EPA must submit studies on (1) the feasiblility
of establishing a licensing system whereby transporters assume
the responsibilities of SQGs, (2) the merits of retaining the
existing manifest system for SQG waste, and (3) the problems
associated with the disposal of hazardous waste generated by
educational institutions.
d. Public Education: Within 30 months of enactment, EPA must inform
SQGs of their responsibilities under the 1984 amendments. $500,000/
year is authorized for FY 1985 through 1987 to perform this task.

* The onsite storage period may be extended to 270 days for waste
that must be transported more than 200 miles, provided that no more
than 6000 kgs of such waste is stored during this period.

2

BANNED WASTE"

[. Decision Rule:
- The land disposal of a hazardous waste must be banned unless
EPA determines that the prohibition of one or methods of land
disposal is not required in order to protect HH&E. A method
of land disposal may not be determined to be protective of HH&E
unless a petitioner demonstrates there will be no migration
from the disposal unit/injection zone for as long as the waste
remains hazardous.
- EPA must promulgate regulations specifying levels or methods of
treatment, if any, which substantially diminish the toxicity of
the waste or substantially reduce the likelihood of migration
of hazardous constituents from the waste such that threats to
HH&E are minimized. "Otherwise banned" wastes so treated are
exempt from the ban.
Schedule:
- Other than for disposal in injection wells, EPA must decide
whether to ban the land disposal of dioxins and solvents within
24 months of enactment, and 8 months later, the "California
wastes." The decision whether to ban these wastes from injection
wells must be made within 45 months of enactment.
- Within 24 mths of enactment, EPA must publish a schedule for
determining whether to ban the land disposal of listed hazardous
wastes. High hazard/high volume wastes must be scheduled first.
The schedule is not subject to paperwork reduction or judicial
review.
- EPA must determine whether to ban the land disposal of wastes
according to thd following schedule:
1/3 of listed wastes in 45 mths
2/3 of listed wastes in 55 mths
All listed & characteristic wastes in 66 mths
Wastes listed after enactment, 6 mths after listing
!.. Variances:
The prohibitions are effective immediately unless:
1111 - another date is selected because, on a national scale,
alternative capacity is unavailable. The furthest the effective date can be extended is two rears.
- a variance is granted to an individual facility. Variances can
be granted for one year, and renewed for an additional year,
upon a showing of a binding contractual commitment to construct
or provide alternative capacity.
- For the duration of the variances, disposal of the waste in a
landfill or surface impoundment must be conducted at a facility
in compliance with the minimum technology reqt's described below
in #6(a).
The prohibitions for dioxins, solvents and the California wastes
do not apply for 45 months to contaminated soil debris from
cleanup and removal actions.

d. Hammer:
- If EPA fails to make a determination during the allotted time
for the California wastes, dioxins, solvents, the characteristic
wastes and the "last third" of the listed wastes, land disposal
of such waste is prohibited.
- If EPA fails to make a determination during the allotted time
for the "first and second thirds" of the listed wastes, disposal
in a landfill or surface impoundment may be conducted only if
(1) the generator certifies that there is no alternative capacity
available, and (2) disposal takes place at a facility in compliance with the minimum technology reqt's. However, if EPA fails
to make a determination for these wastes within 66 months of
enactment, land disposal of such waste is prohibited.
. OTHER LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS
a. Liquids in Landfills:
- within 6 months of enactment, the landfilling of bulk or noncontainerized liquids is prohibited.
- within 12 months of enactment, the disposal of nonhazardous
liquids is prohibited in Subtitle C facilities unless the only
reasonable alternative is disposal in a non-Subtitle C landfill
or unlined impoundment that contains or may contain hazardous
waste, and such disposal will not endanger a USDW.
- within 15 months of enactment, EPA must promulgate regulations
that minimize the landfilling of containerized hazardous liquids,
and prohibit the landfilling of liquids absorbed in materials
that biodegrade or release liquids when compressed.
b. Salt Domes:
- the placement of bulk liquids in salt domes, salt beds, underground mines or caves is prohibited until EPA promulgates
rules for such placement, and the facility receives a permit.
- the placement of containerized hazardous waste is prohibited
in these places until the facility receives a permit.
- the Waste Isolation Pilot Project in New Mexico is not subject
to these restrictions.
c. Dust Superessants: waste oil contaminated with hazardous wastes
(except ignitable wastes) cannot be used as a dust suppressant.
d. Waste Injection: within six months of enactment (or sooner if
the State has primacy and such a requirement), hazardous waste
cannot be injected into or above any formation which contains,
within 1/4 mile of the well, a USDW unless the injection is part
of a cleanup action under CERCLA or RCRA that meets certain
conditions. The provision is to be enforced under RCRA until
the State/EPA has established a MC program under SDWA.

4

ETROFITTING SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS
. Requirement: interim status impoundments must either comply with
the double-liner, leachate collection and groundwater monitoring
req'ts for new impoundments described below in #6(a), or stop
receivinq,- storing or treating hazardous waste.
. Compliance Date:
- within 4 years of enactment for impoundments that now have
interim status
- within 4 years of the date an impoundment becomes subject to
Subtitle C
- for "exempted impoundments" other than wastewater impoundments
that no longer qualify for the exemption, within 2 years of
discovering the condition that caused the disqualification.
Subsequently "disqualified" wastewater impoundments have three
years to retrofit.
.

Exemptions:
- impoundments that (1) are not located within 1/4 mile of a USDW,
(2) have at least one liner that complies with the current Part
264 standards for new impoundments* and for which there is no
evidence the liner is leaking, and (3) are in compliance with
the Part 264 groundwater monitoring requirements.
- wastewater impoundments conducting "aggressive" biological
treatment (and downstream impoundments) that are:
(i) subject to a 5402 CWA permit, and
(ii) in compliance with the Part 264 groundwater monitoring
requirements, and
(iii) are part of a facility in compliance with BAT effluent
guidelines, or
where no BAT guideline is applicable, and the facility is
not implementing BAT based on a BPJ permit, the impoundment
is part of a facility with a §402 CWA permit which is
achieving a significant degradation of hazardous pollutants
and hazardous constituents in the untreated wastestream.
impoundments
that are designed, located and operated to prevent
the migration of any hazardous constituent into the ground water
or surface water at any future time and for which, after notice
and comment, EPA has modified the retrofitting requirement. EPA
must take into account the locational criteria for vulnerable
hydrogeology when determining whether to modify the retrofitting
requirement.

Impoundments with clay liners must close as storage impoundments.

- impoundments for which, prior to the date of enactment, EPA
or an authorized state has entered into a consent decree,
order, or agreement which mandates corrective action and
provides protection of HH&E equivalent to a double-liner and
leachate collection.
d. Override:
- If EPA determines an "exempted" impoundment is likely to leak
hazardous constituents to groundwater, it may impose any
requirement necessary to protect HH&E, including retrofitting.
"Leakage" is defined as any statistically significant increase
over background.
- An exempted impoundment other than a wastewater impoundment
that is found to be leaking, or otherwise no longer qualifies
for the exemption, must be retrofitted.
- An exempted wastewater impoundment that is found to be leaking
must be retrofitted un]ess EPA determines within 3 years of
enactment that retrofitting is not necessary to protect HH&E.
e . Procedures for Obtainin. an Exem•tion: in general, owners or
operators must:
- apply within 24 months of enactment
- submit a Part B application and supply groundwater monitoring
data and all reasonably ascertainable evidence on whether the
impoundment is leaking
- supply a certification by a registered professional engineer
that the impoundment meets the applicable criteria for the
variance
EPA must provide for notice and comment, and process the application within 12 months of receipt.
e . Study: EPA must submit a Report to Congress on the environmental
consequences of the exemption for wastewater impoundments, and
on the feasibility and cost of deleting it.
5. STORAGE OF BANNED WASTE
Surface impoundments that store or treat hazardous wastes banned
from land disposal units must:
- remove hazardous treatment residues within 1 year of the waste's
placement in the impoundment,
- comply with the requirements for new impoundments described below
in #6(a), unless the impoundment meets the conditions for a waiver
from the retrofitting requirement (see #4 above), and
- be solely for the purpose of accumulating sufficient quantities
to facilitate proper subsequent management.

I

. MINIMUM TECHNOLOGY STANDARDS
a. New Land Disposal Facilities:
- a landfill unit or impoundment for which a Part B application
has not been rcvd by the date of enactment must have a double
liner with leachate collection above (for landfills) and between
the liners, and monitor ground water.
- within two years of enactment, EPA must promulgate implementing
regulations or issue guidance documents. In the meantime, the
double liner req't may be satisfied by installing a synthetic/
clay liner system that meets certain specifications.
- a variance from the double-liner requirement is provided:
(1) where the 0/0 can demonstrate that an alternative design,
together with location characteristics, is as effective in
preventing migration of hazardous constituents to ground
water. (The variance, however, is not available to landfills in Alabama.)
(2) for monofills containing foundry wastes that meet certain
conditions.
b. Interim Status Land Disposal Facilities:
- expansions & replacements of interim status landfills, impoundments and piles that receive waste six months after enactment
are subject to the req'ts for double-liners and leachate
collection applicable to new landfills, impoundments & piles.
- o/o's of such landfills and impoundments must notify EPA sixty
days before the unit receives waste, and submit a Part B
application six months thereafter.
- EPA may not require o/o's of interim status units who installed
double-liner systems in good faith compliance with regulations/
guidance documents to alter these systems in order to receive a
permit. However, EPA is not precluded from requiring that a new
liner be installed where it has reason to believe the existing
liner is leaking.
- interim status landfills, impoundments, land treatment facilities
and piles that received waste after 7/26/82 are subject to the
reqt's for groundwater monitoring, unsaturated zone monitoring
and corrective action applicable to new landfills, impoundments,
land treatment facilities and piles.
c. New Incinerators: incinerators receiving permits after the date of
enactment must achieve a 99.99 percent DRE.
d. Other New Requirements:
- within 18 months of enactment, EPA must publish guidance criteria
identifying areas of vulnerable hydrogeology. EPA must also
write regulations for the acceptable location of new & existing
hazardous waste facilities.
- within 30 months of enactment, EPA must promulgate standards for
leak detection and air emissions.

7. GROUNDWATER MONITORING

The Part 264/5 variance from the groundwater monitoring standards
for certain double lined facilities is eliminated. EPA is authorized to exempt from the groundwater monitoring requirements land
disposal units that are both designed to prevent liquids from
entering the unit & equipped with multiple leak detection systems.
8. CORRECTIVE ACTION
a. Financial Responsibility: EPA must promulgate regulations that
require evidence of financial responsibility for corrective
action.
h. Bond the Facility Boundary: As soon as practicable, EPA must
amend the hazardous waste regulations to require that corrective
action be taken beyond the facility boundary. The regulations
take effect immediately upon promulgation, and apply to all
permitted facilities and interim status landfills, impoundments
and piles that received waste after 7/26/82. Until the regulations are promulgated, EPA must issue corrective action orders
on a case-by-case basis as necessary to protect HH&E.
c. Prior Releases: all permits issued after the date of enactment
must address releases of hazardous waste or constituents from
any solid waste management unit, regardless of when the waste
was placed in the unit, or whether the unit is closed. Owners/
operators must provide financial assurance to ensure cleanup
of such releases.
d. Abatement Order: EPA is authorized to issue an administrative
order requiring corrective action for releases of hazardous
waste from interim status facilities, and to commence a civil
action for appropriate relief.
9. PERMITS
a. Permit Life: Permits must he renewed every 10 years, and land
disposal permits must be reviewed every 5 years. Permit renewalF.
are subject to regulations applicable to new permits, and must
reflect improvements in the state of control and measurement
technology.
b. Permit Application Timetable: Interim status terminates for a
facility unless a Part B application is submitted according to
the following schedule:
Facility
Land disposal
Incinerators
Other facilities

Interim Status
Terminates
Oct. '85
Oct. '89
Oct. '92

Unless Part B
Submitted
Oct. '85
Oct. '86
Oct. '88

8

Land disposal 0/0's must also certify that they are in compliance with the groundwater monitoring and financial responsibilty
req'ts in order to retain interim status.
d. Permit Decision Timetable: EPA or the States must process permit
applications within 4, 5 & 8 years of the date of enactment for .
land disposal units, incinerators & other facilities, respectively.
e. R & D Facilities: EPA is authorized to issue temporary permits
for experimental facilities without first issuing permitting
standards under §3004. The permits are limited to one year, but
are renewable each year for up to four years.
f. Interim Status for Newly Listed Waste: interim status is granted
to facilities that become subject to Subtitle C as a result of
the 1984 amendments or implementing regulations.
g. Construction Ban: a permit is required before construction of a
hazardous waste facility can begin, except for PCB incinerators
approved under TSCA.
EXPOSURE ASSESSMENTS
Within nine months of enactment, permit applications for landfills
and surface impoundments must be accompanied by an assessment of
the potential for the public to be exposed to hazardous substances
released from these units. Facilities whose applications have
already been submitted to EPA or authorized State have nine months
to submit the assessment. ATSDR is to conduct health assessments
of communities surrounding those facilities where the exposure
assessment indicates the presence of a substantial risk. The
health assessments are to be funded from EPA's RCRA appropriation;
the funds can be recovered under §107 of CERCLA for facilities
found to be contributing to a release of a hazardous substance.
WASTE MINIMIZATION
a. Manifests: After September 1, 1985, manifests must contain a
generator certification that the volume and or quantity and
toxicity of the waste has been reduced to the maximum degree
economically practicable, and the method used to manage the
waste minimizes risk to the extent practicable.
b. Generator Reports: Bienneal reports must indicate efforts to
reduce waste volume and the reduction actually achieved.
c. Permits: After September 1, 1985, as a condition for an on-site
permit, the generator must certify at least annually the same
information described under "b" above.

- 9 -

d. Study: By October 1, 1986, EPA must submit a Report to Congress
on the feasibility and desirability of establishing waste
minimization regulations.
12. LISTINGS & OTHER MEASURES TO ADD NEW WASTES
a. Additional Listings: EPA must determine whether to list the
following wastes within the following dates of enactment::
- 6 months: chlorinated dioxins and dibenzofurans
- 12 months: other halogenated dioxins and dibenz_•Lurans
- 15 months: coal slurry pipeline effluent, coke byproducts,
chlorinated aliphatics, -ioxin, dimethyl hydrazine, TDI,
carbamates, bromacil, linuron, organobromines, solvents,
refining wastes, chlorinated aromatics, dyes and pigments,
inorganic wastes, lithium batteries & paint production wastes.
In addition, EPA and ATSDR must identify or list hazardous wastes
that are hazardous solely because they contain recognized hazardous constituents (e.g., known carcinogens) at levels exceeding
those at which human health is endangered.
b. Additional CharacteristicsCwithin 2 years of enactment, EPA
must identify additional characteristics, including measures of
toxicity.
c. EP Toxicity: within 28 months of enactment, EPA must select a
media that accurately predicts the leaching potential of wastes
which pose a threat to HH&E when mismanaged.
13. DELISTINGS
a- Additional Factors: EPA must consider factors in addition f- those
for which the waste was listed when processing delisting p
and must provide notice and comment before making such decisi
b. Deadlines: temporary delistings not finalized within 24 months of
enactment lapse. To the extent practical, new petitions must be
processed within 24 mths of the date EPA receives a complete
application. Temporary exclusions are prohibited without prior
notice and comment.

1

14. BURNING/BLENDING
a. Regulations:
• - within 15 months of enactment, persons who produce, burn, and
distribute/market hazardous waste-derived fuel must notify EPA.
- within 15 months of enactment, EPA must promulgate recordkeeping
requirements for these persons.
- within 2 years of enactment, EPA must pr)mulgate technical
stds for these persons and for persons who transport such fuel.

•

-
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b. Labeling: within 90 days of enactment, invoices for hazardous
waste-derived fuel must have a warning label, except for fuels
from petroleum refining operations where oil-containing hazardous
wastes from the refining process are reintroduced to the process.

•

c. Cement Kilns: until the regulations in "a" are promulgated,
certain cement kilns cannot burn hazardous waste-derived fuel
unless they comply with the incinerator standards.
d. Petroleum Coke: hazardous-waste derived coke is exempt from the
labeling and recordkeeping requirements and the regulations
for producers, burners, and distributers, provided the coke is
derived from on-site refinery wastes and does not meet any of
the listing characteristics.
e. "Be minimis" Exemption: EPA may exempt from these same requirements facilities burning "de minimis" quantities of hazardous
waste provided they meet certain requirements.
USED OIL
a•

Listing: within 12 months of enactment, EPA must propose whether
to list used automotive oil as a hazardous waste and, within
24 months, make a final determination regarding automotive
and other used oil.

b. Performance Standard: the performance standard for the used oil
regulations under 53014 is to protect human health and the
environment (as well as to promote recycling).
. Regulations: recycled used oil is exempt from the SS 3002 and
3003 standards for generators and transporters. Instead, EPA
must promulgate within 24 months of enactment special standards
for these persons, and must subject recyclers to the conventional
§3004 standards.

P

c. Manifest: generators who enter into an agreement to deliver
used oil to a permitted recycling facility are exempt from the
manifest requirements, provided the generator does not mix
hazardous waste with the oil and keeps records as the Administrator deems necessary.
d. Permits: EPA is authorized to avoid issuance of permits for
certain generators and transporters that treat or recycle used
oil, but retains the discretion to require individual permits.
BURNING OF MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE
a•

Household Waste Exclusion: the burning of municipal solid
waste at a resource recovery facility is exempt from the Subtitle C reqts provided that the o/o takes certain precautions
to ensure that hazardous wastes are not burned at the facility.

b. Dioxin Emissions Study: as soon as practicable, EPA must
submit a Report to Congress on the risk of dioxin emissions
fron resource recovery facilities that burn municipal solid
wastes, and on operating practices appropriate to controlling
such emissions.
17. DOMESTIC SEWAGE
a. Pretreatment Study and Regulations: within 15 months of enactment, EPA must report to Congress on hazardous wastes exempt
from Subtitle C because they are mixed with domestic sewage or
other wastes that pass through a sewer to a POTW. Then, within
18 months, EPA must promulgate rules to assure that these wastes
are adequately controlled to protect human health and the
environment.
b. Wastewater Lagoon Study: within 36 months of enactment, EPA
must submit a Report to Congress on wastewater lagoons at POTWs
and their effect on ground water.
c. §§ 3007 and 3010(a): The inspection and notification requirements of RCRA apply to solid or dissolved materials in domestic
sewage in the same way they apply to other hazardous wastes.

1S. HAZARDOUS WASTE EXPORTS
Within 24 months of enactment, no person may export hazardous
waste unless: (1) they have filed a notification, (2) the receiving
country has agreed in writing to accept the waste, (3) a copy of
the consent is attached to the manifest, and (4) the shipment
conforms to the terms of the consent. Within 12 months of enactment, EPA must promulgate implementing regulations. (1)-(4) does
not apply if there exists a bilateral agreement between the U.S.
and the gov't of the receiving country establishing hazardous
waste export procedures. Exporters must file annual reports to
EPA.
19. MINING WASTE, UTILITY WASTES & CEMENT KILN DUST
EPA is authorized to modify certain requirements for these wastes
to take into account the special characteristics of the waste and
the site, provided that HH&E is protected. This discretion is
restricted to three aspects of the Section 3004 requirements for
landfills and surface impoundments: double-liners (including the
retrofitting requirement for surface ipoundments), prior releases
and the land disposal restrictions.
20. URANIUM MILL'TAILINGS

I

1

The regulations under UMTRCA for mill tailings need not be modified
to reflect the requirements of the 1984 RCRA amendments.
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FFECTIVE DATES
PA may provide for an effecti4ve date shorter than six months in
ertain circumstances.
TATE IMPLEMENTATION

. Moving Target: The set of standards against which States must
be measured to receive final authorization is "fixed" to standards in effect either prior to the State's application or
1/23/83, whichever is later.
. Available Information: To obtain or maintain authorization,
States must make available to the public information they have
obtained on TSDF's to the extent such information would he
available if EPA were running the program.
. Deadline: The deadline to obtain final authorization is extended
by one year.
. Requirements in Authorized States: Any requirement imposed under
the 1984 amendments applies immediately in authorized States until
the States' programs are revised to incorporate the requirements.
EPA is to administer the requirements until the States receive
authorization; States with provisions substantially equivalent to
the new requirements may apply for interim authorization to
administer the requirements in lieu of EPA.
. Cooperative Agreements: EPA is authorized to enter into cooperative agreements with States to assist in the administration
EPA is also authorized to jointly issue
of the 1984 amendments.
permits with the States for those reqts not yet incorporated
into the State's program.

. Manifests: States are authorized to require that copies of manifests for intra-State shipments be sent to them.
JBTITLE D CRITERIA
Study: within 36 months of enactment, EPA must submit a Report
to Congress determining whether the S§1008(a) and 4004 criteria
are adequate to protect HH&E from groundwater contamination, and
recommending whether add'l authorities are needed to enforce them.
Criteria: By March 31, 1988, EPA must revise the criteria for
facilities that may receive hazardous household or SQG waste.
The criteria must protect HH&E, and may take into account the
practicable capability of the facilities. At a minimum, EPA
should require groundwater monitoring, establish location criteria, and provide for corrective action where appropriate.
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c. State Programs:
- within 36 months of enactment, each State must develop a
program to ensure that municipal facilities comply with the
existing criteria. Within 18 months of promulgation of the
revised criteria, States must develop a program to ensure
compliance with the criteria. If States fail to do so, EPA
may enforce them.
- $15MM of the 1985 appropriation for State grants, and $20
MM/yr of the 1986-88 appropriation can be used * implement
the criteria.
24. OTHER SUBTITLE D RELATED PROVISIONS

a. Energy Recovery Facilities: State solid waste plans for wasteto-energy facilities must consider the present and future needs
of the recycling and resource recovery interests within the area,
including those created by the implementation of S6002.
b. Municipal Landfill Study: By October 1, 1986, EPA must submit a
Report to Congress on methods for extending the useful life of
sanitary landfills and for putting to more efficient use closed
landfills.
25. PROCUREMENT GUIDELINES
Each procuring agency is required to develop a program to promote
the preferential purchase of items containing recovered materials.
EPA must promulgate guidelines for paper within 180 days of enactment, and for 3 additional products (including tires) by October
1, 1985. The Office of Procurement Policy must submit biennial
Reports to Congress on the federal government's progress promoting
the use of recovered materials.
26. INVENTORY OF UNDERGROUND INJECTION WELLS
Within 6 months of enactment, EPA must submit to Congress an
inventory of hazardous waste injection wells, including specified
information.
27. INVENTORY OF FEDERAL FACILITIES
Each Federal Agency must submit biennially to EPA an inventory
of each TSDF it owns/operates or owned/operated. Agencies need
not resubmit information already submitted under §103 of CERCLA
or §S3005 and 3010 of RCRA. EPA must conduct the inventory where
Federal agencies fail to do so.
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. INSPECTIONS
a. Private & State Facilities: EPA must inspect each hazardous
waste facility operated by a State or municipality annually.
At least every two years, EPA (or authorized States) must inspect
privately-operated facilities, with EPA promulgating within one
year of enactment procedures for conducting these inspections.
Within 6 months of enactment, EPA must submit a Report to
Congress on the merits of using private inspectors to supplement government inspections.
b. Federal Facilities: EPA must, and authorized States may inspect
each federally owned or operated TSDF annually.
FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT
a. Civil Penalties: EPA is authorized to assess civil penalties
administratively for past as well as present violations of RCRA.
b. Criminal Provisions: The maximum criminal penalties are raised
and the list of actions that qualify as a crime is expanded to
include, among other things, violations of interim status
standards, failure to file required reports, & transportation
of hazardous waste without a manifest. The list of actions
subject to the "knowing endangerment" provision of 53008(e) is
also expanded.
c. Special Marshalls: The Attorney General is authorized to
deputize EPA employees to act as special marshalls in RCRA
criminal investigations.
d. EPA-initiated Investigations: EPA is authorized to conduct
criminal investigations, and to refer the results to the Attorney
General for prosecution.
e. Employee Liability: The criminal provisions of 53008(d) apply
not only to persons required to obtain a RCRA permit, but also
to persons who knowingly violate any material requirement of the
permit (e.g., employees of the owner/operator).
COURT AUTHORITY
a. Attorneys Fees: Payment of fees is limited to "prevailing or
substantially prevailing parties."
b. Judicial Review: Defendants in enforcement proceedings cannot
challenge permit terms and conditions or State program provisions
that could have been challenged at the time of permit issuance.
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31. CITIZENS RIGHTS
a. Citizen Suits:
- Citizens are authorized to bring actions under 57003 in cases
where past or present management of hazardous waste presents an
imminent hazard. This right is circumscribed in several ways
(e.g., where EPA or the State is diligently bringing and
prosecuting an action under S7003 of RCRA or 5106 of CERCLA,
or has settled the action by entering into a consent decree).
- Common carriers are immunized from citizen suits for imminent
hazards arising after shipments are delivered to the consignee.
- Citizens are authorized to bring an action against persons
engaged in open dump activities.
b. Imminent Hazard: Section 7003 applies to past generators and to
situations or sites where past acts or failures to act may have
contributed to a present endangerment to FM&E. The Administrator
is prevented from bringing an action against common carriers for
imminient hazards arising after delivery of the shipment to the
consignee.
c. Immediate Notice: EPA must notify local officials and post a
sign at sites posing an imminent and substantial threat to HH&E.
d. Public Participation: EPA must provide for public notice and
comment before entering into a settlement or covenant not to
sue under S7003.
e. Ombudsman: EPA must establish an Office of Ombudsman to provide
information, receive complaints and assist in their resolution.
The Office terminates four years after enactment.
32. DIRECT ACTION
Claimants are provided with the right of a direct action against
guarantors, guarantors may invoke as a defense the terms and
conditions of the guarantor's insurance policy with the o/o, and
the guarantor's liability under RCRA is limited to the amount the
guarantor provided as evidence of financial responsibility to the
owner/operator.
groundwater commissi-, n is established
until January 1, 1987 to assess groundwater issues and to submit
several Reports to Congr e ss. $7MM is authorized for. 1985-87 to
carry out the Commission's responsibilities.

33. GROUNDWATER COMMISSION: A

UNDERGROUND TANKS. By March 1, 1985, EPA must issue regulations
under Subtitle C of RCRA for underground tanks containing hazardous
wastes.* In addition, Subtitle I is added to RCRA to establish a
program to control underground tanks containing "regulated substances" (i.e., petroleum and CERCLA hazardous chemical products).
The Subtitle I program is described below:
a. Definition of underground tank: tanks with 10% or more of their
volume underground (including the volume of pipes). Excluded,
among other things, are farm and residential tanks storing motor
fuels, heating oil tanks used for noncommercial purposes, septic
tanks, pipelines regulated under other Acts, surface impoundments,
stormwater and wastewater collection systems, and flow-through
process tanks.

Notification: the following schedule of events take place
regarding notification:
Month
6
12
12
18
13-31
after 31

.

States identify the agency responsible for
receiving the notification forms
EPA and the States design the notification form
owners of currently used tanks notify the
designated state agency
owners of tanks taken out of operation within
the past ten years notify the state agency
suppliers of regulated substances inform tank
o/o's of the latter's responsibilty to notify
tank sellers notify tank purchasers of the
latter's responsibility to notify within 30
days of bringing to tank into use

Interim Standards: Within 180 days of enactment, and until the
effective date of the standards described in "d" below, a tank
may be installed or brought into use only if:
(1)(a) the tank will prevent releases due to corrosion or
structural failure for the operational life of the tank;
(b) the tank is cathodically protected, constructed of
a noncorrosive material, steel-clad with a noncorrosive
material, or designed in a manner to prevent the release
of the stored substance; and
(c) the material used in constructing or lining the tank is
compatible with the substance to be stored; OR
(2) the tank is located in soil having a resistivity greater
than 12,000 ohm/cm.

lin 48 months of enactment, EPA must modify these regulations to
ude the standards required under Subtitle I.

d. Final Standards: Within the following dates from enactment,
EPA must issue regulations that protect HH&E for the following
underground tanks:
Month
27
33
45

petroleum tanks
new non-petroleum tanks
existing non-petroleum tanks

For existing tanks, the regulations must include req'ts for:
leak detection or inventory control system & tank testing
recordkeeping & reporting
corrective action
financial responsibility, as necessary or desirable,
for corrective action & third party liability
- closure
-

For new tanks, the regulations must include req'ts for: design,
construction, installation, release detection and compatibility
standards.
e. State Programs: within 30 months, States may apply to EPA to
administer the underground tank program in lieu of EPA. The
States' requirements must be no less stringent than the federal
req'ts. Grace periods are provided for States that must adopt
regulatory or legislative changes to meet this standard.
f. Studies: Within 12 months of enactment, EPA must conduct a study
of petroleum tanks. Within 36 months, EPh must conduct studies
of (1) underground tanks containing other "regulated substances,"
and (2) certain 'exempted" tanks.
g. Federal Enforcement: There are no criminal penalties. Civil
penalties are as follows:
$25K for noncompliance with an administrative order
$10K for knowing violation of notification rules
$10K for noncompliance with all other reqt's
h. Appropriations: during 1985-88, $40MM is authorized for EPA to
develop the program, and $100MM is authorized for State grants.

SUMMARY OF CODIFICATION RULE
HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE AMENDMENTS OF 1984

EPA has drafted a rule to amend EPA's existing hazardous
waste regulations to reflect the provisions of the Hazardous
and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (HSWA) which have immediate.
or short-term effects on the regulated community. The rule
will be issued in interim final form and will become effective
immediately. In the preamble to the rule, FPA invites public
comment on the regulatory amendments and on the issues raised
by the amendments. The following is a summary of the major
regulatory changes:
1. Ban on placement of non-containerized liquid hazardous
waste and non-hazardous liquids in landfills. The new
regulations impose an absolute ban on placement of hulk or
non-containerized liquid hazardous waste or hazardous waste
containing free liquids in any permitted or interim status
landfill effective May 8, 1985. Effective November 8, 1985,
placement of non-hazardous liquids in permitted or interim
status landfills is banned. An owner or operator may obtain
an exemption from the ban on non-hazardous liquids by
demonstrating that the only reasonably available disposal
alternative for such liquids is a landfill or unlined surface
impoundment which may already contain hazardous waste, and
that disposal in the owner or operator's landfill will not

- 2 present a risk of contamination to any underground source of
drinking water.
2.

Minimum technological requirements for permitted and

interim status facilities. Permits issued after November 8,
1984 for new landfills and surface impoundments must require
two or more liners and a leachate collection system above
(for landfills) and between the liners, as may be necessary
to protect human health and the environment. Variances are
available for monofills and for alternative designs. Interim
status landfills and surface impoundments, except for existing
units, must also meet the new technological requirements with
respect to waste received beginning May 8, 1985. New interim
status waste pile units must install single liners with a
leachate collection system above the liner.
3.

Redefinition

of "regulated unit" for purposes of the

ground-water monitoring and response program. Ceneral groundwater monitoring and corrective action requirements of Subpart
F of Part 264 apply at the time of permitting to landfills,
surface impoundments, waste piles, and land treatment units
that receive hazardous waste after July 26, 1982. (The former
cut-off date was January 26, 1983.)
4.

Obligation to institute corrective action at permitted

facilities. Any permit issued after November 8, 1984 must
require corrective action for all releases of hazardous waste
or constituents from any solid waste management unit (incluling
inactive units) regardless of when waste was placed at the
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permitting, the permit issued to a facility containing solid
waste management units must include a schedule of compliance
and an assurance of financial responsibility for completing
corrective action.
5.

Cleanup beyond a facility's property boundary. The

owner or operator of a permitted facility must institute
corrective action beyond the facility boundary where necessary
to protect human health and the environment, unless the owner
or operator shows that he or she is unable to obtain permission
to undertake such action on adjacent property.
6.

Flimination of the double-liner variance from the

ground-water monitoring and response program. The new
rule deletes the ground-water monitoring waiver formerly
available to landfills, surface impoundments, and waste piles
which have a double liner and are located entirely above the
seasonal high water table. The rule also deletes the
ground-water monitoring waiver for waste piles which are
located above the seasonal high water table and have periodic
liner inspection.
7.

Variance from ground-water monitoring for certain

engineered structures. A ground-water monitoring variance is
available to an engineered structure that does not receive or
contain liquid waste, is designed and operated to exclude
liquid from precipitation or other runoff, has multiple leak
detection systems built into the inner and outer layers of

containment, is operated and maintained through the end of
the post-closure period, and prevents the migration of
hazardous constituents beyond the outer layer of containment
prior to the end of the post-closure care period.
8.

Ban on disposal in certain salt dome formations,

caves and underground mines. The new rule bans placement of
bulk or non-containerized liquid hazardous waste in salt dome
formations, salt bed formations, underground mines or caves
in permitted facilities. This ban will remain in effect
until EPA is able to make a series of findings and issues a
permit for the facility. In addition, interim status
facilities are absolutely prohibited from placing any hazardous
waste in the four enumerated settings. This ban does not
apply to the Department of Energy Waste Isolation Pilot
Project in New Mexico.
9.

Ban on use of materials mixed with hazardous waste

for dust suppression. The new regulations prohibit the use
of waste or used oil or other material which is contaminated
with dioxin or any other hazardous waste (other than a
hazardous waste identified solely on the basis of ignitability)
for dust suppression or road treatment.
10.

Manifest and destination requirements for small

quantity generators. Small quantity generators generating
between 100 and 1,000 kilograms of hazardous waste per
calendar month must either (1) treat, store, or dispose of such
waste at a facility with interim status or a RCRA permit,
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authorized by a state to manage municipal or industrial solid
waste, (3) store no more than 1,000 kilograms of the waste on
site, or (4) recycle the waste. These requirements remain in
effect until EPA promulgates new standards applicable to
small quantity generators or until March 31, 1986, whichever
occurs first. No later than August 7, 19R5, hazardous waste
shipped off-site by a small quantity generator must be
accompanied by a copy of the EPA Uniform Hazardous Waste
Manifest.
11.

Variance from preconstruction ban. Current

regulations prohibit the construction of new hazardous waste
management facilities without a finally effective RCRA permit.
The new rule exempts from this ban any facility for the
incineration of PCBs which has an EPA approval under TSCA.
12.

Permit life. Any permit for a treatment, storage

or disposal facility must be for a fixed term, not to exceed
ten years. Each permit for a land disposal facility must be
reviewed five years after the date of issuance or reissuance
and must be modified where necessary to comply with applicabl e
requirements or to protect human health and the environment.
13.

Authority to add conditions. In deciding whether

to issue a permit, FPA must consider adding additional
requirements, beyond those contained in EPA regulations,
where necessary to protect human health and the environment.

•

- 6 •

14. Extension of interim status to newly regulated
units. A facility may qualify for interim status if it is in
existence on the effective date of a statutory or regulatory
change under RCRA that requires the facility to have a permit
(e.g., a facility which treats, stores, or disposes of newly
listed hazardous wastes). The facility must also comply with
the other prerequisites specified in the statute (e.g.,
submission of a Part A application) to actually obtain interim
status.
15.

Loss of interim status. Interim status terminates

automatically for any facility which fails to submit a Part B
application by a specified deadline. Land disposal facilities
must also certify compliance with applicable ground water
monitoring and financial responsibility requirements.
Application deadlines are November 8, 1985 for land disposal
facilities, November 8, 1986 for incinerators, and November
8, 1988 for all other facilities.
16.

Ban on hazardous waste in certain cement kilns.

Any cement kiln located in an incorporated city with a
population greater than 500,000 may not burn hazardous waste,
or any fuel containing a hazardous waste, unless the cement
kiln complies with RCRA regulations applicable to incinerators.
The ban is effective until EPA develops substantive standards
for cement kilns burning hazardous waste.
17.

Labeling of hazardous waste fuels. Beginning

February 6, 1985, any person who produces, distributes,

- 7 or markets a fuel produced from hazardous waste or containing
hazardous waste must include a warning label on the invoice
or bill of sale. The regulations provide exemptions
from the labeling requirement for hazardous waste-derived
petroleum coke, and for two types of hazardous waste-derived
fuels from petroleum refining operations.
1R. Clarification of household waste exclusion. A
resource recovery facility recovering energy from burning
municipal waste is not considered to be managing hazardous
waste, as long as the facility receives and burns only
household waste and non-hazardous solid waste from other
sources, and does not accept hazardous wastes.
19.

Exposure information and health assessments.

Beginning August R, 1985, Part P permit applications for
surface impoundments and landfills must be accompanied by
information on the potential for the public to be be exposed
to hazardous wastes through releases related to the unit.
Owners or operators who submitted Part B applications prior
to November 8, 1984, must submit the required exposure
information by August 8, 1985.
20.

Additional criteria and procedures for delisting

petitions. In evaluating a delisting petition, EPA must
consider factors including additional constituents other than
those for which the waste was listed, if the Administrator
has a reasonable basis to believe that such additional factors
could cause the waste to be a hazardous waste. Delisting

- 8 petitions must include sufficient information for this
determination. The rule also eliminates EPA's procedure for
granting temporary exclusions without notice and comment.
21.

Research and development permits. EPA is authorized

to issue permits for research, development, and demonstration
treatment activities for which permit standards have not been
established in the regulations. Permits may be issued
independent of the substantive standards in Parts 264 and
265. EPA may waive or modify its basic permitting procedures
in order to expedite permitting. Permits are issued for one
year and may be renewed three times.
22.

Extension of interim authorization for state

programs. Interim authorization under the 1976 Act now ends
on January 26, 1986.
23.

Re•uirement that state •rograms assure •ublic

availability of information. Information obtained by
authorized states regarding facilities and sites for the
management of hazardous waste must be made available to the
public in substantially the same manner as would he the case
if EPA were carrying out the RCRA program in the state.
24.

Requirements effective in authorized states prior

to state authorization. Any requirement or prohibition
imposed by HSWA takes effect on the same date in both authorized
and non-authorized states. The Administrator will carry out
such requirements directly in an authorized state until the
state is granted authorization to do so. A state or local

- 9 requirement that is more stringent than a requirement in the
new rule will remain in effect.
25.

Moving target provision. Under EPA's current

regulations, the Agency may base its decision to authorize a
state's program on the federal program in effect one year
prior to submission of the state's application. HSWA
specifically endorses this approach. For purposes of the new
provisions addressed by the codification rule, the "effective
date" under the moving target rule is the date the codificaiton
rule appears in the Federal Register.
26.

Conforming amendments to state authorization

regulations. The codification rule adds several new provisions
to EPA's regulatory program. States may begin to seek
authorization to implement those provisions in lieu of the
federal program. EPA's state authorization rules will be
modified, as needed, to provide requirements for state programs
that parallel the new requirements.
27.

Recordkeeping for hazardous waste exports. Any

person exporting hazardous waste must file with EPA, no later
than March 1 of each year, a report summarizing types,
quantities, frequency, and ultimate destination of all
hazardous waste exported during the previous year.
28.

Waste minimization certification and reporting

requirements. Effective September 1, 1985, a generator
(except for a small quantity generator) must sign a
certification in the Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest Form

- 10 that the generator has a program to minimize the amount and
toxicity of wastes generated and that the generator's proposed
treatment, storage or disposal method minimizes the threat to
human health and the environment. Generators must submit
information regarding such waste minimization efforts in
their biennial report to EPA. Effective September 1, 1985,
any permittee who treats, stores, or disposes of hazardous
waste on the premises where the waste was generated must
provide a certification in the written operating record
regarding efforts taken to minimize the amount and toxicity
of the generated wastes.
29. Requirements for new underground storage tanks.
Effective May 7, 1985, the new rule prohibits the installation
of any new underground storage tank unless the tank (1) will
prevent releases due to corrosion or structural failure for
the operational life of the tank, (2) is cathodically protected
against corrosion, constructed of non-corrosive material, or
designed to prevent releases, and (3) is constructed of
material which is compatible with the substances stored. An
exemption from the corrosion protection requirement is available
for tanks which are installed in soils with a resistivity of
12,000 ohm/cm or more. These requirements remain in effect
until EPA promulgates standards for new tanks.
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HAZARDOUS WASTE ON-SITE CONSULTATION PROGRAM

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), reauthorized and amended
on 9 November 1984, redefined the regulations concerning the generation,
treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste (40 CFR Parts 122-124 in
Georgia, and Parts 260-266 and 270). RCRA, and its amendments, have been
incorporated by reference into the Georgia Hazardous Waste Management Act
(GHWMA), which is administered by the Georgia Environmental Protection Division
(EPD).
The regulations implementing the law require hazardous waste generators,
treaters, storers, and disposers to take prescribed actions to prevent spills and to
promote the ultimate conservation or recovery of these wastes. Generators of
hazardous waste are required to identify their waste streams, determine from the
regulations if the waste streams are hazardous, and to effect proper disposal.
Specific requirements include:
manifesting
labeling
marking
placarding
packaging

reporting
contingency planning
personnel training planning
hazard prevention
recordkeeping

The recent RCRA amendments have designated a distinct small-quantity generator
(SOG) classification. Generators of hazardous waste in quantitites between 100
and 1,000 kg/month (220 and 2,200 lb) are now regulated, whereas previously they
had not been. This action has been estimated to bring between 130,000 and
1,500,000 new generators into the regulated community; several thousand in the
state of Georgia alone. The vast majority of these new generators will be small
and medium-size businesses and industries such as service stations and dry
cleaners. Unlike larger companies, most of these businesses do not have in-house
capabilities to handle the new regulations nor do they have the resources to hire
outside consultants. Still, they must comply with the regulations.
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has realized that these
small and medium-size firms will require assistance in order to comply with the
regulations. In conjuction with EPA, the Georgia Insititute of Technology's
Environmental, Health, and Safety Division (EHSD) established the Hazardous
Waste On-site Consultation Program (OSCP) in mid-1983 to aid firms needing
assistance. In the first year, GA-EPD and US EPA funded this program which
assisted seventy-eight companies through both on-site and off-site assistance. The
primary goals of the Hazardous Waste On-site Consultation Program are:
to aid Georgia industry in meeting the requirements of the GHWMA
through voluntary compliance;
to evaluate the feasibility of the on-site hazardous waste program
concept as a means to achieve voluntary compliance with the hazardous
waste regulations;
to develop an on-site hazardous waste program which could be replicated
on a national basis; and,

to develop training courses and conduct conferences for the general
public, as well as regulatory agencies.

PROGRAM ELEMENTS

The Hazardous Waste On-site Consultation Program is designed to provide
assitance to industries in Georgia and other states in several ways. First, on-site
consultation will encourage voluntary compliance with both the GHWMA and
RCRA regulations by:
-

Helping to determine the types and quantitites of wastes being generated;
Providing a summary of the generator's regulatory status;
Making recommendations on how the generator can achieve compliance;
Assisting in the preparation of notification and other reporting
requirements;
Assisting in the preparation of manifests for the shipment of hazardous
waste;

-

Reviewing and assisting with pre-transport requirements;
Reviewing treatment, storage, and disposal alternatives; and
Providing guidance concerning the financial requirements of the
regulations.

Second, the OSCP will also serve as an educational resource center for Georgia in
the field of hazardous waste management by:
-

Providing written materials and telephone consultation to both industry
and the general public; and
Making copies or summaries of the regulations available through the
Georgia Tech Regional Offices.

Third, other benefits to industry and the general public will include:
Better working relationships with US EPA Region 4 and GA-EPD;
-

Access to expertise in occupational health and safety through the EHSD
staff;
Development of new business for private consultants, transporters,
recyclers, and other treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD) facilities.

Fourth, in addition to these elements, the OSCP will also develop a training manual
for use in training others in the concept. US EPA and other organizations will
distribute it nationwide.

Fifth, the Program will receive ongoing promotion, and educational activities will
be continued in Georgia. The media will be contacted to an even greater extent,
and seminars will be repeated at the Georgia Tech Regional Offices.
Sixth, an effort to develop the OSCP in other states will be initiated in hopes that
it will be developed nationwide. Refer to Figure 1 for a summary of the
components of the OSCP.

SCOPE OF THE VISIT
The OSCP will contact the company representative in order to schedule the visit.
Upon his arrival, the auditor will meet with the plant representative to briefly and
generally discuss the generator regulations. The auditor will have the processes
and operations explained by the company representative and will conduct a review
of any available Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS). The MSDS are necessary to
the audit for they are the only means, short of laboratory analyses, to determine
the composition of a waste stream.
After the opening conference, the auditor and company representative will tour the
plant to better understand the processes and to see the actual waste streams.
At tour's end, the auditor and the representative will discuss the auditor's
observations, redefine the waste streams if any discrepancies were noted, and
make a preliminary assessment of the firm's regulatory status. If the auditor has
any corrective recommendations for an immediate problem, he will make them at
that time.
The auditor will then prepare a concisely-written report to identify and
characterize the waste streams to the extent possible, and summarize the firm's
regulatory compliance status. The document will contain the recommended steps
necessary to correct existing and/or potential problems.

BENEFITS
Georgia's small and medium-size businesses will derive the greatest benefit from
this pilot program, for it provides access to expertise not otherwise easily
available, and will promote voluntary compliance with the GHWMA regulations.
The citizens and environment of Georgia will also benefit through the reduction of
improperly disposed-of hazardous waste.
This program is designed to aid businesses in identifying their waste problems and
helping them initiate control procedures. The program will not provide continuing
assistance over an extended period, although relevant questions will be answered by
phone or letter. Nor will engineering or analytical services be supported by this
program. For these reasons, the Program has and will continue to develop business
for laboratories, transporters, and TSD's. Examples of the benefits of the OSCP
can be found in Table 1.

PROMOTION
ACTIVITIES

REQUEST
PROCESS

TYPES OF
ASSISTANCE

RECORDKEEPING

Regional Offices

Initial Contact

On-site Audit

Sanitized Reports and Files

Division Contacts

Confirmation Letter

Telephone/Office Visits

Statistical Data Sheet

OSHA Consultation Program

Request Letter

Report

Evaluation Forms

Mailings

"Awaiting Request"

Reference Material

Revisit Reports

Referrals

"Need to be Scheduled"

Training

Revisit Evaluations

Seminars

Scheduling

Workshops
Short Courses
Radio/TV
Articles

Figure 1. Components of the Hazardous Waste On-site Consultation Program

Table 1. Benefits of the OSCP

SPONSOR(S)

BENEF1TTED

BENEFITS

US EPA

GA Business/US EPA

Increased understanding of and compliance with regulations

GA-EPD

GA-EPD

Increased public and business goodwill
Decreased future waste cleanup efforts/costs
Decreased workload for technical assistance

GA Tech

GA Business

Increased understanding of regulations and procedures
Decreased fears
More efficient compliance with regulations

GA Citizens

Decreased public hazards
More efficient use of taxes
Decreased fears

Waste Transporters

Increased business
Better informed customers

Private Consultants

New customers
Better informed customers

PROMOTION
Program promotion is done in diverse ways: mailings, seminars at the Georgia
Tech Regional Offices, news media articles, GA-EPD referrals, various public
presentations at meetings, and word of mouth. The Program is also promoted at
conferences and short courses sponsored by the Environmental, Health, and Safety
Division.
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GENERATOR COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST
MEETS REQUIREMENTS
Yes No N/A

1. Facility notified as a generator and has obtained an EPA ID i? (262.12)
2. Facility has identified all wastes as hazardous or non-hazardous? (262.11)
3. Facility stores waste in containers for less than 90/180/270 days
(262.34) (265 Subpart I)?
(a)

drums in good condition, no leaks?

(b)

compatible with waste?

(c)

drums kept closed during storage?

(d)

drums inspected weekly?

(e)

ignitable or reactive waste stored? > 50 ft. from property line?

(f)

incompatible wastes separated by dike or berm?

(g)

date of accumulation period clearly marked on each container?

4. Facility stores wastes in tanks for less than 90/180/270 days (262.34)
(265.17 and 265, Subpart 3)
(a)

are ignitable or reactive wastes separated from sources of
ignition?

(b)

are wastes handled so as to prevent rupture, leaks, etc.?

(c)

if tank is uncovered, is there > 2 feet freeboard or a
containment structure?

(d)

if continuous feed, is there a means to stop inflow?

(e)

is discharge control equipment, monitoring equipment, tank level
inspected daily?

(f)

is tank construction and any discharge confinement structure
inspected weekly?

(g)

ignitable or reactive wastes treated, rendered, or mixed to be
non-ignitable or non-reactive or protected from ignition or
reaction or tank used only for emergencies?

(h)

covered tanks storing ignitable or reactive wastes comply with
buffer zone requirements?

(1)

facility does not store incompatible wastes in same tank?

MEETS REQUIREMENTS
Yes No N/A
5.

Wastes are manifested properly? (262.20)

6.

Each container/tank marked "Hazardous Waste" during accumulation?
(262.34)

7. Wastes labelled, marked "Hazardous Waste" (49 CFR 172.304), and
placards offered to transporter prior to transport? (262.30)
B. Facility is operated and maintained to minimize possibility of fire,
explosion, or release of hazardous waste to the environment? (262.31)
9. Facility has the following equipment to deal with hazards posed by
waste handled: (265.32)
(a)

alarm system

(b)

telephone or 2-way radio

(c)

water

(d)

fire extinguishers

10. Facility tests and maintains above equipment as necessary (265.33)?
11. Personnel have immediate access to communications or alarm systems
(265.34)?
12. Adequate aisle space maintained (265.35)?
13. Arrangements with local authorities have been made to familiarize
them with facility, designated response authority, etc. (265.37)?
14. Contingency plan written (265.51)? If yes: contingency plan
includes (265.51):
(a)

facility personnel action responses

(b)

describes local authority agreements

(c)

lists names, addresses, phone /Ps of emergency coordinators,
designates primary emergency coordinator, and lists others in
order of assumption of responsibility

(d)

lists all emergency equipment at the facility, location,
physical description and capabilities

(e)

includes an evacuation plan for facility personnel

(f)

copies of contingency plan submitted to police, fire department,
hospital, local emergency response teams

MEETS REQUIREMENTS
Yes No N/A
(g)

contingency plan amended when necessary

(h)

at least one emergency coordinator is on facility premises or
on call

(i)

Emergency coordinator responds immediately to emergencies.
(265.56)

15. Facility has a personnel training program of classroom instruction
or OJT? (265.16) If so:
(a)

training is directed by person trained in hazardous waste
management procedures

(b)

personnel complete training within 6 months of employment
or assignment

(c)

personnel take part in annual review of training

(d)

the following documents are maintained:
1.

job titles and name of employees

2.

job descriptions

3.

amount and type of initial and continuing training to be
given each person filling a position

4.

documentation of training as job experience given to and
completed by personnel

5.

records kept until closure or 3 years past employment of
individual personnel

16.

Manifest records, exception reports, annual/biennial reports, test
results, and waste analyses are kept for 3 years (262.40)?

17.

Annual/biennial reports submitted (262.41)?

18.

Exceptions reports submitted (262.42)?

19.

Are wastes exported or imported? (262.50)
If yes, refer to 262.50 for a list of requirements

APPENDIX D
SANITIZED INITIAL REPORT

Report W-134-065-U
GEORGIA TECH RESEARCH INSTITUTE
GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 3:332

16 October 1984

, GA
Subject: Summary Report and Recommendations Resulting from On-Site
Hazardous Waste Consultation
Dear Mr.
It was a pleasure to meet with you and
on 7 July 1984 in order
to discuss the compliance status of
with regard to the Georgia
Hazardous Waste Management Act (GHWMA). In light of your current operations,
it is apparent that you have several waste streams which are subject to GHWMA
regulations. The following sections identify those wastes, characterize the
processes and waste streams, and provide a summary of your firm's regulatory
status and recommendations based upon our survey and evaluation.

WASTE IDENTIFICATION
The following waste streams were identified during the on-site interview:
-

blueprint machine
parts washer
variety of solvents
Photo Room
Rework
degreasing tanks
Computer Room
Microfilming

Listed by GA-EPD, the following chemicals contained in your feedstocks are
considered to be hazardous materials. The chemicals and their EPA Hazardous
Waste Numbers are listed for each waste stream.

Blueprint Machine

• Bruning Revolute Ammonia Developer
- ammonium hydroxide

Parts Washer

• Zep Dyna 143
- aliphatic naptha solvent, 90%

Solvents

• wide variety (EPA Haz. Waste No. D001)

GeOrgist
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Photo Room

• Kodak 55 Developer
- water, 80-90%
- alkali sulfite, 5-10%
- hydroquinone, 1-5%
• Kodak 22 Fixer
water, 60-75%
ammonium thiosulfate, 10-25%
ammonium thiocyanate, 5-20%
acetic acid, 1-5%
• Kodak SII Activator
- water, 80-90%
- potassium hydroxide, 5-10% (No. D002)
- alkali sulfite, 5-10%
• Kodak SII Deactivator
- water, 55-65%
- ammonium thiocyanate, 15-25%
- sodium acetate, 5-15%

Rework

• Kodak Tecsol 3
ethanol, 90% (No. D001)
methyl isobutyl ketone, 5% (No. U161)
ethyl acetate, 5% (No. U112)
methanol, 5% (No. U154)
heptane, 5% (No. D001)
• Magnus Solvent No. 2
- methylene chloride, 30% (No. U080)
- aromatic hydrocarbons, 30%
- 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 30% (No. U226)
• Moore M-14
- fluorocarbons
- alcohol
• Moore M-17
- chlorinated hydrocarbons
- saturated cyclic ether

Degreasers

• Demco DA-575
- water
- alcohol and glycol ethers, 10%
• Lewis Detergent B-3PF
- sodium hydroxide, 40%
- detergents
- surfactants
- inhibitors

Computer Room

• NCR First Developer
deionized water, 70-100%
- sodium sulfite, 5-10%
hydroquinone, 1-5%
sodium hydroxide, 1-5%
sodium thiocyanate, 0-1%
- EDTA tetrasodium salt, 0-1%
- potassium bromide, 0-1%
- benzotriazole, 0-1%
- phenidone-b, 0-1%

16 October 1984
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• NCR First Rinse
- deionized water, 70-100%
- acetic acid, 1-5%
• NCR Bleach
- deionized water, 70-100%
- sulfuric acid, 1-5%
- potassium dichromate, 1-5% (No. D007)
- potassium ferricyanide, 0-1%
- ammonium sulfate, 5-10%
• NCR Clearing Bath
- deionized water, 70-100%
- sodium sulfite, 5-10%
- EDTA tetrasodium salt, 0-10%
• NCR Second Developer
deionized water, 70-100%
sodium sulfite, 5-10%
hydroquinone, 1-5%
sodium hydroxide, 1-5%
- potassium bromide, 0-1%
- sodium thiosulfate, 1-5%
- thiodiacetic acid, 0-1%
- phenidone-b, 0-1%
• NCR Second Rinse
- deionized water, 70-100%
- acetic acid, 0-1%
- wetting agent, 0-1%

Microfilming

• 3M CD-5 Developer
- water, 70%
- sodium hydroxide, 1-5%
- potassium bromide, 1-5%
- hydroquinone, 1-5%
- sodium sulfite, 1-5%
- benzotriazole, 0.1%
- 1-phenyl-3-pyrazolidone, 0.1-1.0%
• 3M Fixer
- water, 75%
- sodium thiosulfate, 20%
- potassium iodide, 0.5%

WASTE STREAM AND PROCESS CHARACTERIZATION
The Bruning Revolute Ammonia Developer is used in the blueprint machine.
Waste developer is generated at a rate of 30 gal/year, and is emptied into a 1,000gal underground storage tank. This tank is used to store all the waste products
produced at
Zep Dyna 143 is used in the Shop parts washer. Approximately 12 gal/year
are used and then emptied into the underground tank. A variety of cleaning
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solvents are also used in small amounts in the Shop area. Most of the waste
generated evaporates off of the machines and rags.
Approximately 10 gal over a 3-week period of the four Kodak photo
chemicals used in the Photo Room are emptied into the underground tank. These
chemicals are the 22 Fixer, 55 Developer, SII Activator, and SII Deactivator.
Rework Production produces a variety of different wastes. The Tecsol and
Magnus products are sprayed on individual parts and drain into the underground
tank. A pair of ultrasonic degreasers (28-gal and 50-gal) are used for board and
parts cleaning. Demco DA-575 is used in the 28-gal wash tank. The 50-gal rinse
tank contains heated Lewis Detergent B-3PF. Both tanks are emptied only when
dirty. A third tank is presently unused. The Moore M-14 and M-17 are used as
degreasing solvents and are also disposed of into the underground tank.
The Computer Room produces a series of spent
computer chemicals.
Approximately 108 gal/month of each of the following chemicals are generated as
waste: First Developer, First Rinse, Bleach, Clearing Bath, Second Developer, and
Second Rinse. These materials are currently being disposed of in the trash.
The 3M camera in Microfilming produces approximately 3 gal/month of the
3M CD-5 Developer and Fixer. These spent solutions are emptied into the sink
which drains directly to the sewer system.

REGULATORY STATUS SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
As noted above, unless specified otherwise, all waste products are being
emptied into an underground tank. The waste products with hazardous chemical
constituents are the Magnus No. 2 (toxic), the NCR Bleach (EP toxic), and the 3M
Developer. Several other wastes have components that are normally hazardous,
but were proved otherwise by on-site testing. The ultrasonic degreasers were
found to have pH levels of 10.5 and 7.0, respectively. The NCR First Developer
was shown to have a pH of 12.0, the First Rinse, pH 4.0, Bleach, pH 3.5, Clearing
Bath, pH 8.0, Second Degreaser, pH 12.0, and the Second Rinse, pH 9.5. The 3M
Developer and Fixer were not available for testing, and the Developer therefore,
must be considered to be hazardous on the basis of its 1-5% sodium hydroxide
concentration.
In light of the current operations, output, and the above information, your
firm would currently be exempt from all reporting requirements as a small quantity
generator (SQG). As you now know, an SOG produces less than 1,000 kg/month of
hazardous waste (2,200 lb or approximately five, 55-gal drums). This status could
conceivably change under R,CRA reauthorization. Under this legislative action the
1,000 kg limit is going to drop to 100 kg/month. At that time, you may need to
register with GA-EPD as a generator, manifest any waste shipments, and submit
annual reports to the state.
Another area of concern is the underground waste storage tank. If waste is
stored in the tank for over 90 days, would be out of compliance and subject to
corrective action should GA-EPD ever visit the plant. In addition, storage in the
tank for greater than 90 days would require that obtain a Part B permit for
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storage of hazardous waste on-site. This is a long and costly process, and we would
recommend against storage over 90 days. Furthermore, there is another proposed
amendment to RCRA that is before Congress at this time, and this concerns
underground tank leak detection monitoring. If this proposal is effected, all
underground tanks will be subject to monitoring for leaks. In anticipation of this
change, GA-EPD is advising many underground tank owners to cease operations of
the tanks and have them cleaned out.
We recommend that you have the NCR Bleach tested for chromium by an EPToxicity Test. The raw product contains 1-5% potassium dichromate, which may
be a considerable amount of chromium. If the results show less than 5.0 mg/1 (or 5
ppm) of chromium, you may continue to dispose of the Bleach in the trash. If the
concentration is greater than 5.0 mg/1 (or ppm), you will be required to treat the
Bleach as hazardous waste and dispose of it properly via a licensed transporter at
an approved hazardous waste facility. If, after testing, the Bleach is shown to be
EP-Toxic because of chromium, you may wish to substitute a product with no
chromium in it. This would remove the chromium from your waste streams, and
reduce your total waste output per month.
If at all possible, you may wish to recycle the M-14, M-17, Tecsol, Zep 143,
and Magnus No. 2. This would again cut down on the amount of waste entering the
tank, as well as reducing accountable amounts of hazardous waste. Enclosed is the
GA-EPD List of Testing Laboratories and Hazardous Waste Disposal Companies.
You may wish to utilize them for the chromium testing as well as finding a
recycler. Also enclosed are the M.S.D.S.'s for the products you are missing. The
wait for these sheets is the reason this report has been delayed.
We hope you have found the services provided useful, and if we can be of any
further help, please call on us. It should be noted that GA-EPD is not legally
obligated by the advice we have provided, nor is it bound in any way by a failure on
our part to identify specific problems, hazards, or conditions not detailed in this
report. You may, but are not required to, furnish a copy of this report to an
inspector, should GA-EPD ever visit your company.
Sincerely,

Kevin L. Kamperman
Hazardous Waste Specialist

John L. Nemeth, 1-1 h.p.,

Manager, Industrial and Hazardous
Waste Management Program
KLK:JCN:sek
Enclosures
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19 November 1984

Georgia

Subject: Summary of Re-Visit for On-Site Hazardous Waste Consultation
Dear
On 22 October 1984 we conducted a re-visit hazardous waste consultation at
your company. As discussed with you previously, the purpose of this visit was to
assess the effectiveness of the Program, as well as to determine whether you have
been able to implement the suggested recommendations into your on-going hazardous
waste management program.
On 9 November 1984 the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act was reauthorized, and several amendments concerning small quantity generators were
passed. Businesses generating waste in quantities greater than 100 and less than
1,000 kg/month (220 and 2,200 lb) respectively, are now regulated, and are subject to
all reporting procedures. The on-site storage limit has been raised from 90 days to
180 days, and may be extended to 270 days for waste that must be transported more
than 200 miles, provided that no more than 6,000 kg of such waste is stored during
this period. By July 1985, all waste generated in quantities between 100 and 1,000
kg/month must be accompanied by a Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest during
shipment. Additional regulations will be developed in the months to come.
Based upon the initial survey and this repeat visit, we are encouraged to see
that you have taken positive steps to effect compliance with the problems noted in
the original report. We hope that you will continue to upgrade your program as
budgeting allows, and to keep us updated of your efforts.
Any information you requested, as well as new recommendations and items that
you have not been able to correct yet, are enclosed or summarized below.
-

The J.J. Keller catalog and the GA-EPD Laboratory and TSD List are
enclosed as attachments.
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The TRI contact for Lab Packs is: Mr. Greg Meurs
Technical Sales Representative
Triangle Resources Industries
Wattlington Industrial Road
P.O. Box 210
Reidsville, N.C. 27320
(800) 334-5953
It was recommended during the re-visit that you consider starting a
centralized collection for the University Center as soon as
possible.

Should you have any further questions or problems, please do not hesitate to
contact us at (404) 894-3806.

Sincerely.

Kevin L. Kamperman
Hazardous Waste Specialist

JO'hn C. Nemeth, Ph.D., CEP
Manager, Hazardous and Industrial
Waste Management Program

KLK:JCN:dl
Enclosures
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Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report W-84-007-M

(1)

On the whole, were you satin led with the performance of the Georgia
Tech project team?
V Yes
No
Commets:
4,vo

(2)

e

/7/4.-.4.6Z

I A)

sscve6D Tec.

TIP r

TO

al

/r7

Pt./ C

elee:igie

Were all relevant schedules met?

No

Yes

Comments:

(3)

in their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

✓

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Comments:
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Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Comments:

(5)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program? s..-- -Yes
Comments:
fr o

Kier 9,1

ro

64.,s1

tfl •.1

.,,L,D di/ie.,' I Co•-).j

e

„Tu./

No

(.1

/92e4fre0-1

(6) Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.

Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report W-83-011-M

(1) On the whole, were you is?jsfied with the performance of the Georgia
Tech project team?
Yes
No
Comments:

(2)

Were all relevant schedules met?

1

-'"'

Yes

No

Comments:

(3)

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Yes
Yes
Yes

Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

No
No
No

Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

''""

Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Comments:

(5)

(6)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program?
Yes

No

Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.
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Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report W-83-014-I3

(1)

On the whole, were you satisfied with the performance of the Georgia
Tech project team?
No
Yes

X

Comments:

(2)

Were all relevant schedules met?

Yes

No

Comments:

(3)

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

‘,<
X

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality _____Yes
Editorial Quality _____X_Yes
Yes
Usefulness

X

No
No
No

Comments:

(5)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program?
y Yes

No

Comments:

(6)

Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.
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Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report W-84-021-U

On the whole, were you satisfied with the performance of the Georgia
Tech project team?
Yes
No

(I)

Comments:

(2)

Were all relevant schedules met?

No

Yes

Comments:

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:

(3)

Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

No
No
No

Yes
Yes
4 , Yes

Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

"7.
1.-/-

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Comments:

(5)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program? 4/ Yes

No

Comments:

(6)

Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.
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Hazatdous 11, aste Survey
Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-0254'

(I) On the whole, were you satisfied with the performance of the Georgia
X
Tech project team?
Yes
No
Comments:

(2)

I was impressed by the expertise displayed by each
team member.

Were all relevant schedules met?
Comments:

(3)

Comments:

X
X
X

No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes

I appreciated the participatory, non-adversary
manner and view point of the project team.

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:

Comments:

X
X
X

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

The reports from the project team members appeared
to be thorough and comprehensive in their evaluation
content, clean concise, and explanatory in form and
structure; and gave references and related information
on each topic stated.

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program? X Yes
Comments:

(6)

No

All areas of concern were surveyed and reported
upon.

Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

(5)

Yes

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

(4)

X

No

Recording and dating of accumulating wastes and having
sampling analysis made has now become part of our
program.

Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.

We have used your services for Safety, Industrial Hygiene and now
Hazardous Waste. All individuals have always been most helpful
and very professional. We are thankful for your services, plan
to use them in the future, and recommend them to others.

Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-029-U

(1) On the whole, were you satisfied witht e performance of the Georgia
Tech project team?
Yes
No
Comments: I wAS up-a
WC-`)1.-O

(2)
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Were all relevant schedules met?
Comments:

(3)
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V Yes

No
No
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Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness
Comments:

j

1./
/

Yes
Yes
Yes

WA.S Pt_ e

Cc- r-,1/4. P.-1--.1‘
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In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

(4)
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No
No
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Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendatipns we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program? ✓ Yes
Comments:

I_AS71 t P--1,

tt-16,r-

No
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(6) Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.
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Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-036-U

(1)

On the whole, were you:yisfied with the performance of the Georgia
Yes
Tech project team?
No
Comments:

(2)

Were all relevant schedules met?

Yes

No

Comments:

(3)

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

4..••`

s--L-----

No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes

Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

✓
✓

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Comments:

(5)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program? s..--- -Yes

No

Comments:

(6)

Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.
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Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-041-U

(1) On the whole, were you satisfied with the performance of the Georgia
Tech project team?
/ Yes
No
Comments:

(2) Were all relevant schedules met?
Comments:

(3)

Atz

7l ert &a

*" Yes

trait

No

(

4 Ito tr
y fig“ 741 104,

g‘-tel ✓

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

/ Yes
Yes
✓
te"-- Yes

No
No
No

Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

./ Yes

/

Yes

No
No
No

Comments:

(5)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program?
/ Yes
Comments:

(6)

9

CAif

No

4.74- al/ S
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Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.
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Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-057-U

(1) On the whole, were you satisfied with the performance of the Georgia
Tech project team?
Yes
No
Comments:

(2)

Were all relevant schedules met?

Yes

No

Comments:

(3)

In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes

Comments:

(4)

Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Comments:

(5)

Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendati ns we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program?
Yes

No

Comments:

(6)

Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.
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Hazardous Waste Survey
Project A-3672
Report No. W-84-071-U

(1) On the whole, were you satisfied with the performance of the Georgia
Yes
Tech project team?
X
No
Comments:
Changing EPA regulations are almost impossible to keep
up with. Your representative was knowledgeable and professional,
and the service will be pertinent to the needs of Georgia Industry.

X

(2) Were all relevant schedules met?

Yes

No

Comments:

(3) In their personal dealings with you, were all project personnel:
Cooperative
Courteous
Professional

X Yes
X Yes
X Yes

No
No
No

Comments: This is the standard we expect and always receive from
your staff.
(4) Did the report(s) submitted to you meet satisfactory standards in the
following areas:
Technical Quality
Editorial Quality
Usefulness

X
X
X

Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No

Comments: In fact, I plan to use this report as an example to local
peers as a solution to their EPA problems.
(5) Have you been able to integrate any of the recommendations we
provided into your on-going hazardous waste program?
X Yes
mo

No

Comments: Your report supported my recommendations to withdraw "Part A"
status and administer waste traffic as recycled production chemicals.
(6) Please provide any additional comments, positive or negative, regarding
the quality of service to your organization.
Please contact me anytime as a positive reference for this and other
Experiment Station Services.

APPENDIX F
SANITIZED REVISIT REPORT

t•

L.1 1 . L

V

GEORGIA TECH RESEARCH INSTITUTE
GEORGIA INSTITUTE Or TED-INOLC , ,,I
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30332

4 December 1984

, Georgia
Subject:

Summary of Re-Visit for On-Site Hazardous Waste Consultation

Dear
On 3 December 1984, we conducted a re-visit hazardous waste consultation at
your company. As discussed with you previously, the purpose of this visit was to
assess the effectiveness of the Program, as well as to determine whether you have
been able to implement the suggested recommendations into your on-going hazardous
waste management program.
On 9 November 1984, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act was reauthorized, and several amendments concerning small quantity generators were
passed. Businesses generating waste in quantities greater than 100 and less than
1,000 kg/month (220 and 2,200 lb), respectively are now regulated, and are subject to
all reporting procedures. The on-site storage limit has been raised from 90 days to
180 days, and may be extended to 270 days for waste that must be transported more
than 200 miles, provided that no more than 6,000 kg of such waste is stored during
this period. By July 1985, all waste generated in quantities between 100 and 1,000
kg/month must be accompanied by a Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest during
shipment. Additional regulations will be developed in the months to come.
Based upon the initial survey and this repeat visit, we are encouraged to see
that you have taken positive steps to effect compliance with the problems noted in
the original report. We hope that you will continue to upgrade your program as
budgeting allows, and to keep us updated of your efforts.
Any information you requested, as well as new recommendations and items that
you have not been able to correct yet, are enclosed or summarized below.
Should you again have need to dispose of any more Byk materials,
continue to send them back to Byk instead of trying to dispose of
them on your own.
Do not take any action on the underground tank until the final
regulations are written (1 March 1985).

Georo.a Insiquie o Technokx; ■ is en enzwa eOucittfm empki-,'resent Opcxx1uni4 Institution of the University System of Georgia
Georgia Tech Research instoxe tormert ■ was the E norteeniv t xpor merit Station

4 December 1984
Page Two

We will contact you with the new tank regulations once they are
written. If by chance we do not, please contact us. A summary of
the requirements is as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Leak detection or inventory control systems and tank testing
Recordkeeping and reporting
Corrective action
Financial responsibility, as necessary or desirable, for corrective
action and third party liability.
Closure.

Should you have any further questions or problems, please do not hesitate
to contact us at (404) 894-3806.
Sincerely,

Kevin L. Kamperman
Hazardous Waste Specialist

John C. Nemeth, Ph.D., CEP
Manager, Hazardous and Industrial
Waste Management Program

KLK:JCN:dl

APPENDIX G
UNSOLICITED INDUSTRY RESPONSES

iV

f

Alternate ENERGY Resources, Inc.
2736 WALDEN DRIVE • AUGUSTA, GEORGIA 30904.5520 • 1/404 '738-1571

Energy for Industry
Lubricating Oils
Waste Oils
Industrial Fuel

March 5, 1984
Dr. John C. Nemeth, Program Manager
Hazardous and Industrial Waste Management
Georgia Institute of Technology
Engineering Experiment Station
Environmental Health and Safety Division
Atlanta, GA
30332
Dear John:
We at Alternate Energy Resources, Inc. congratulate you on the fine
program that you presented on hazardous waste at the Augusta Chamber of
Commerce several days ago.
As a solvent recycler and a company involved in the reclaiming of
various oils, solvents, and other industrial liquids, we are indeed pleased
to see this program available to small generators. We found your program to
be very informative and beneficial.
One very positive comment from the Augusta meeting that I wanted to share
with you was that an industry which attended this meeting called our plant
after your remarks concerning the mixing of fuels and/or disposal of same.
We were able to offer this individual a positive response and effected a cost
savings and a recovery of a valuable fuel product that previously had been
landfilled.
We will endeavor to spread the word and be of assistance in any manner
that is feasible.

Sin42,

Lamar Garrard
Assistant Manager
RLG/mry
Enclosure

"People Working With Energy"

MILL. PHONE 6117.11•1 O 41117-21160
OPFICE PHONE 4117.6111111
MOM SAVILLE . SA.
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UNION TIMBER CORPORATION
COGDELL, GEORGIA 31628
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Can-10E11's ahit lignur Gleams
8422 Waters Avenue
Phone 355-6266
SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 31406

1sarch 6, 1984

Kr. Larry R. Edens, Director
Savannah Area Office
Indu:Arial Extension Division
Georgia Institute of Technoloy
P. O. Box 13817
Savannah, Utorjia 31406
Dear Jr. Edens:
I am very glad that I attended the Seminar on"Small-Quantity
Generators: Hazardous Waste Management, Consultation Program"
at Armstrong College last week. Dr. Nemeth's presentation
was very enjoyable and informative.
As president of our Southeastern Fabricare Association, I
can tell you that dry cleaners-launderers throughout our
four state area are very much interested in hazardous waste
disposal and how it will affect us as small-quantity generators.
I do regret that more of our area plant owners did not know
about the seminar in time to attend.
I am enclosing a listing of our Savannah and area dry cleaners
•
and launderers who might be invited to attend any future
meetin7,s or seminars that would affect our industry.
Please feel free to call on me at any time you feel that
I may be of assistance to you.
Sincerely yours.
(/Julia H. Campbell
cc: Janice White, Ex. Dir.
Southeastern Fabricare Assn.
3401 Norman Berry Drive
Suite 26-;
Atlanta, Ceor•;ia 3034!
•

'•

'io

U

Coutheastern
Waste
Treatment
1015 NEW SOUTH HARRIS STREET • P.O. BOX 1697 • DALTON, GEORGIA 30720 • TELEPHONE 404-278-0091

March 12, 1984

John C. Nemeth Ph. D.
Georgia Institute Of Technology
Engineering Experiment Station
Environmental Health and Safety Division
Atlanta, GA 30332
Dear Dr. Nemeth,
In March I had the priviledge of attending your siminar for small generators of
hazardous materials.
Your program was extremely informative and interesting. I believe your efforts
will be of tremendous benefit, not only to small generators of waste but, to
those of us who are concerned about our environment. The cooperative efforts
of federal, state, and local governments along with industry and institutions
such as Georgia Tech can project the responsible approach and implementation
that is necessary in protecting the environment we live in.
I sincerely hope this program will be able to continue and that you receive
whatever appropriate funds are necessary to do so.
Keep up the good work. If I can ever be of service, please contact me.
Sincerely,
SOUTHEASTERN WASTE TREATMENT, INC.

Kenneth Pinion,
General Manager
KWP/fw

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE E. TECHNOLOGY
(A PUBLICATION OF THE AMERICAN CHEMICAL SOCIETY)
1155 - 16th STREET, N. W.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036
(202) 872-4586
March 14, 1984
Dr. John C. Nemeth, Manager
Hazardous and Industrial Waste
Management Program
Engineering Experiment Station
Georgia Institute of Technology
Atlanta, GA 30332
Dear John:
Thank you for taking time from your busy schedule in order to comment
on the draft of my proposed "Outlook" story now scheduled for publication in the May 1984 issue of ES&T. To the extant that my editorial
situation allows, your comments will be incorporated into my story. I
expect that this will entail the vast majority of the changes you have
so thoughtfully suggested.
Thank you, also, for your concern about my son's quest to learn more
about TECH's engineering programs. In fact, neither he nor I have
received any material since my trip to TECH last month. Perhaps some
wires got crossed. It seems that his stay in Alabama has been extended
for a while. Thus, I wonder if I could trouble you to forward any
material you or Dr. Pohland may deem appropriate directly to:
Mr. Ron Josephson
66
P. 0. Box
Ashford, AL 36312
I would greatly appreciate your doing so, and hcpe that our paths will
cross again in the near future.
Again, many thanks for tht chance to pick up tlis important hazardous
waste business story.
Sincerely,

Julian Josephson,
Associate Editor
JJ:ae

QUANTITATIVE APPLICATI DNS
Environmental end Statistical Science

1000 Motoreal Rd. 55A
Clarkston, Go. 30021

John M. Croon,

Ph. D.

(404) 2990-40

March 22, 1984

Dr. John C. Nemeth
Georgia Insitute of Technology
Engineering Experiment Station
Environmental Health and Safty Division
Atlanta GA 30332

Dear Dr. Nemeth:
Again, I want to thank you for your informatire presentation at
Gainsville on Tuesday; I learned a great deal. I agree that your program
is an effective and efficient use of tax dollars.

4,

As I briefly told you on Tuesday, I am a -consLltant in environmental
science and statistics and am interested in develoring business with Georgia
Tech programs. I trained at Emory University in ecological modeling. I
worked from 1975 - 1979 as a mathematical ecologist for Texas Instruments,
Inc. and the last five years for myself providing tiostatistics, technical
evaluation and technical management to government and industry. My experience and capabilities include
• radiation ecology,
• sampling design in industrial processes and terrestrial and aquatic
systems,
• mineral element, population and air and water quality modeling,
• methods development and technical training for environmental monitoring,
• environmental impact estimation, and
• presentation as a technical witness.
All of the above work required preparation of techrical reports and/or
testimony. My enclosed resume provides details of my experience and capabilities.
I look forward to exploring the possibility of my participating in
Georgia Tech programs. After you have had time to read my resume, I will
call to see if we can meet for discussion.
Sincerely,

'John M. Croom

