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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The main goal of this study was to analyze the possible
use of local government to aid Small Quantity Generators
{SQGs) of hazardous waste comply with federal and state
regulations. A survey was formulated and administered to
determine if state regulatory agencies in the Northeast
Region believed 1local governments did or could aid them in
this matter. The results of the survey revealed seven of
the twelve states utilizing 1local government to assist in
SQG compliance. Only one state rated the use of local
government as effective while five states rated their use as
somewhat effective. Although these state regulatory
adencies have‘ had limited success in the utilization, other
sources suggest local government can be utilized to aid SQGs
if appropriate resources and programs are available.

Another goal of the study was to analyze the needs and
problems of 8QGs, as well as the problems state regulatory
agencies faced in bringing SQGs into compliance. A review
of literature showed many barriers to compliance for both
SQGs and regulatory agencies. S5QGs often find state
regulatory agencies to be unable to help them in a effective
manner, State regulatory agencies find SQGs reluctant to
discuss hazardous waste management practices and often find
SQGs believe they won't be found.

An objective of the study was to determine the types of

programs to best aid SQGs. State regulatory agencies must

iv



utilize programs whose components include personal,
sensitive communication and expertise in appropriate
hazardous waste management.These programs must be adminis-
tered at a local level where B8SQGs can find solutions to
waste management issues without fear of fines and economic
hardship.

Recommendations were formulated for types of programs
that would be helpful to 8QGs. These recommendations
focused on programs to meet the needs and problems of S5QGs
to aid them with compliance, rather than on enforcement of
regulations. Cooperative Extension Service, local govern-
ment, Chambers of Commerce and trade associations are
recommended as organizations who could be -enlisted by state
government to provide successful programs to meet the goals

of state and federal hazardous waste regulations.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMImRY"..lll....llll-.ll-.lll...l.l'. ------- i

Chapter
I. OVERVIEW OF HAZARDOUS WASTE IN THE

UNITED STATESIlll.l....l.l........l --------- n.l

INtrodUCtilONe e ccecseeesccasrssasscscnssnnasnsnnnsl
OV IV iEWe e eenesossssrsassassssssssssasssassnss . e 2
Definition of Hazardous Wast@.ieeveesenocncsseld
Generators of Hazardous Waste..... cevevavenensd
Large Quantity GeneratorS..ceesssecesascascasB
Small Quantity GeneratorS..ceseesaseaacsnseell
Household Hazardous WaSt€.siaeecenas cesssedl2

The Resource Conservation and
ReCOVery ACT.citveecesnsssseensssssnennseaall
History of RCRA...... cseccessssssassenaasesll
EPA'S ROlGuicceeceeesscssosanssncsasnnsnnnnas ee.1l5
| State ROlEivseeean e Y
i EPA/State PrograMe.ecceecscss O
RCRA AmendmentsS..cisvessssasscans ceesssesealB

Issues for Planners and Local
Government..eeeesasass ctetrrrserensannsens .21
Goals and Report Format.cssesieesscecnanan cee22
GOAlS.ervevsnnnansenns cresesescaansaseancne .22
Formatseeeees ceesesesen s Esenanun ceeseavsesald
Limitations to the Study.......... csseesnesld

II. SMALL QUANTITY GENERATORS...eeceeeess cesevesseslD

JIntroduction....... csss et snrreancncacuns cssee2b
Description of SQGs....... tesesesssesanrenane 26
Waste ProducCed..sececcccsesonsss cessiaaanaald2
Regulation ©0f S0GS..cerensssenrserssrannannn 032
Federal RegulationS...cececeseenncanees cees 32
Northeastern States Regulations...... csacaa 35
Implications of Regulations.......... ssasesssldd

Barriers for EPA and State
Regulatory AQencCieS..ceeeaceccsacennns .e«38
Barriers for S0GS.eeessasvae O - |
‘ PrOgramS.e s ccacascacsseesssssacccacans F .
| EPA PYrOQramS.sssaee-a- teesscssesesaccsnceneadl
"Hotline ProOgram..c.ccescscescssossnsnsssod?
S0G Education Progral...seseces P« ¥
State PrOYramS..eeceesascasansnsns erasesessedb
SUMMALY « s s s a s sssasasoosonases cesanrens cevenadd

& ‘III. METHODS: DEVELOPMENT OF THE SURVEY...e.eeeeoss 49

i iv

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS. cecveeeveossancansan tecsersaassarensens iii



IntroductioN.eeceerescnnna B 1 ¢
Survey Formulation........ srassrracassecarsadl
Sample SiZ€.ieseseccsscssssassssssancssssadl
Development of the Survey
Instrument.c.veciecocsnsvenacanne coesrenasan 52
Question DesigN.eeesesecscassssanans ceeanana 53
Design of the SUIVEY..curirirearssscasnsenssaadd
Survey PacKkag€.sssssseesccccsssssanrscanasssbd

Administration of the Survey..cee.. essascseasdb

i AnalySiS.ececesessscnnesses seeeees csecersasadb
; EvaluatiONeesasease I X |
SUMMALY«a-.- Cetteetasencssasrennoas eseeassssaDB

IV. SURVEY RESULTS. ttnrsreccssssccnanacnasans ceeeeeenB
INtrodUucCctiONessceenscssessonsasanscanssenannae 58

Survey ResSULltS...eeeesnasnsnsrsassssscssscscanan8

Question #l..veeaeeessencnssessnnsanssne veea58

Question #2.cceevsnecsncnannes cresresannaan 59

Question #3. .. ieesnnnassnans ceeenesannn .61

QUESLION #4uieeiieeseersnssonscannssssseraseabdl
Question #5 and Question #6.....c00cereeas 65

Question #7.eeeenscescanscnnes . Y

Question #B.eeeevencnnsccsnanns P Y

Question #9.ieieeconcssassancssannas cesesess B9

Question #10 and Question #ll...... cesaceeal3

Question #12....... cesecstosaseacnnn s R )

Question #13...... ttsessssassanane ceseassselD

SUMMALY « s e o oex- tarssssearasrnaaaaas sessaseeassiB

Ve CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS...aas. sesssnss B0
IntroduCtiON.cecesseasssonsnsannes veesesasasaadO

Analysis of the Survey Results..... cranneenaa 80

Policy and Program; Breaking Down or
Maintaining Barriers to SQG Compliance.....85

Recommendations to Aid SQG Compliance........ 86
Recommendation: Monitor Waste Disposal
in Local LandfillsS.cisessacsss ceesacancan 86

Recommendation: Compile a State-Wide
Inventory of Businesses Known to

Generate Hazardous Waste..eseeasesenes e e87
Recommendation: Create Locally Based
Programs to Aid SOGS.ecesesacnscens eera-+88

Hazardous Waste Circuit Rider..veeeseae...89
: Chamber of Commerce/Trade Associations..90
i Cooperative Extension ServiCe....eeses...90
Recommendation: Organize a Conference for
Regulatory Cfficials from the
Northeastern States...... .



Recommendation: Create Programs Utilizing
Local Government. e eseassssvsvsssasssasand?

CONClUSIONSe acesseevsosanssssssassscsnssansesdl

IssuesS FOr PlannNerS..essscassssasssssssannssdd

BIBLIOGRAPHY---l--.-c--.o..ool‘ln.o‘o.----o.n...oo----gs

APPENDIX A: SURVEY AND COVER LETTER¢..ceocense ves...100
APPENDIX B: THE RESPONDENTS TO THE SURVEY...eeeevae. ..107
APPENDIX C: EXCERPT FROM THE REPORT TO THE........ ..110

TECHNICAL CONNECTICUT HAZARDQUS
WASTE MANAGEMENT SERVICE

LIST OF TABLES

1-1. Common Products and the Potentially

Hazardous Waste Generated...eeeecsecesssessnsssbd
1-2. Significant Amended RCRA ProvisionS........e....20
2-1. Industrial Groups Comprising Over 60%

of All Small Quantity GeneratorS.eceeceasssesss .33
2-2. Barriers to Compliance with the 1984 Amended

RCRA ReguirementsS..sscecsnscacanacans B N |
4-1. Responses to Question #l..ieevesceananosccnsarsseadd
4-2, Responses to Question #3.i.iseeeerresssoscccnnacas .62
4-3. Responses to Question #4; The Estimated Percent

of Swall Busiress Accounting for %wall Quantity

Generation of Hazardous Waste in Vermont

and New Hampshire.eieeeesnsasacsaas cecsressnsobd
4-4, Responses to Questions #5 and #6; Estimated

Number of SQGs in Compliance with the

Amended RCRA RequirementS...cecssaas tesssnesanbb
4-5. Mechanisms Employed to Assist States in

S0G CompliancCeecsscscsanns cesesssssassnannnas .69
4-6, Barriers td Enforcement of Regulations

for SQGS. s eeveaacens Y 4
4-7. The Extent and Type of Local Government

Assisting in SQG ComplianCe.seeeevsessesnsncsa 74

5-1. Barriers to Compliance with the 1984 Amended
RCRA ReqUirementSesesecssvsssessossssasenscassdd

LIST OF FIGURES

2-1. Breakdown of Hazardous Waste Generation by
Large and Small Quantity Generators...........27

vi



2-2. Distribution of Small Quantity Generators by
INAUSELY GLOUP:s esssaccssanscssnssssascasnaena

2-3. Distribution of Small Quantity Generators by
Industry Group: SQGs and VS0GS.e.srsvavecrans

vii

.. 29

I.3l



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The goal of this study is to determine if local
government initiatives can be constructive in aiding
businesses and other establishments generating small
gquantities of hazardous waste, termed small quantity
generators (SQG's) comply with the 1984 amendments to the
federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.l The study
has peen sponsored by the Massachusetts Cooperative
Bxtension Service, Community Resource Development, and
focuses on the twelve northeastern states, defined by the
United States Department of Agriculture, Cooperative
Fxtension Service as the MNortheastern Region., (This region
includes Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts,
Connecticut, Rhode Island,  New York, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, and West Virginia.) In
order to lend perspective to the particular problems of
small quantity generators, it is important to begin with an

overview of the hazardous waste issue in the United States.

1. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Orig-
inally passed 1976; amended 1980; amended 1984. See page 13
for the goals and history of this legislation.
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The history of the United States is led with examples

@l problems, dgrasping for

[

of the naclion reacting to socC
soluitions that are rarely simple or immediate, and working
through political, economic, social and technological
barriers to establish workable solutions. The discovery of
and response to the mismanagement of hazardous waste 1is yet
another episode in this history, and the methods and
programs to solve the problem are still being developed.
Unfortunately, before viable solutions are found, continued
damage to Dboth the environment and public health will
occur.2
Times Beach, tne Valliey of the Drums, and Love Canal are
signals of the severe environmental degradation caused by
hazardous waste disposal practices of the past. In spite of
these, and many other examples of environmental poisoning,
and the severe medical problems of people exposed to hazard-
ous waste, there have been many attempts to avoid and to
undermine the management of hazardous waste materials.
Although there have been setbacks in the establishment
of hazardous waste management practices, the public has iet
it be known to policy makers and government officials that

hazardous waste management should be a priority matter. 1In

2., Samuel S. Epstein, Lester 0. Brown, and Carl Pope,
Hazardous Waste in America (San Francisco: Sierra Club

Books, 1982), p. 26.
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November 1984, amendments were enacted to strengthen the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the federal
law protecting human health and the environment from im-
proper waste management practices. The programs and
policies needed to implement this legislation have been left

to state governments to determine,3

DEFINITION OF HAZARDOUS WASTE

RCRA defines a hazardous waste as a solid waste that may
cause or significantly contribute to serious illness or
death, or that poses a substantial threat te human health or
the environment when improperly managed.4 The Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) has compiled a 1list of hazardous
wastes, 1in four categories of <ch&aracteristics. Thege
categories are:

1. Ignitability, identifies wastes that

pose a fire hazard during routine manadgement;

2. Corrosivity, identifies wastes requiring
special containers because of their ability to
corrode standard materials, or requiring
segregation from other wastes because of their
ability to dissolve toxic contaminants;

3. Environmental Protection Agency, The New RCRA
Requirements, {(Wwashington, D.C.: Environmental Protection
Agency, [1985]), pamphlet.

4, Environmental Protection Agency, Everybody's

Problem: Hazardous Waste, (Washington D.C.: Environmental
Protection Agency, Office of Water & Waste Management,

(19801}, p. 12.



3. Reactivity ({or explosiveness), identifies
wastes that, during routine management, tend to
react spontaneously. This category includes
wastes that react vigorously with air or water,
wastes unstable to shock or heat, and wastes
generating toxic gases; and,
4, Toxicity identifies wastes which may release
toxicants in sufficient quantities to pose a
substantial hazard to pose a substantial hazard
to human health or the environment.5
Virtually every process for producing socially useful
products also produces materials not generally regarded,
egspecially to the producer, as useful, Most wastesg, thought
to be relatively harmless, will eventually break down and
become part of the ecological process. In the past, wastes
harmful to human health and the environment have been left
to the processes of nature as well, wiiere they have contam-
inated soil, leached into ground water supplies, and caused,
in some cases, irreparable damnage.®6
Hazardous wastes can be: by-products of the production
process, spent raw materials, or manufactured products. The
EPA estimates 80 billion pounds of hazardous waste material

are generated annualiy--about 350 pounds of hazardous waste

for every inhabitant of tnhe United States.7 Table 1-1,

5. Ibld-’ ppO ]-2'_130

6. In 1980 tne EPA stated 1in Everybodies Problem:
Hazardous Waste, that 90 percent of all hazardous waste in
the United States was disposed of by environmentally unsound
methods,

7. Epstein, Brown, and Pope, Hazardougs Waste in

America, p.7.
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p. 6.,1ists the products we use and the potentially
hazardous waste they generate,

The rate of production of hazardous waste has increased
dramatically in recent years. With each technological
advancement more hazardous wastes have been created. Mining
operations, synthetic fabrics and dyes, metallurgy, photo-
graphy, advanced medical machinery and medications, and
petroleum products are examples of technological advance-
ments we all benefit from as a society, yet all these create

hazardous waste.8

8. All of these technological advancements produce
hazardous waste, however, the chemicals and allied products
industry generates sixty percent of all industrial hazardous
waste. Source: Booz, Allen and Hamiliton, Hazardous Waste

Generation and Commercial Hazardous Waste Management
Capacity (Unpublished report to the EPA, {1980}).



TABLE 1-1:

Common Products and the Potentially
Hazardous Waste Generated

WASTE GENERATED

PRODUCT

Organic chlorine com-
pounds,

Plastics

Organic chlorine com-
pounds, corganic phosphate
compounds.,

Pesticides

Organic solvents and
residues, heavy metals
{(i.,e, mercury and zinc,}

Medicines

Heavy metals, pigments,

i

|

|

|

{

l

I

l

1

[

I

|

1

|

Paints i
! solvents, organic resi-

|

|

l

|

l

I

|

1

|

|

]

f

|

|

I

I

i

|

I

!

dueg,

0il, phenols and other

0il, gasoline, and
organic compounds, heavy

other petroleum

products metals, ammonia salts,
caustics,

Metals Heavy metals, fluorides
cyanides, acid and
alkaline cleaners, sol-
ventgs, pigments abrasives,
plating salts, oils,
phenols,

Leather Heavy metals, organic
solvents,

Textiles Heavy metals, dyes,
organic chlorine com-
pounds, sclvents.

Source: Environmental Protection Agency, Everybody's
Problem: Hazardous Waste (Washington D.C.: Environmental

Protecticon Agency), p. 13.



GENERATORS OF HAZARDOUS WASTE

It 1is important to recognize that hazardous waste is
generated not only by big industries, but also by commercial
firms, small businesses and individual consumers. Large
quantity generators were certainly the most obvious offend-~
ers in the past, but it is also necessary to control
hazardous waste from small guantity generators.9 The
hazardous waste we collect in our homes, such as paints,
solvents, cleansers, pesticides, etc, also c¢reate management

issues and possible contamination of the environment.

Large Quantity Generators

The EPA has defined a large generator of hazardous waste
as any operation producing over 1,000 kilograms (2,200
pounds} a month ¢f any hazardous substance, or over 100
kilograms of residue or contaminated soil, water or other

debris resulting from the clean-up of a spill into or on any

9. The Government Refuse Collection and Disposal
Assocliation, in a 1984 report to the EPA, titled "The Role
of Local Government in Hazardous Waste Management", states:
"...exempted generators are probably the single largest
source of the hazardous waste component of sanitary land-
fills.". This is further substantiated by the Association
of State and Territorial Sclid Waste Management Officials'
1983 unpublished report "State Small Quantity Hazardous
Waste Generator Survey", Vol. 1, completed £for EPA, which
states: "One such problem concerns the potential threat to
the environment and human health that now exists because a
generator who produces up teo one ton per month of hazardous
waste is allowed to dispose of this waste in a solid waste
sanitary landfill.®
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land or water.1l0 Large gquantity generators, such as
chemical and petroleum companies, have been responsible for
the major environmental catastrophes of the past. These
companies were the first to be requlated by the EPA through
RCRA, and now many of these companies effectively manage
their hazardous waste.ll

Certain regions of the country have high concentrations
of industries that produce hazardous wastes. According to a
1979 EPA study, about 60 percent of this country's hazardous
waste 1s generated in 10 states. These states are: New
Jersey, Illinois, Ohio, California, Pennsylvania,. Texas, New
York, Michigan, Tennessee, and Indiana. The 12 northeastern
states produced (as of 1979}, between 22.7 and 31.7 percent
of the nations hazardous waste.l2

Many regional differences exist in the types of hazardous

waste produced., New Jersey probably has the largest volume

10. Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste
Management Officials, "State Small Quantity Hazardous Waste
Generator Survey," Volume II, report to the Environmental
Protection Agency, September, 1983. p. A-1, (Typewritten,)

11, Nearly 15,000 currently regulated generators
produce an estimated 250 million metric tons of hazardous
waste a year. The EPA QOffice of Public Affairs estimates
that 40 percent of 1large quantity generators now handle
their hazardous waste in compliance with the 18976 RCRA
regulations. (Telephone interview with Robin Woods, EPA
Office of Public Affairs, 2 July 1985.)

12, Environmental Protection Agency, "Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement," Washington, D.C., 1979, (Typewrit-
ten.)
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of dangerous chemical waste., Wastes problems resulting from
0il production and refining are particularly acute in Texas,
California, and New Jersey. Problems <from uranium mill
tailings are largely confined to the West--Colcrado, Utah
and New Mexico,.13

Currently the EPA estimates there are 15,000 regulated
large quantity dgenerators producing an estimated 250 million
metric tons of hazardous waste annually.l4 The RCRA
legislation of 1979 required all hazardous waste generated
by these sources be regulated through a "cradle-to-grave"
control system to track all significant quantities of
hazardous waste from generation to final disposal.l5 This
regulation has begun the process of making our environment
safer, but there are. many more sources of hazardous waste
generation as well as countiess sanitary landfills and
forgotten dumps to potentially create severe problems for

human heaith and the environment.

Small Quantity Generators (SQGs)

13. Samuel S. Epstein, Lester 0. Brown, and Carl Pope,
Hazardous Waste in America, p.ll.

14, Environmental Protection Agency,Environmental News,
{(Washington, D.C.: Environmental Protection Agency, March
12, 1985), p.l.

15. Environmental Protection Agency, The _Resource
Congervation and Recovery Act, What it is; How_ it Works,

(Washington D.C.: Environmental Protection Agency, April,
1984), p. 2.
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Until August 1985, anyone who accumulated less than 1000
kilograms of hazardous waste a month faced no federzal
regulations for disposal.lé¢ Consequently, small quantities
of hazardous waste are more likely to be pollution problems
than large quantities because they were 1less likely to be
managed.17 Proper management of hazardous waste has been
difficult for many small firms who were not familiar with
hazardous waste disposal reguirements or found sound
hazardous waste management techniques prohibitively expen-
sive.l18 The common practice of dumping waste unto the
earth, or into the 1local 1andfill has sufficed as the
easiest solution to disposal of small guantities of hazard-
ous waste.

Even with the advent of the "scientific" or "secure®

landfill, the health of future generations 1is still jecopar-

16, This does not include acutely hazardous waste such
as radioactive materials. The limit for wunrestricted
disposal of acutely hazardous waste is 1 kilogram, or 2.2

pounds. .
Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste

‘Management Officials, State Small uantit azardous Waste

Generator gtudy, {(Unpublished study for the EFA, September,
1983) p. 5.

17. Association of State and Territcorial Solid Waste
Management QOfficials, "State Small Quantity Hazardous Waste
Generator Survey", Vol. 1., p. 33.

18. Waste Systems Institute of Michigan, Inc., Investi-

gations and Recommendations for a Management System for

Small Quantitjes of Hazardous Waste from Michigan Business
and_ _Indugtry, (prepared £for the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources, [1984}), p. 1.
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dized. Peter Montague, 1in Beyond Dumping; New Strategies

for Controlling Toxic Contamination, compares EPA's 1982

statements on "secure" landfills with the second law of
thermodymanics. EPA stated its 1latest regulations would
"adequately protect human health and the environment...bas-
ically forever."1l9 Montague points to the second law of
thermodymanics, one of the most fundamental laws of the
universe: that disorder in a system and its surroundings
always increases, Many engineers believe the longest a
"secure" landfill will maintain its intregity (i.e., won't
leak) is ten to forty years.20

In November 1984 amendments to the RCRA were passed
effecting SQGs. As of August 1985 generators of more than
100 kilograms of hazardous waste a month are also be
expected to follow "cradle-to-grave" requirements, and have
their waste transported to appropriate disposal sites. The
exact management guidelines for SQGs must be announced by
EPA by March 1986. Most states however, have already
established guidelines expected to be at- least as stringent

as those developed by EPA.

Household Hazardous Waste

19. Bruce Piasecki, ed., Beyond Dumping (Westport:
Quorum Books, 1984), p. 5.

20. Bruce Piasecki, ed., Beyond Dumping: New Strategies
for Controlling Toxic Contamination, pp. 4-5.
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Household hazardous waste includes those products, such
as old paint and solvent cans, tossed into the trash, as
well as chemicals such as pesticides, many septic tank
cleaners, and solvents poured down the drain. Besides the
problems caused by hazardous materials cause in landfills,
those poured into drains can destroy bacteria needed to
break down waste, causing the malfunction of septic systems
and the discharge of untreated waste water. This may result
in the contamination of surface and groundwater.2l

Household hazardous waste programs have generally ap-
proached the problem by asking for a change in the behavior
of consumers rather than a change in products or existing
disposal systems. Most programs (developed by state
environmental officials) have focused c¢n providing temporary
facilities for collecting unwanted toxic home products and
education of consumers on appropriate choice and disposal of
products.22 Hopefully, as consumers becomne educated about
the magnitude of the problem of managing hazardous waste,

they will take more action to be sure the materials going

21. Massachusetts Department of Environmental Quality
Engineering, Division of Water Supply, Groundwater Quality
and Protection: A Guide for Local Officials, (Boston,

MA: DEQE, 1983).

22. Rachel Laderman, "Rural Issues in Planning for
Household Hazardous Wastes" (Independent study in Planning
Theory for Dr. John R. Mullin, December, 1984}, pp. 5-7.
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down the drain and into the local landfill will not destroy

the health and environment of the future.

THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOQVERY ACT

While household hazardous waste programs focus on ed-
ucating the consumer, the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) allocated funding for the EPA to develop programs
to provide federal research and development in the solid
waste field, and financial and technical assistance to state
waste management agencies. RCRA also requires EPA to
develop regulatory contrels for hazardous wastes. The two
goals of the RCRA legislation are:

1. To protect human health and the environment; and,

2. To reduce waste and conserve energy and natural re
sources.23

History of RCRA

RCRA was originally passed by Congress in 1976, and was
scheduled for congressional review in 1979. At that time,
the EPA had yet to issue regulations to carry out the act.
Initially, the House and Senate planned a simple extensiocon
of the law to give the EPA more time to determine
regulations, but a major lobbying effort from industry,

countered by a lobbying erffort from environmentalists,

23. Environmental Protection Agency, The Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act, What it js; How it Works,

p- 1.
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produced a year long battle until a revised version of the
bill was passed.

The 1980 version of the bill did remove the EPA's
regulation of a number of waste streams such as coal mine
wastes and drilling-rig muds, however, utility wastes,
cement wastes, and ore-mining wastes were left in the act.
More important, RCRA was strengthened in several ways. The
most significant of these changes was in the Imminent Hazard
section which changed the phrase "is presenting an imminent
and substantial endangerment” to "may present an imminent
and substantial endangerment”, thus permitting the EPA and
the Department of Justice to act before the hazard actually
occurred.

Penalties were also significantly increased, including
serious penalties for cases where individuals recklessly and
knowingly endangered the public health, even where no damage
actually resulted. This gave the EPA and Department of
Justice a critical new tool against illegal dumpers. Other
enforcement provisions were also strengthened--violation of
permits, for example, became a felony.24

Funding for environmental clean-up alsoc produced a major
battle in both the House and the Senate that was finally

resolved in a lame duck session of the Senate. On November

24. Samuel S. Epstein, et. al. Hazardous Waste in
America, p. 199.
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24, 1980, Congress passed "superfund" legislation calling
for 85 percent industry funding, with $1.6 billion in the
fund, liability £for dumpers and no coverage of o0il spills.
One of Jimmy Carter's last acts as President was to sign
PL96-510, the ‘"superfund" legislation. In the spring of
1983, under the direction of William Ruckelhaus, the EPA

finally developed the regulatory mechanisms to enforce RCRA.

EPA's Role

The EPA's major role 1in its effort to enfeorce RCRA has
been to establish guidelines for states to¢ develop waste
management plans, to design criteria for classifying land
disposal facilities in terms of environmental soundness, and
to publish a national inventory of unacceptable disposal
facilities. The EPA's first phase of regulations establish-
ed various requirements £for three categories of hazardous
waste handlers: generators, transporters and oOwners or
operators of treatment, storage, and disposal facilities.
At this time, EPA published regulation which defined
hazardous waste, and established record keeping and
reporting regquirements for owners and operators. In
November 1980, these RCRA regulations went into effect.

Next, technical standards were set, in January 1981, for
design and safe operation of the various types of treatment,

storage and disposal facilities. EPA also published
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technical standards for incinerators, treatment, and storage
facilities, financial responsibility and liability insurance
requirements for all facilities, as well as technical
standards for both new and existing 1land disposal facili-
ties.25

State Role

The EPA has encouraged states to develop and assume
control of hazardous waste programs. State programs must
meet two stages of federal requirements. The first is
interim authorization under which states can operate their
owh programs for two years while wupgrading their programs;
the second 1is full authorization. To qualify for interim
authorization the state program must comply with federal

requirements.

To qualify for full or final authorization, state
programs must be eguivalent to, or more stringent than
federal ©programs, and the state must show it has the
resources to administer and enforce the program. The states
have responded strongly to federal encouragement under RCRA,
and most states have EPA approved, or partially approved,

solid waste management plans.26

25, Environmental Protection Agency, The Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, What it is: How it Works,

p. 4.

26. Ibid., pp. 3-4.
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EPA/State Programs

The EPA and the states have begun issuing permits for
hazardous waste treatment, storage, and disposal facili-
ties. 1Issuing permits is essential to making the regulatory
program work, since it 1is through the permitting process
that EPA or a state actually applies the technical standards
to facilities. 1In reviewing a permit application the waste
handling process 1s evaluated, taking into consideration
site-specific factors as well as the nature of the wastes
being handled.

RCRA's success in improving hazardous waste management
practices depends heavily on the cooperative efforts of
waste generating industries. Until the passage of the RCRA
amendments in November of 1984, EPA and state programs have
focused on large gquantity generators of hazardous waste,
These programs have begun to manage hazardous waste in this
country, but the amended RCRA requirements are expected to
increase the number of federally regulated generators from
about 15,000 to 150,000.27

RCRA Amendments

Beginning in August of 1985, programs have been expanded
to include small quantity generators. The EPA estimates the

new RCRA will increase the number of federally regqulated

27. Environmental Protection Agency, Highlights of the
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984, (Washington,

D.C.: The Environmental Protection Agency, April 1985) pamphlet.
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generators from about 15,000 to well over 100,000 firms. An
EPA survey released in March 1985 suggested that more than
half of these small quantity generators fall into the
categories of vehicle maintenance, manufacturing and
finishing of metals, printing, photography and laundries and
dry cleaners. Other industrial categories with a substan-
tial number of 8SQGs are wood preserving, analytical and
clinical laboratories, <construction and pesticide applica-
tors.28

Starting August 5, 1985, SQGs who ship their hazardous
waste off their premises must obtain and fill out parts of a
Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest. {The legal 1limit for
storage of hazardous waste on a premises is 100 kilograms
per month.) This form is currently required of all regulat-
ed hazardous waste generators when shipping hazardous
waste. The manifest provides a way to track a shipment of
hazardous waste from its origin to its final disposal.

In March 31, 1986, the EPA issued final regulations to
protect human health and protect the environment from small
quantities of hazardous waste. These new regulations
require hazardous waste from generators of more than 100

kilograms per month be treated, stored, or disposed of at an

28. Environmental Protection Agency, Small Quantity
Hazardous Waste Generators, (Washington, D.C.: EPA) pamph-

let, March 1985.
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approved hazardous waste facility. All hazardous waste must
be accompanied by a manifest with the proper information.

The amended RCRA also calls for the regulation of leaking
underground storage tanks, a proven source of groundwater
contamination, as well as a phase out of land disposal for
hazardous waste. The EPA has also been given authority to
develop new criteria for facilities receiving nonhazardous
waste.29 Table 1-2, page 20, 1lists the law's significant
provisions,

In order to regulate such a large number of companies,
the EPA is conducting an education/assistance program. This
program is aimed at alerting SQGs of their responsibilities
under federal law. EPA's first task is to identify SQGs and
provide them with information through EPA regional offices,
states and trade associations, to help 80Gs determine if
they are affected by the new regqulations. The program
provides SQGs with the information necessary to f£ill out the
manifest, and informs them of the EPA's requirements.30

The new RCRA requirements are designed to significantly

reduce the amount of hazardous waste disposed in landfills

29. Ibid.

30. Environmental Protection Agency, Hazardous Waste

Reguirements For Small Quantity Generators of 100 to 1000

kg/mo, (Washington, D.C.: The Environmental Protection
Agency, March 1986) pamphlet.
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TABLE 1-2:
Significant Amended RCRA Provisions

*Immediate prohibition against certain 1land disposal
practices, such as the placement of liquids in land-
fills, salt bed formations, or mines,and use of hazard-
ous waste as a dust suppressant.

*Minimum technology requirements for hazardous waste
landfills, surface impoundments, and incinerators.

*Requirements for retrofitting certain existing surface
impoundments with liners.

*Expanded requirements f£or monitoring and cleanup of
groundwater at facilities holding permits under RCRA.

*Authority to clean up past releases of hazardous wastes
at RCRA-permitted facilities,

*Authority to expedite ©permits for new and innovative
treatment technologies to foster research and develop-

ment.

*Authority to impose permit condit:ons beyond the scope
of the wexisting RCRA regulations to protect human health
and the environment,

*Requirements to identify additional hazardous wastes.
*Enhanced federal enforcement authorities,

*Requirements for thorough inspections of federal and
state hazardous waste facilities.

*Regquirements for the regulation of used oil.

*New citizen rights under RCRA including participation in
the permitting process, legal settlements and involvement
in legal actions where past and present hazardous waste
management pose an "imminent and substantial hazard.”

Source: Environmental Protection Agency. Highlights of

the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984, (Washing-

ton, D.C.: Environmental Protection Agency, pamphlet.)
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and to reduce risks to human health and the environment.
Actually bringing SQGs into c¢ompliance involves a process
including education as well as regulation. Before educating
S0Gs, the EPA and the states face the task of identifying
these generators and determining their waste management

needs.31

ISSUES FOR PLANNERS AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

The burden of the EPA's lack of enforcement policy sooner
or later, will come to rest on local communities. If even
the best landfills can be guaranteed for 10 to 40 years,
planners and local governments must consider crisis planning
to deal with possible contaminated water supplies, and
other environmental degradation. Although EPA estimates that
SQGs produce less than one-half of one percent of all
hazardous waste d¢enerated in this country annually, this is
still nearly 800,000 metric tons of hazardous waste that has
gone into our nations local landfills for years.32 Continu-
ing to ignore the disposal of hazardous waste into local

landfills, will only increase the potential problems.

31. Chris Hill, "Compliance Assistance Activities for
Small Quantity Generators of Hazardous Waste," (prepared for
the Environmental Protection Agency, Washington D.C.,

October 1984), p.l.

32. Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental
News, (Washington D.C.: EPA}, p. l.
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With the amended RCRA requirements effecting many local
businesses, local government planners may be able to offer
some assistance, in the form of educational material about
hazardous waste, or in 1linking with other communities for
transportation of hazardous waste. Certainly the problems
of managing hazardous waste could be shared by 1local

government and local businesses creating the waste,.

GOALS AND REPORT FORMAT

Goals

The primary goal of this study is to determine what local
government can do to constructively aid SQGs of hazardous
wastes. Local governments primary involvement in hazardous
waste issues to date has been inciusion in the siting
process for hazardous waste facilities. Since no one wants
a hazardous waste disposal facility in their backyard, this
has not been a useful device in solving the issue of
appropriate hazardous waste facilities.33

In order to determine what local government can do to
help small quantity generators, it is first essential to

review regulation/enforcement policies to determine the

components of an ideal policy model for regulation of small

33. For a complete assessment of this situation see:

Michalann Harthill, ed., Hazardougs Waste Management:; In

whose Backvard?, (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, Inc., 1984),
p. 3.
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guantity generators. These components would bring small
guantity generators into compliance without causing them, or
the public, economic hardship, while ensuring the proper
disposal of their hazardous waste. The most appropriate

ways local government can be utilized will then be deter-

mined,

Format

This chapter 1is designed to provide an overview of the
hazardous waste situation in this country. The necessity of
appropriate hazardous waste management cannot be over-
stated. Chapter II provides a detailed description of small
guantity generators. The problems they and regulatory
agencies face with the new RCRA requirements is also given,
as well as a review of federal, and state programs aimed at
SQGs.

Chapter IIT will describe the research methods used for
this report. This includes a survey, designed to determine
the specifics of the enforcement policy of the states chosen
for the study, and the various ways local government could
aid state efforts in small quantity hazardous waste manage-
ment. The administration of the survey is also discussed.

Chapter IV includes the tabulated results of the survey.
Comparisons of various state detailed answers are also

analyzed. Chapter V presents an assessment of the data, and
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presents conclusions of the study, as well as recommenda-
tions to state and local government for the utilization of

local government in hazardous waste management.

Limitations of the Study

The study focuses on the Northeastern States, as defined
by the Cooperative Extension Service. These states provide
a relatively cohesive region, and a comparatively signifi-
cant sample size to survey the states' small quantity
hazardous waste management policies and programs.

Several of the states in this region have exceeded the
1979 RCRA guidelines in their definition of SQGs of hazard-
ous waste., It is possible, therefore, that these states
have little or no issue with the amended RCRA requirements.
The effectiveness of enforcement policy in these states will
still be assessed.

One major difference among the states considered in this
study is the form of 1local government. The New England
states have strong town governments, performing the tasks
involved in local services. Most Middle Atlantic states
have stronger township and county governments. In evaluat-
ing the results of the survey it will be important to adjust

for this regional difference.



CHAPTER II

SMALL QUANTITY GENERATORS (SQGs)

INTRODUCTION

One of the biggest environmental problems we will face in
the United States for the remainder of this century is the
successful requlation of hazardous waste.l Safe practices
for packaging, manifesting, transporting and disposing
already have rbeen specified by the EPA for a broad range of
hazardous waste.2 Efforts are now being pursued to
effectively regulate and manage +the hazardous waste gen-
erated by SQGs.

Recent changes in Federal law, as well as some stringent
State regulations, have made proper management of small
quantities of hazardous waste a more pressing regulatory
issue. This trend 1is a result of growing concern that
unregulated handling and disposal of small amounts of
hazardous waste can cause environmental, occupational and
health problems in our communities.3 Many individuals,
organizations, and businesses generating small quantities

of hazardous waste are facing increased environmental

l. Marc D. Jones, Impact of Hazardous Waste_ Regulations
on Small Business (Washington, D.C.: EPA, [1984]), p. 1.

2. Ibid.

3. Chris Hill, Marc D. Jones, and Edgar Berkey, Compli-

ance Assistance Activities for Small Quantity Generators of

Hazardous Waste (prepared for the EPA QOffice of Solid Waste
and Emergency Response, Washington, D.C.: EPA, [1984]), p. 1.
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regulation.

EPA has defined SQGs as any generator producing between
100 kg (one-half 55 gallon drum] and 1000 kg {five 55 gallon
drums) per month of hazardous waste.4 A description of
generators, the kinds of hazardous waste they produce, the
constraints both generators and regulatory agencies face in
realizing compliance with RCRA and the programs developed to

reach RCRA goals form the focus of this chapter.

DESCRIPTION OF SQGs

Abt Associates, in the final report, of their 1985
National Small Quantity Hazardous Waste Generator Survey,
state there are approximately 600 to 660 thousand small
establishments generating between one and 1000 kilograms of
hazardous waste per month. These generators account for 98
percent o©f all hazardous waste generators naticnally.

However, (8See Fiqure 2-1, page 27) they account for a very

4. Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental News,
12 March 1985. p. 1.




Figure 2-1:

Breakdown of Hazardous Waste Generation
by Large and Small Quantity Generators
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Source: Abt Associates, Inc. National Small Quantity
Hazardous Waste Generator Survey, prepared for
EPA, (Cambridge: Abt Associates, Inc., 1985.)

27



28
small fraction of hazardous waste generated.5 Abt estimates
SQGs produce about 940 thousand metric tons of waste
annually, only 0.4 percent of the total hazardous waste
generated (See Figure 2-1, page 29.) 6

The Abt study found that nearly B85 percent of all SQGs
are in non-manufacturing industries, (see Figure 2-2, page
30), and are closely associated with major population
centers, Twelve percent of the total number of non-manu-
facturing 8SQGs are vehicle maintenance and construction
establishments. These establishments comprise the largest
categories of non-manufacturing SQGs with construction
accounting for 12 percent and vehicle maintenance accounting
for 50 percent of all SQGs.

Other non-manufacturing establishments, including
laundries, photographic processors, equipment repair shops,
laboratories and schools, account £for nearly 25 percent of
the total number of 8SQGs. The remaining 15 percent of the
S0Gs consist of manufacturing establishments, with two

thirds of these in metal manufacturing and the

5. Abt Asscciates Inc., National Small Quantity
Hazardous Waste Generator Survey, (Cambridge: Abt Assoc-
iates, [1985]). This survey, completed for the EPA,
provides the most complete research done on identifying
small quantity generators to date,

6. Abt identified SQGs based on EPA's definition. The
firm identified those firms producing less than 100
kilograms per month of hazardous waste as ‘"very small
quantity generators (VSQGs). This group accounts for three

quarters of the generators, but only 20 percent of the waste.”" p.Z2.
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Figure 2-2:

Distribution of Small Quantity Generators
by Industry Group
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Abt Associates,
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Inc., National Small OQuantity
Generator Survey, prepared for the

EPA.

{Cambridge:

Abt Associates, Inc. 1985.)
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remaining third in other manufacturing and formulating,
furniture manufacturing and textile manufacturing.

As shown in Figure 2-3, page 31, the distribution of
8QGs, (those producing more than 100 kilograms per month),
differs from VS8QGs, (those producing less than 100 kilograms
per month). With Ehe exception of vehicle maintenance,
which dominates SQGs, most of the generators in this
category tend to be manufacturing establishments. Non—man-
ufacturing establishments are more heavily concentrated
among VSQGs.

Service related industry groups such as pesticide ap-
plication services, laundries, equipment repair shops, con-
struction, furniture, printing, educaecional establishments
and wholesale and retail establishments are concentrated in
the V8QG category. In contrast, a relatively large number
of establishments engaged in chemical manufacturing, wood
preserving, textile manufacturing, c¢leaning agent manufac-
turing and paper products manufacturing are found in the SQG
category.7 This breakdown of 8QGs and VSQG indicates the
need for stringent hazardous waste management and disposal

regulations exceeding the current EPA cutoff of 100 kilo-

grams or more per month.

7. Ibid., pp. 2-35.
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Figure 2-3:

Distribution of sSmall Quantity Generators
by Industry Group:
S50Gs and VSQGs

SQGs
(> 100 kg/mo)

Manufacturing

Non-Manufacturing

VSQGs
{< 100 kg/mo)

Source: Abt Associates, Inc., National Small OQuantity
Hazardous Waste Generator Survey, prepared for
the EPA. (Cambridge: Abt Associates, Inc., 1985).
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Waste Produced

The Abt study found 60 percent of 8SQG waste is from
lead-acid batteries, primarily £from vehicle maintenance.9
An additional 18 percent of the 8QG and VSQG waste consists
of solvents from metal manufacturing, vehicle maintenance,
equipment repair, printing and construction, while six
percent is made up of strongly acidic or alkaline wastes.
The remaining 15 percent of the waste 1is filtration
residues, 1ignitable wastes and spent plating wastes.l0
Table 2-1, page 33, lists major industrial categories EPA
has found producing small gquantities of hazardous waste.

REGULATION OF S5QGs

Federali Regulations
As of August 5, 1985, federal regulations under the

amended RCRA guidelines regquire denerators producing over
100 kilograms of hazardous waste per month to restrict
on-site storage to less than 180 days without a permit,
utilize only permitted facilities for off site disposal, and

keep and maintain records for certain periods of time. They

9. The most common hazardous waste produced is lead-
acid batteries; 90 percent are recycled or reclaimed.
Environmental News, 12 March, 1985.

10. Abt Associates, Inc. National Small Quantity
Hazardous Waste Generator Survey, p. 36.
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Industrial Groups Comprising Over 60% of All

Small Quantity Generators
# S0Gs Total
| I I
Industry [100-1000 | Most Common |Quantity
Category |[kg/mth | Waste Streams | (tons/yr)
| i I
I I |
Vehicle i 82,530 | Used Lead Acid Batteries| 351,500
Maintenance | | Spent Solvents |
I | Strong Acids or Alkalies|
| I |
Metal | 11,080 | Spent Solvents | 58,160
Manufac- i | Strong Acids or Alkalies|
turing | | Spent Plating Wastes I
I | |
Printing | 3,450 | Photographic Wastes [ 13,200
| | Spent Solvents |
I | Waste Ink 1
| | I
Photography | 2,820 | Photographic Wastes i 16,200
| | Solutions or Siudges |
| i Containing 3Silver I
| | |
Laundries & | 2,520 | Dry Cleaning ! 8,270
Drycleaning | | Filtration Residues I
| I : I
Other | 2,400 | Wastes Containing | 6,900
Services I [ Formaldehyde |
I ]l Ignitable Wastes |
I | !
Pesticide ] 1,660 | Pesticide Solutions | 6,450
Applicators | | Empty Pesticide I
| | Containers |
! i I
Analytical | 1,300 | Spent Solvents | 5,900
& Clinical | | Ignitable Wastes |
Labs | | |
| | . I
Construction| 1,120 | Ignitable Paint Wastes | 3,000
I | |

Spent_Solvents

Source: Environmental
News, 12 March, 1985.

Protection Agency, Environmental
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must also complete parts of the Uniform Hazardous Waste
Manifest to accompany waste shipped off their premises.ll
The following information must be completed on the Manifest:

*Name, address and signature of the generator;

*Department of Transportation (DOT) shipping name,
hazard class and waste identification number;

*Number and type of containers;
*Quantity of hazardous waste being transported; and,

*Name and address of facility designated to receive the
hazardous waste.l2

The new requirement for 8SQGs to complete parts of the
Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest still allows them to send
wastes to either an authorized hazardous waste facility or
to a facility approved by the state to manage non-hazardous
waste, such as a sanitary landfill.l3 1In reality, however,
SOG's may f£ind only hazardous waste transporters and hazard-
ous waste facilities willing to accept waste accompanied by
a manifest.l4 In states whose regulations are more string-

ent than EPA's, generators are currently facing this

11. Chris Hdill, Marc D. Jones, and Edgar Berkey,
Compliance Assistance Activities for Small Quantity Genera-
tors of Hazardous Waste, p. 2.

12. Environmental Protection Agency, Regquirements for
Small Quantity Generators: Questions and Answers, (Washing-
ton, D.C.: Environmental Protection Agency, [March 1985]),

pamphlet,

13. Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental
News, p. 2.

14. Environmental Protection Agency, Requirements for
Small Quantity Generators: Questions and Answers.
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situation. As of September 22, 1986, all SQGs are required
to treat, store or dispose of their hazardous waste at an

authorized facility.15

Northeastern States Regulations
Seven of the 12 states in the New England and Mid-

Atlantic states have already enacted more stringent regulat-
ions for SQGs tnan those previously enforced by EPA, Four
of these states have regulations equal to the new generator
limit of more than 100 kilograms per month. These states
are Maryland, New Hampshire, New Jersey and Vermont.
Maine's regulations, before August 5, 1985, regulated
generators above 200 kilograms. Massachusetts regulates
S5QGs producing 20 kilograms or more per month; Rhode Island

has no exemption level for hazardous waste generators.l16

IMPLICATIONS OF REGULATIONS

The amended regulations formed by RCRA and the states are
aimed at appropriate management of the hazardous waste
generated by establishments such as vehicle maintenance, dry
cleaners, laboratories and schools. States following EPA's

criterion of requlating only those generators producing more

15. Ibid.

16. Association of State and Territorial Scolid wWaste
Management Officials, State Smal uantity Hazardous Waste
Generator Survey, {prepared for the Environmental Protection
Agency, Washington, D.C.: EPA, [1983]}.
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than 100 kilograms of hazardous waste per month, may be
allowing, by default, a substantial portion of their
hazardous waste generators (under 100 kilograms), to dispose
of their waste indiscriminately.l7 Continued uncontrolled
dumping of hazardous waste or toxic¢ materials can result in
contaminated groundwater supplies, and other environmental
problems which threaten public health.18

Many barriers stand between the development of regula-
tions and actual compliance. Both regulatory agencies and
8QGs have problems, concerns and perceptions hindering
compliance, Responsibility for the existing problems should
be shared by both government and the small business com-
munity.19 The following section describes the barriers to
compliance faced by regulatory officials and generators. A
comprehensive list of these barriers is provided on page 37,

Table 2-2.

17. VSQGs represent three gquarters of the generat-

ors., Abt Associates, National Small Quantity Hazardous Waste

Generator Survey, p.2.

18. Marc D. Jones, Impact of Hazardous Waste Requla-

tions on Small Business, p. 1.

19. EPA 8Small Business Task Force, EPA Small Business
Initiatives—-Strategy for Improved Regulatijion and Comn-

liance, (recommendations prepared for the Environmental
Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.: EPA, [1984]), p. 3.
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TABLE 2-2:
Barriers to Compliance with the 1984
Amended RCRA Regquirements

Barriers for EPA and State Regqulatorv Agencies

*Lack of manpower and funding to effectively identify,
educate and regulate SQGs.

*Perceptions held by SQGs about regulatory agencies as
being bureaucratic, inflexible, insensitive communicat-
ors and disinterested in S0Gs' needs and problems,

*Lack of understanding and concern about small business
problems among regulatory officials.

*Reluctance on the part of SQGs to discuss their waste
management practices with regulatory officials.

*Belief of SQGs that they won't be found.

Barriers for Small Quantity Generators

*Lack of awareness and understanding of regulatory de-
tails and compliance regquirements.

*Lack of financial and technical resources to appropri-
ately manage hazardous waste.

*Generators who comply may be at a competitivé disad-
vantage with other small businesses as a result of
hazardous waste management costs.

*Transport and disposal costs are prohibitive for many
SQGs who are often small, marginally successful

businesses.

*Transporters and disposal facilities are sometimes
reluctant to handle small quantities of hazardous
waste.

Sources: Marc D. Jones, Impact of Hazardous Waste Regula-

tions on_ Small Business, p. l; Waste Systems Institute of
Michigan, 1Inc., Investigations and Recommendations for a
Management Syvstem for Small Quantities of Hazardous Waste
from Michigan Based Business, p. 9; EPA Small Business Task
Group, EPA Small Business Tnitiatives--Strategy for Improved
Regqulation and Compliance, p. 3.
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Barriers for EPA and State Regqulatory Agencies

The EPA and state regulatory agencies have many problems
to overcome before they can effectively enforce RCRA and
state regulations for SQGs. These include limitations, such
as manpower and funding within their agencies, as well as
barriers created by SQG perceptions about regulation and
requlatory agencies. These situations must be addressed in
order to develop successful enforcement programs.

The greatest limitation for agencies is a lack of funding
and manpower to effectively identify, educate and regulate
50Gs.20 Other agency barriers to effective regulation
result from the existence of overly complex government
regulations and policies developed witnout adequate consid-
eration of small business constraints.Zl This is compounded
by a lack of understanding and concern about small business
problems among regulatory officials.22

Perceptions SQGs have about regulatory agencies are based
on the problem areas listed above. SQGs perceive regulatory

agencies as being bureaucratic, inflexible, insensitive

20. Waste Systems Institute of Michigan, Inc., In-
vestigations and Recommendations for a Management System for

Small Quantities _of Hazardous Waste from Michigan Business

and Industry, (prepared for the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources, Grand Rapids: Waste Systems Institute of

Michigan, Inc., [1984]), p. 9.

21. EPA Small Business Task Group, EPA Small Business
Initiatives—--Strategy  for Improved Regulation and Com-

pliance, p. 3.
22. Ibid.
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communicators and disinterested in SQGs' needs and prob-
lems.23 Many SQGs believe regulatory agencies do not have
the ability to detect them24 and regulatory agencies £find a
reluctance on the part of 8QGs to discuss their waste

management practices.,25

Barriers for S0Gs

The issues S0QGs have with coming into compliance fall
into three interrelated <categories, One set of problems
results from lack of knowledge about hazardous waste and
regulations. A second set of problems centers around
management and economic issues. The third set of issues
includes transporters and disposal facilities operators, who
sometimes do not welcome small gquantities of hazardous waste
because they find it unprofitable.

Many SQGs do not realize they are producers of hazardous
waste for a variety of reasons. For example, although
guidelines exist for determining if a waste is hazardous,

those guidelines may not have been made easily accessible to

23. Ibid.
24, Marc D. Jones, Regulatory Education Program for

Small Quantity Hazardous Waste Generators in the United
States, (presented at the HAZWASTE FORUM, Washington,

D.C.:EPA, [1984]) p. 9.

25. Ibid., p. 8.
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SQGs.26 Many trade associations have published material
describing types and management guidelines for waste
produced by their trades, but many SQGs are not affiliated
with any such organization.27

Even 1if 80Gs are informed about hazardous waste and
regulation, they often have difficulty understanding and/or
responding to regulations.28 Few SQGs are equipped to deal
with hazardous waste management issues. Most businesses
producing hazardous waste do not have the expertise, capital
or staff to effectively manage the 1iability, technical and
procedural components of compliance.29

The cost of hazardous waste management can severely cut
into the profit of small businesses who are often only
marginally successful.30 SQGs find the cost of having a

small quantity of waste transported more expensive than the

26, Waste Systems Institute of Michigan, Inc. In-

vestigations and Recommendations for a lanagement System for
Small Quantities of Hazardous _Waste from Michigan Business

and Industry, p. 9.

27. Marc D. Jones, Regqulatory Education Program for
Small Quantity Hazardous Waste Generators in the United

States, p. 9.

28. EPA Small Business Task Group, EPA Small Business

Initiatives—-Strategy for Improved Regulation and Com-
pliance, p. 3.

29. Marc D. Jones, Regulatory Education Program for

Small oOuantitvy Hazardous Waste Generatorsg in the United
States, p. 8.

30. Marc D. Jones and Edgar Berkey, Communicating with
Small Business, (prepared for RCRA Communications Task
Force, Washington, D.C.: Environmental Protection Agency,

[1985]), p.5.
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transport of large quantities of waste because SQGs cannot
take advantage of economies of scale.31 Often small
generators also face the management issue of not being able
to obtain timely pick-up service from transporters.32

Transporters and disposal facilities often find the costs
of servicing SQGs prohibitive. Transporters must either pay
full price for the disposal of a unfiiled drum, or they must
travel long distances to a variety of generators to collect
a full barrel. Dicposal facilities must complete the same
amount of paper-work to accompany small quantities of waste
as for large quantities. This makes handling costs
dispropertionately large for small quantities of hazardous

waste.33

31. Boston Coalition for Safe Hazardous Waste Disposal
by Small Quantity Generators, A Report: A Milk-Run Program

for Small Quantity Generators of Hazardous Wastes, (Boston:

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Management) p. 13.

32. Ibid.

33. Waste Systems Institute of Michigan, Inc., Investi-

gations and Recommendations for a Management System for
Small Quantities of Hazardous Waste from Michigan Business

and Industry, p. 2.
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PROGRAMS

The major barrier between regulatory agencies and S5QG
compliance is lack of communication,34 EPA and state
agencies have recognized this as a major obstacle and have
begun developing and instituting programs to improve
communication with SQGs. The cornerstone to solving the
compliance problem is believed to be effective comprehensive
educational programs aimed specifically at small genera-

tors.35

EPA Programs

"Hotline" Program

In 1982, EPA <created the Small Business COmbudsman's
office. This office is charged with providing easier access
to the agency and increasing EPA responsiveness and sensi-
tivity to SQGs. The office's charge also includes inves-
tigating and resolving S8QG disputes with EPA and helping

SQGs comply with regulations.36

34. Marc D. Jones, Impact of Hazardous Waste Regqula-

tions on Small Business Regulations on Smali Business, p. 8;
EPA Small Business Task Group, EPA Small Business Initia-—
tives—-Strateqy for Improved Regulation and Compliance, p. 2.

35. Marc D. Jones, Regulatory Education Program for

Small OQuantity Hazardous Waste Generators -in the United
States, p. 2.

36, Environmental Protection Agency, Small Business
Assistance at EPA, (Washington, D.C.: EPA, [1982]); Marc
D. Jones, Regulatjon Education Program _for Small Quantit
Hazardous Waste Generators in the United States, p. 2.
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The Ombudsman operates an easily accessible toll-free
telephone number. The "Hotline" offers a means for small
generators to request advice and consultation on hazardous
waste issues. It also provides SQGs with an opportunity to
obtain information inexpensively and confidentially.37

EPA also offers another "Hotline" through the Offiice of
Solid Waste and Emergency Response, This 1s known as the
RCRA/Superfund Hotline, and its function 1is to answer
callers' questions on the requirements and program activi-
ties of RCRA and the Superfund.38 All calls are handled on
an anonymous basis and the staff provides technical informa-
tion, furnishes referrals and takes orders for available
publications. The nature of the questions and concerns is
documented by EPA and compiled to provide a way of contin-

ually upgrading EPA's assistance service.39

37. Chris Hill, Marc D. Jones and Edgar Berkey, Com-

pliance Asgistance Activities for Small Quantity Generators

of Hazardous Waste, p. 3.

38. Environmental Protection Agency, Small Business
Asgistance at EPA, pamphlet.

39. Chris Hill, Marc D. Jones and Edgar Berkey, Com-

pliance Assistance Activities for Small Quantity Generators

of Hazardous Waste, p. 4.
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SQG Education Program

The amended RCRA provisions require EPA to "Undertake a
program to inform and educate small quantity hazardous waste
generators of their new responsibilities."40 A program has
been developed and includes two phases. The first phase of
the program has been completed through the Abt study quoted
earlier in this chapter. The next step, currently being
conducted, is to provide generators with information through
EPA regional offices, states and trade associations. This
information will 1identify wastes through product trade
names, chemical and slang names or general descriptions, and
will correlate the waste with the appropriate Department of
Transportation {DOT) identification numver where possible.4l
Generators will also be informed of tne need +to prepare a
Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest to accompany waste. They
will also be provided with instructions for completing the
manifest.

The EPA has evaluated its position with SQGs and their
compliance with RCRA. From this evaluation EPA has created
programs to make the agency more accessible to small

generators by offering information through its "Hotlines".

40. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, cited by
Chris Hill, Marc D. Jones and Edgar Berkey, Compliance

Assistance Activities for Small Quantity Generators of

Hazardous Waste, p. 5.

41, Environmental Protection Agency, Small Quantity
Hazardous Waste Generators; The New RCRA Regquirements,

(Washington, D.C.: EPA}, pamphlet.




45
Information for SQGs is also provided through regicnal
offices, states and trade associations. This information is
helpful, but it only aids those who are somewhat informed
about the issue of hazardous waste, its generators, and

related regulations.

State Programs

State programs to assist SQGs have many variations. Some
states utilize technical assistance programs,42 waste
exchanges, 43 amnesty days44 and computerized hazardous waste
manadement systems.45 Many states have focused their

program efforts on a variety of educational programs. These

42. Technical assistance programs,offering over-the-
phone assistance, operate in many states, including Pennsyl-
vania, Connecticut, North Carolina, New York, and Georgia.
Chris Hill, Marc D. Jones and Edgar Berkey, Compliance
Assistance Activities for Small Quantity Generators of
Hazardous Waste.

43. Waste Exchanges are excellent systems Ior resource
recovery. Although there are several private sector waste
exchanges, such as one operating from Syracuse, NY, called
the Northeast Waste Exchange, North Carolina has developed
a waste exchange operating at the state level. Waste
exchanges provide exchange referrals and furnish educational
and research services to assist industries develop safe and
economical waste management strategies. Ibid.

44, PFlorida, for instance, has developed an "Amnesty
Days" program creating a one-time activity in each region of
the state allowing generators to dispose of hazardous waste
without fear of fines. Ibid.

45. Hennepin County, Minnesota has developed a program
to bring 8QGs into compliance by using a computerized data
base. The county uses the data base to monitor waste from
each licensed generator, while generators use it to identify
possible transporters or disposal sites and obtain waste
exchange information. Ibid.
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programs include workshops given throughout the state,
information packets distributed through state agencies and
trade associations and events focusing on hazardous waste
management, such as hazardous waste collection days.46

Technical assistance programs and waste exchange programs
can be operated from a central location through the use of
telephones and computers. Other programs, such as those
creating information packets, can be developed at the state
agency level. The administration of most programs, and the
dissemination of information must be done at the local level
if 8QGs are to be reached.

Some states have encouraged local initiatives,47 such as
collection days, to supplement their st:ate programs. Local
programs and programs delivered in local areas can provide
the stimulus needed to encourage business to question their
waste, determine if it is hazardous and seek the information
and assistance needed to come into compliance. Local

programing can also educate the general public abcout

46. Cape Cod Planning and Economic Development Commis-
sion has developed a local hazardous waste collection
program to not only collect waste, but also to disseminate
information about hazardous waste management. A household
hazardous waste collection day was held in 1984. A similar
program for SQGs is expected by October 1986. Telephone
interview with Greg Braham, August 9, 1985.

47, For example, New Mexico, Massachusetts, Washington,
and Minnesota have encouraged the development of hazardous
waste management programs at the local level. Chris Hill,

Marc. D. Jones and Edgar Berkey, Compliance Assistance
Activities for Small Quantity Generators of Hazardous Waste.
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hazardous waste and appropriate disposal and management of

these wastes.

SUMMARY

Businesses and other institutions generating small
guantities of hazardous waste account for 98 percent of all
generators of hazardous waste but only .4 percent of the
hazardous waste generated. This waste, until recently, has
usually been disposed of in landfills. Congress, through
RCRA legislation, has mandated the regulation of small
quantities of hazardous waste to protect the environment and
public health.

The realization of RCRA legislacion relies on the
development of successful programs to educate and regulate
50Gs. Successful program development hinges on the ability
of requlatory agencies to work within the constraints of
limited funding and bureaucratic erfficiencies, while
understanding the problems faced by S0QGs. These problems
include limited economic and managerial resources, as well
as a lack of knowledge about hazardous waste., Programs
developed at the federal 1level provide an excellent source
of information for establishments who have some idea they
produce hazardous waste, and have the inclination to change
their disposal practices.

States have established programs similar to the federal

programs, such as offering over—-the-phone technical
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assistance. States have also developed programs, or funded
programs to be administered at the local level. These
include educational workshops, one—-to-one technical assis-
tance, amnesty days and collection days. Programs adminis-
tered at the local level serve to educate the small quantity
generator and aid them in complying with regulations. These
programs also educate the public and disseminate information
about hazardous waste. Programing at the local level is
certainly a necessary part of bringing about SQG com-

pliance.



CHAPTER IITI

METHODS

INTRODUCTION

The focus of this chapter 1is on the methods used to
obtain information for this study. First, information was
gathered from current publications and EPA reports to
describe the hazardous waste situation from a national
perspective. Federal and state regqulationsl and documents
written by the EPA, or for the EPA, were reviewed for an
assessment of regulations regarding the problems faced in
bringing about SQG compliance. This information is discus-
sed in Chapters I and II and provides a background for the
remainder of the study.

The goal of this study was to cetermine what local
governments initiatives, if any, could be utilized to aid
SQGs. A survey2 was then developed and administered to state
regulatory agencies charged with bringing SQGs into com-~
pliance., The purpose of the survey was to solicit ideas and
information relating to S8QGs to determine if these agencies
utilized local governments, or could envision the use of
local government in their enforcement programs. The

formulation, administration and evaluation of the survey is

1. Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste
Management Officials, State Small OQuantity Hazardous Waste

Generators_Survey, vol. l. Prepared under contract with the
EPA, (Washington, D.C.: EPA).

2.8ee Appendix A, page 100, for a copy of the survey
and the accompanying cover letter,
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the crux of this chapter.

SURVEY FORMULATION

Sample Size
The study area included the 12 states identified as the

Northeast Region by the United States Department of
Agriculture, Cooperative Extension ©Service. These states
include Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts,
Connecticut, Rhode Island, New York, New Jersey, Pennsyl-
vania, Delaware, Maryland, and West Virginia. The Coopera-
tive Extension Service has delineated the Northeast Region
as those states listed above (as well as the District of
Columbia) since the 1920s for the purpose of program and
planning efforts.3

It was decided to poll those individuals in each of the
states in the Northeast Region responsible for carrying out
the regulations developed to bring 8QGs 1into compliance.
The individual respondents were selected by calling each
state's State House and asking for the agency responsible
for hazardous waste.

The next step was to call each agency to identify an

individual who was familiar with the updated RCRA amendments

3.Telephone interview with Dr. Hollis Hall, USDA,
Cooperative Extension Service, 6 August 1985; Alfred Charles
True, A _History of Agricultural Ext:nsion in the United
States, 1785-1923 (Washington: United States Government
Printing Office, 1928), p. 127. .
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and worked with enforcement policy involving SQGs. In every
state there was at least one contact name given.

Development of the Survey Instrument

There 1is very sparse information available on state
regulations pertaining to small quantity hazardous waste
generators updated after the Survey of 8SQG, Vol 1., 1983,
and no information at all is available on the role state
regulatory agencies believe local governments can play in

aiding SQGs. The survey was developed to supply this

information., Issac and Michael state in Handbook in
Research and Evaluation: "Surveys are the most widely used

techniques in education and the behavioral sciences for the
collection of data. They are a means of gathering infor-
mation that describes the nature and extent of a specified
set of data ranging from physical counts and frequencies to
attitudes and opinions."4

Question Design

Survey questions were developed by using information from
Issac and Michael, Dillman and the Statistical Consulting

Service at the University of Massachusetts.b These sources

4,.8tephen Issac and William B, Michael, Handbook in
Research and Evaluation for Education and the Behavior
Sciences, 2nd ed. (San Diego: EAITS, 1981), p. 128.

5.5tephen Issac and William B. Michael, Handbook in
Research and Evaluation for Education and the Behavior
Sciences, pp. 127-130; Don A. Dillman, Mail and Telephone
Surveys: The Total Design Method, (New York: John Wiley and
Sons, 1978), pp. 79-118; Statistical Consulting Services,
Graduate Research Tower, University of Massachusetts,

Amherst.
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offer guidelines to creating concise questions, geared to
obtaining the information desired. Questions were designed
to determine beliefs requlatory officials have regarding
regulations, as well as their views about what could, could
not, or does work in terms of involving local government in
the SQG issue.

Partially close-ended questions with ordered answer
choices were designed to provide some dimension to the
answers provided.6 The choice of "other" was offered for
most questions to enable those surveyed to include responses
not listed. Given the small size of the surveyed group, and
the many possible responses, it was reasonable to allow for
a limited number of open-ended answers. This allowed for
the stimulation of discussion with these officials and gave
them the opportunity to discuss issues, programs, etc. ei-

ther unique to the state, or of special interest to them

regarding SQGs.

6.Dillman, p.89.
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Design of the Survey

The survey, titled "Survey for the Northeast States to
Evaluate Policy Regarding SQGs of Hazardous Waste", was
designed wusing criteria suggested by Dillman,7 and the
Statistical Consulting Service. The guesticons evolved from
topic areas relating to current state regulations, the
effectiveness of these regulations, methods utilized to
enhance effective regulation, and problems found in enforc-
ing S5QG compliance.

Questions pertaining to the state's utilization of local
government in this matter were then covered, These
questions related to whether, and in what form local govern-
ment is utilized and 1its effectiveness, A final question
asked how local government is or how it might be utilized in
programming efforts and how effective this utilization may

be.

Survey Package

To insure response, the survey was -designed to provide
respondents with a choice of either completing the survey
and returning it by mail, or answering the questions in a
telephone survey. The survey package <consisted ofrthe
survey and cover letter, as well as an envelope addressed

for return correspondence. For a complete copy of the

7.Don A, Dillman, Mail and Telephone Surveys; The Total
Design Method, pp. 119-228.
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"package" see Appendix A, (page 102.) As suggested by
Dillman,8 all material used in correspondence included the
letterhead and address of the agency sponsoring the study,
all correspondence was typed, and the date, business
address, and personal greeting were used 1in each cover
letter.

A single page cover letter9 was designed to introduce the
respondents to the study. The cover letter explained the
goal of the study, as well as Cooperative Extension
Services' long range goal of providing information to aid in
the appropriate management of small guantity generation of
hazardous waste. The letter also explained the respondent's
option of filling out the survey and returning it by mail,
or waiting to answer the survey by telephone. Last, but not
least, the letter thanked those individuals surveyed for
their consideration, and offered them a copy of the complet-

ed study.

ADMINISTRATION OF THE SURVEY

All of the survey packages were mailed on July 3, 1985.
Beginning on July 15, calls were made to the state agencies
to arrange for convenient times to interview those
individuals being surveyed. This proved to be an excellent

step because it established a time which respondents could

8.Ibid.

9.See Appendix A.
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set aside for the interview, without pressure or interrupt-
ion, and it gave them an opportunity to review the survey
before the actual interview call. Everyone contacted in the
Northeast Region was interested in the study, and extended
an invitation for <calls back 1if there were any further
guestions,

Calls were made between July 15 and July 31. Two
respondents returned their surveys before they were contact-
ed, and three others mailed a completed survey as well as
answering gquestions during a telephone interview. Five
states sent additional information regarding their regu-
lations and programs relating to0 hazardous and solid waste

disposal.

Analysis

The response to the survey was 100 percent, however the
relatively small size of the sample limits statistical
analysis of the survey.l1l0 Although the sample size was
limited to the Northeast Region, the survey offers a great
deal of information concerning state regulations as well as
problems and successes in developing enforcement policy
regarding SQGs. Most questions will be analyzed in a

comparative format to see differences and similarities in

10.Pillman states: ...turning a close-ended question
into one that is only partially closed may provide very
useful information. Don Dillman, Mail and Telephone

Surveys: The Total Design Method, p.
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how respondents answered guestions. Because there seem to
be many variations in the approaches state regulatory
agencies have taken, each state's response will also be

analyzed in a case study format.

Evaluation

The survey was a valuable tool for obtaining information
on states' regulations for 8QGs and the effectiveness of
those regulations., The information expresses the view of
individuals working through state agencies on issues of SQG
compliance, These viewpoints are important, since they come
from the source responsible for implementing regulations.
There are however, many other professionals who have worked
with these issues. The beliefs of these professionals were
not included in this particular survey. Their views will be
inceorporated in the conclusions in Chapter V.

The survey developed for this study has several
shortcomings which_were remedied in the telephone inter-
views, with the exception of questicon number four. This
question asks for an estimated percentage breakdown of
businesses generating small gquantities of hazardous waste
within the state. Only two states had the informational
sources to answer this gquestion.,

The wording of gquestion seven was found to be inap-~
propriate. The question states: "Do your state regulations

bring 8QGs into compliance?" The first respondent noted
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that it is enforcement and not regulation that actually

fosters compliance, This point was discussed in all other
telephone interviews, and the question was re-phrased, "Do

your state enforcement policies bring SQGs into compliance?"

SUMMARY

Developing a survey 1s an excellent tool to elicit
information not available from other sources. Although
there were some errors in the mailed survey, the use of
telephone interviews allowed for <corrections 1in questions
and encouraged respondents to offer additional information.
The individuals surveyed were very congenial and expressed
interest in the results of the study. ' The information from

the survey will be analyzed in Chapter IV.



CHAPTER IV
SURVEY RESULTS
INTRODUCTION

This chapter focuses on the results of the survey
conducted in July 1985. One official from the agency
responsible for enforcing state and federal regqgulations
regarding SQGs was surveyed from each of the Northeastern
States. A list of the names, addresses and telephone
numbers of these regulatory officials is given in Appendix
B, (page 107).

The purpose of the survey was threefold: 1. to determine
the specifics of each state's regulatory policy as it
applies to SQGs; 2. to measure the effectiveness of the
states policies in aiding 8QGs; and, 3. to discover various
ways municipal government could aid state efforts in small
quantity hazardous waste management. This chapter provides
a question by question analysis of the data derived from the
survey. A summary of the findings and success of the survey

is included in Chapter V.

SURVEY RESULTS

Question #1. Do the amended RCRA requirements effect S5SQGs
of hazardous waste in your state?

yes
no

somewhat
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Question #1 was asked to determine if the stringency of
each states regulatory requirements was less strict, more
strict, or as strict as the amended RCRA requirements. Of
the 12 states surveyed, five (41.6 percent) answered "yes",
while seven (58.3 percent) answered "no'". None of the
states answered with the response "somewhat.," Table 4-1,

shown below, lists the responses to gquestion #1 by state.

TABLE 4-1:
Responses to Question #1

No, the amended RCRA re-
quirements do not effect
5QGs in this state.

Yes, the amended RCRA re-
gquirements effect SQGs in
this state.

Connecticut Maine
New York Vermont
Delaware Massachusetts

Rhode Island
New Jersey
Maryland

|

|

|

!

I

|

!
Pennsylvania ! New Hampshire

|

West Virginia |

I

i

|

Question #2, (If "yes" or "somewhat" to #1}, Which of the
following are reflected in the changes in enforcement policy
for SQGs in your state:

The new identification of a SQG as one who generates
more than 100 kg hazardous waste monthly.

The "cradle to grave" control system which tracks all
significant quantities of hazardous waste from generat-
ion to disposal.

The new manifest, which after August 5, 1985, must ac-
company shipments of hazardous waste.

Other
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This question was designed to discover the reasons why
SQSs would be effected by the amended RCRA requirements in
the states answering "yes" to question #1l. The three re-
sponses provided in the survey were formulated with infor-
mation from studies from the state of Michigan and the EPA.1
The response of "other" was also 1listed to encourage
different responses.

Only Delaware listed the new identification of SQGs as
generators of more than 100 kg hazardous waste monthly as a
change in enforcement policy regarding SQGs. Both Connecti-
cut and Delaware believed the "cradle to grave" control
system used to track all significant quantities of hazardous
waste from generation to disposal would effect enforcement
policy in these states. Connecticut's current system will
be altered by the new RCRA regquirements. The other states
already track all hazardous waste disposed through licensed
transporters.

All five states answering question one with "yes"
believed the federal manifest required to accompany ship-

ments of hazardous waste would effect enforcement policy for

1. Waste Systems Institute of Michigan, Inc., Invest-
igations and _Recommendations for a Management System for
Small Quantities of Hazardous Waste From Michigan Business
and Industry, {prepared for the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources, Grand Rapids: Waste Systems Institute of
Michigan, Inc., {1984}), pp. 7-9. and Chris Hill, Marc D.
Jones, and Edgar Berkey, Compliance Assistance Activities
for Small Quantity Generators of Hazardous Waste, (prepared

for the EPA Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response,
Washington, D.C.: EPA, {1984}), p. 1.




61
8QGs. Several states found the federal manifest to be more
complicated than necessary for monitoring small quantities
of hazardous waste. One state believed the federal manifest
may cause confusion for SQGs because the state monitoring
program was different and more stringent than EPA's

monitoring system.

Question #3., (If "no" to #1), Are your state requirements
more stringent than the amended RCRA requirements? Please

specify.

This question was designed with the assumption that the
states whose SQGs weren't effected by the amended RCRA
regquirements would have more stiingent requirements.
Although the question was designed for the seven states who
answered "no, the amended RCRA requirements would not effect
SQGs in their states," all twelve states responded to this
guestion either in returned surveys or during the course of
the telephone interview. Table 4-2, p. 62, shows a
compilation of the responses to questicn #3.

Seven states surveyed believed their state requirements
were more stringent than the amended RCRA requirements.
Delaware, New Jersey and Maine stated their regulations were
equal to federal regulations. (Maine and New Jersey have
had their requlatory policies 1in effect for some time.)
West Virginia and Pennsylvania stated their definitions of

SQGs were not as stringent as the new federal definition,
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but other regulaticns pertaining to landfills and dumping
practices have encouraged SQGs to dispose their waste

through licensed facilities.

TABLE 4-2:
Responses to Question #3

State requirements are either
as stringent as the amended
RCRA requirements, or other

Yes, state requirements
are more stringent than
the amended RCRA require-

i
|
I
ments. | regulations force SQGs to
| comply,
|
!
Vermont | Maine
New Hampshire | *Pennsylvania
Massachusetts | New Jersey
*Connecticut | *Delaware
Rhode Island | *West Virginia
*New York !
Maryland |

* GStates whose SQGs are effected by the amended RCRA
requirements, (from Question #1.)

Question #4, What (estimated) percent of the following small
businesses account for small generation of hazardous waste

in your state?

Vehicle Maintenance Metal Manufacturing
Printing Photegraphy
Laundries & Drycleaning Pesticide Applicators

Analytical & Clinical
Labs Pesticide Applicators

Other
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Question #4 was designed using information from a survey
conducted for the EPAZ2. The purpose of the question was to
compare state percentages in each category. Unfortunately,
only two states, Vermont and New Hampshire, were able to
answer the question within the given format. The results
from these two states' estimates and EPA's estimates are
compared in Table 4-3, p. 64.

Three other states offered some ranking of SQGs without
any percentage estimation. Pennsylvania stated vehicle
maintenance caused the most generation of hazardous waste
(mostly from lead batteries) in that state. Maryland also
listed vehicle maintenance to be the largest contributor of
waste in the state, followed by laundries and dry-
cleaning, printing and metal manufacturing.

Connecticut included information from a study done for
the state by Abt Associates '(see Appendix C, page 110).
This study found about 60 percent of the SQG waste generated
in this state consists of lead acid batteries. Solvents,
the next largest category, account for about 20 percent of
the waste generated in Connecticut, ané an additional five

percent of the waste is made up of highly acidic or alkaline

2. Aabt Associates 1Inc., National Small Quantity

Hazardous Waste Generator Survey, (Cambridge: Abt Associ-
ates, {1985}). pp. 2-35.
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TABLE 4-3:
Responses to Question #4;
The Estimated Percent of Small Business Accounting for Small
Quantity Generation of Hazardous Waste in Vermont and
New Hampshire.

Vehicle Maintenance Metal Manufacturing

VT NH EPA VT NH EPA

40% 10% 50% 01% 25% 10%

Printing Photography

VT NH EPA vT NH EPA
0

Laundries & Drycleaning Pesticide Applicators

|
|
|
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
40 15% * | 01% 0 *
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
|
|
|
I
I
|

vT NH EPA VT NH EPA
05% 05% * 018 _G_ *
Analytical & Clinical Labs Construction

vT NH EPA vT NH EPA
01% 15% * 01% 05% *
QOther:

vT

10% Furniture strippers, Body shops, Salvage Yards, Lumber
Yards,

5% Measuring Analytical Controlling Instruments

* The EPA survey does not give percentage breakdowns for
these categories.
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substances. The remaining 15 percent of the waste is
distributed over various types of wastes such as photograph-
ic wastes, drycleaning filtration residues, ignitable wastes

and spent plating wastes.

Question #5., What percent of 5QGs 1in your state do you
estimate as being in compliance with the amended RCRA
regquirements?

<25% 25-50%

50-75% 75-100%

Question #6, What percent of your SQGs will be in compliance
with RCRA requirements by March 19867

<25% - 25-50%

50-75% 75-100%

Question #5 was asked to determine how effective the
northeastern states believe their enforcement policies to
be. Question #6 was designed to show if the states believed
the compliance rate would change when the amended RCRA
requirements came into effect. (See Table 4-4, p. 66.) West
Virginia and Delaware were unable to estimate SQG compliance
in their states for both questions #5 and #6.

Connecticut, Rhode Island and Maryland believed the
compliance rate for SQGs in their states to be less than 25
percent. Maine, New Hampshire and New York believed
compliance to be between 25 and 50 percent. Massachusetts

and New Jersey believed their compliance rates to be 50 to
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75 percent; Vermont and Pennsylvania listed compliance at 75

to 100 percent.

TABLE 4-4:
Response to Questions #5;
Estimated Number of SQGs in Compliance
with the Amended RCRA Requirements.

<25% i 25-50%
|
Connecticut | Maine
Rhode Island f New Hampshire
Maryland } New York
|
I
50-75% 1 75-100%
|
Massachusetts | Vermont
New Jersey | Pennsylvania
i

Response to Question #6;
Estimated Number of SQGs in Compliance
with the Amended RCRA Requirements
by March 1986.

£25% 1 25-50%
I
Connecticut | Maine
Rhode Island I New Hampshire
| New York
i
50-75% I 75=-100%
I
Massachusetts i Vermont
New Jersey | Pennsylvania
| Maryland
|

Of the ten states who answered questions #5 and #6, nine
(90 percent) listed the same compliance percentages for #6
as they had for #5. Only Maryland believed the percent of

SQGs in compliance would change by March 1986. The change
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from less than 25 percent to between 75 and 100 percent was

attributed to state requirements also coming into effect in

fall 1985,
Question #7, Do your state regulations bring SQGs into
compliance?

yes

no

somewhat

As stated in Chapter III, there was some confusion on the
wording of this question since it is the enforcement of
regulations that brings S5QGs into compliance. This issue
was discussed with those surveyed and the question was
re-worded, "Does your enforcement policy for state regulat-
ions bring SQGs into compliance?" After further analysis it
became apparent that this gquestion was still ambiguous
because the responses were too general., Therefore, the data

found from this question will not be discussed.

Question #8. (If yes or Somewhat to #7), Which of the
following have aided your state in making your regulations
effective?

SQGs have been educated to know their legal
responsibility for proper disposal.

SQGs understand the liabilities for improper
dumping.

SQGs have been educated about ways to manage
hazardous waste.
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A statewide approach has been taken sc no SQG
is at a competitive disadvantage for complying
with regulations.

___ Other

This question focused on the mechanisms wused by state
governments to make their regulations effective. Of the
nine states who answered this gquestion six states {(66.6
percent) believed education of SQGs to know their legal
responsibilities, as well as the liabilities for improper
dumping and proper management practices have aided in making
their regulations effective. Three states have taken a
state wide approach so no SQG is at a competitive
disadvantage for complying with regulations. (See Table 4-5,
p. 69.)

Seven states had other sources besides those listed
aiding them in making their regulations effective, Rhode
Island and <Connecticut cited on-site inspections as an aid
in making regulations effective. Public news releases, fact
sheets, mass mailings to suspected SQGs, programs through
trade associations and workshops were listed by the states

as assisting in making regulations for SQGs effective.
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TABLE 4-5:
Mechanisms Employed to Assist States in
SQG Compliance

"’g u.g g'g g

§a 3= g * %

g8 Se L g

o — u‘-? T - .
v <& a8 2 8

I 1 1 T [ T
New Hampshire | X i X | X | X 1 1
| | f ! | J
Massachusetts | X 1 X i X |l ] X |
| | | | | |
Rhode Island | | | | i X |
| i | | | |
Connecticut 1. X | | X | | X |
| I | | | !
New York { [ 1 1 | X |
| | | ! i f
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Question #9, Which of the following are barriers to the
enforcement of regqulations for 8QGs?

SQ0Gs don't report their waste because of fear
of fines.

SQGs don't report their waste because of fear
of economic hardship due to added expense for

compliance,

The cost of disposal put SQGs at a competitive
disadvantage with similar companies who do not

comply.
The cost for a transporter to make pick-ups for
SQ0Gs is prohibitive.
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Many hazardous waste disposal facilities don't
welcome SQG's waste.

The state regulatory agency does not have the
financial resources necessary to effectively

regulate SQG's.

Question #9 was designed to determine the barriers to the
enforcement of regulations for SQGs. This question was also
formulated using information from the state of Michigan and
the EPA.3 Eleven states responded tco this guestion; Rhode
Island did not,.

Five states (45.4 percent) believed a barrier to the
enforcement of regulations included the SQG's fear of fines
if they report their waste. Seven states 1listed 8SQG's fear
of economic hardship due to added expense for compliance as
a barrier to enforcing regulations. The cost of disposal
putting complying SQGs at a competitive disadvantage with
non-complying businesses was seen as an enforcement barrier
by six (54.5 percent) of the responding states.

Six states (54.5 Percent) also believed the cost for
transporters to make pick~ups for SQGs to be prohibitive for
both generators and transporters. Five states (45.4

percent) have found a barrier to enforcement of regulations

3. Waste Systems Institute of Michigan, Inc., Investi-

gations and Recommendations for _a Management System for
Small Quantities of Hazardous Waste From Michigan Business

and Industry, p.9. and, Chris Hill, Marc D. Jones, and Edgar
Berkey, Compliance Assistance Activities for Small Quantity
Generators of Hazardous Waste, pp. 1-2.




71
because hazardous waste facilities haven't welcomed small
guantities of hazardous waste. Another barrier, found by
seven states (63.6 percent), 1is the 1lack of financial
resources needed by state regqulatory agencies to effectively
regulate SQGs. Table 4-6, p. 72 gives a compilation of the
responses,

Five states also listed other barriers to the enforcement
of regulations. One state listed the limited availability
of transporters and facilities specializing in servicing
S0Gs as a barrier. All five states who listed other
barriers believed SQGs often lacked awareness of their
waste's possible danger, the regqulations and the knowledge
to properly manage hazardous waste. They believed lack of

knowledge to be a significant barrier to the enforcement of

regulations for SQGs.
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TABLE 4-6
Barriers to Enforcement of Regulations

for SQGs.
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Questjon #10., Does your state utilize 1local government to
aid in bringing SQGs into compliance?

yes
no

somewhat

Question #11, (If yes or somewhat to #10), Which form of
local government do you utilize?

County Township

Municipal Other

Question #10 was designed to determine if states involved
any form of local government to assist in bringing SQGs into
compliance. Question #11 was asked to discover the level of
local government most used in aiding with the requlation of
SQGs. The information from these two questions is given in
Table 4-7, p.75. |

The two states who answered "yes" to gquestion #10
utilized municipal government to assist bringing SQGs into
compliance, as did four of the states who answered "some-
what." Vermont used county, township and municipal govern-
ment; New York and New Jersey used both county and municipal
government. Vermont also included zoning laws which may be

used to bring facilities into compliance.



TABLE 4-7:
The Extent and Type of Local Government
Assisting in SQG Compliance

Is Local Govt. Type of Local Govt.

| I
State | Utiljized? il Utilized
| | Some- | | ] |
| Yes| what| No |} i
| ! i | ] f
Maine | X 1 1] Municipal |
| I | L County, Township |
vVermont l [ X ] 11 Municipal, Other |
I | J Vi |
New Hampshire | [ X ] il Township !
I I | | | i
Massachusetts | X | 1 | Municipal 1
| ! | b I
Connecticut | | X 1 11 Municipal |
[ | | f |
Rhode Island | | I X 11 |
| I i H County, I
New York ] L X 1 11 Municipal |
| | | il |
Pennsylvania | I | X 1 |
[ I ! b County, !
New Jersey L X 1 | P Municipal ]
| | | {1 |
Delaware | | | X 1 |
i | | f |
Maryland ] i | X 1 |
| | | | |
West Virginia | 1 I X 1] |
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Question #12, How effective 1is your state's utilization of
local government in bringing SQGs into compliance?

very effective effective

somewhat effective not effective

This question was designed to provide a measure of the
effectiveness of using 1local government in bringing SQGs
into compliance. Only New Jersey reported local govern-
ments' assistance to be very effective. New Jersey reported
its local health departments have become the state's eyes
and ears for hazardous waste regulation.

None o©of the seven states listed the use of local
government to be gffective, however, five states listed
local governments' performance as somewhat effective.
Vermont scored local government as not effective, but also

stated, "a lot depends on the town and what the situation

is."

Question #13. Which of the following ways does or could your
state use to utilize local government in bringing SQGs into

compliance?
Does Could
Offering educational materials to all known SQGs
in the local area.

(If you checked "Does", how effective is this
strategy?)

very effective effective

somewhat effective not effective
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Does Could
Organizing workshops to familiarize SQGs with safe

management practices.

(If you checked "Does", how effective is this

strategy?)
very effective effective
somewhat effective not effective

Maintaining a list of the SQGs, the waste produced
and help to coordinate transport schemes with

nearby areas.

(If you checked "Does", how effective is this

strategy?}
very effective __ effective
somewhat effective ______ not effective
___ ___ Other.
very effective ___effective
somewhat effective not effective

Question #13 was designed to discover the types of
assistance local government can offer to bring SQGs into
compliance, as well as the effectiveness of local government
in this role. It was also designed to stimulate thought in
state regulatory officials on ways local government might be
used. All twelve states responded to some aspect of this
guestion.

Currently only two states (16.6%), New York and Maryland,
use local government to distribute educational materials to

S0Gs. Seven states (58.3%) believed 1local government could
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be wused to aid 8QGs and state government by offering
educational materials to SQGs.

Three states (25%), New Hampshire, New York and Maryland
utilize local government in organizing workshops for SQGs on
management of hazardous waste. All three states listed this
use of 1local government to be somewhat effective. Two
states (16.7%), Maine and Vermont, listed that local
government could help in bringing SQGs into compliance by
organizing relevant workshops.

Vermont, New York and New Jersey (25%) use their local
governments to maintain a listing of SQGs and the waste
produced. Local government is also used to help with co-
ordination of transport for small gquantities of hazardous
waste with nearby areas. Vermont and New Jersey rated this
use of local government to be effective, while New York and
rated this use as somewhat effective. Connecticut and West
Virginia listed this as assistance local government might
offer.

Under the "“other" option, Maine listed the possible use
of local boards of health as being a possible use of local
government. New Jersey currently utilizes its local boards
of health to help enforce hazardous waste regulations. The
boards of health in New Jersey have the power to fine
violators and cases are tried in local courts.

Massachusetts has one citizen in each +town who has the

volunteer position of "hazardous waste coordinator". Many
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of the coordinators are not active and this program was
rated as somewhat effective. Massachusetts also has
hazardous waste ccalitions throﬁghout the state consisting
of state officials, planning professionals and others
concerned with the regulation of hazardous waste. This
program was not rated.

Three states suggested the use of Chamber's of Commerce
and trade associations as local units to aid S0Gs with
educational materials and pertinent workshops. The SQG's
fear of fines for not being in compliance may be dispelled
if the operator could seek information through non-govern-
mental associations. Trade associations may also be very
helpful to members with the same kinds of waste, both in
supplying management information and in organizing pick-ups

for the waste.

SUMMARY

This chapter has analyzed the information provided from
the survey conducted in July 1985. It found state
governments' estimated compliance vlevels relatively
unaffected by the new federal requirements. The estimated
compliance rates were fairly evenly distributed in the
categories between less than 25 percent and 75 to 100

percent. There is no obvious reason for the breakdown of

this distribution.
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Local government has not yet proven to be a strong asset
in assisting the states bring SQGs into compliance, with the
exception of New Jersey who rated the use of local
government to be very effective. There are many ways local
governments could help SQGs comply as listed in the discus-
sion of gquestion #13. Chapter V includes an analysis of the

survey results and recommendations for effective steps state

regulatory agencies and local government can take to aid SQGs.
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CHAPTEHR v
RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of Chapter V 1s threefold. First, it
provides a summary of the findings and success of the
survey, 1in terms of the surveys objective. Second, a
critique of the states' hazardous waste policies relating to
SQGs 1is given with emphasis on the comparison of state
policy and programs to the barriers for enforcement and
compliance as outlined in Chapter II. Finally, recommenda-
tions to aid 8QGs comply with regulations formulated from
the survey analysis and other sources are offered for state
regulatory agencies, local government and Cooperative
Extension Service, a4 discussion of the importance of this

topic to the planning profession is also included.

ANALYSIS OF THE SURVEY RESULTS

The first objective of the survey was to determine the
specifics of each of the northeastern states regulatory
policies in regards to SQGs. Questions #1, #2 and #3 were
designed to provide a comparison between the RCRA amendments
and state regulations. Although question one revealed five
states to be effected by the new federal requirements, it
became apparent in questions #2 and #3 that the majority of
states had regulations at least as stringent as the federal

requirements. These questions provided general information,
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however further investigation would be necessary to yield
more specific information about state regulatory policy.

Some states suggested the new federal reguirements are
not as stringent and conflict with effective state require-
ments. It is possible the new requlations may cause confus-
ion for SQGs. One state suggested their compliance level
may actually drop with the new federal requirement because
of confusion on what regulations to follow.

Question #4 was intended to show the percentages of each
type of S8GGs in each state as well as provide data for
comparison between states. The question did reveal that
most of the states had not identified SQGs by industry.
Cnly two states answered this question, however a study done
for Connecticut provided information on the percentages od
5QGs in that state.

Questions #5, #6 and #7 were intended to provide a
measure of the effectiveness of state policy for 8QGs, using
the new federal requirements as the standard. These
standards went into effect in August 1985, just after the
survey was conducted and became law in March 1986. Question
#6 revealed that most states assumed there would be little
change in compliance levels by March 1986 when EPA announced
its revised requirements for SQGs.

Five (41.7 percent) of the states surveyed believe over
50 percent of their SQGs are in compliance with the amended

RCRA requirements. Only one state foresaw a change in
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compliance from August 1985 to March 1986. At the time of
the survey, most states appeared to be enforcing their own
regulations and were waiting to see if the EPA would make
any significant changes in regulations by March 1986. It is
also possible the states found this too short a time span to
expect any noticeable change.

Questions #8 and #9 provided comparisons between the
states on mechanisms aiding SQGs to comply and the barriers
to compliance. Table 4-5, page 70, and Table 4-6, page 73
show about half of the states have used the same mechanisms
for assistance, and they share some of the same problems.
Further study would be helpful to determine why some states
do not face the same barriers to SQG compliance as recog-
nized by other states.

Analysis of Questions #10 and #11 found seven states
utilizing at least one form of local government to assist in
SQG compliance. Question #12 found one state rated its use
of local government to be very effective while five states
rated the use of local government to be somewhat effective.
Four of the states estimating compliance rates as either
less than 25 percent or between 25 percent and 50 percent
also rated the utilization of local government as somewhat
effective.

The one state (Vermont} utilizing the most types of local
government als. rated their use as not effective. This

state also estimated between 75 and 100 percent compliance.
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Another state (New Jersey) rated its use of local government
aé very effective and estimated its compliance rate between
50 and 75 percent, Since New Jersey is likely to have more
SQGs than many other states due to 1its population and
economic base, further investigation into their use of local
government may be helpful.

Question #13 provided information on the ways local
government aids, or might aid, state government in bringing
SQGs into compliance. It is apparent from the responses
from this question that many states have utilized or could
utilize local government to assist the state and SQGs. If
the states were to examine the ways other states use local
government they may find useful prograins to borrow.

Perhaps the most important fincing of the survey was
not the answers to particular gquestions but the general
emphasis of state regulatory policy and the creation and
impiementation of programs to obtain the goal of bringing
S5QGs into compliance. Many states have recognized the
difficulties SQGs face and many state agencies have also
faced frustration in finding successfﬁl programs to bring
SQGs into compliance. The following section compares the
barriers listed in Chapter II with the track-record of state
regulatory agencies., For thé convenience of the reader

Table 2-2, (page 37,) is repeated here as Table 5-1.
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TABLE 5-1:
Barriers to Compliance with the 1984
Amended RCRA Requirements

Barriers for EPA and State Regulatory Agencies

*Lack of manpower and funding to effectively identify,
educate and regulate SQGs.

*Perceptions held by SQGs about regulatory agencies as
being bureaucratic, inflexible, insensitive communicat-
ors and disinterested in SQG's needs and problems.

*Lack of understanding and concern about small business
problems among regulatory officials.

*Reluctance on the part ¢f SQGs to discuss their waste
management practices with regulatory officials.

*Belief of SQGs that they won't be found.

Barriers for Small Quantity Generators

*l,ack of awareness and understanding of requlatory de-
tails and compliance requirements.

*Lack of financial and technical resources to appropri-
ately manage hazardous waste.

*Generators who comply may be at a competitive disad-
vantage with other small businesses as a result of
hazardous waste management costs.

*Transport and disposal facilities are sometimes
reluctant to handle small quantities of hazardous
waste.,

Sources: Marc D. Jones, Impact of Hazardous Waste Regula-
tions on Small Business, p. l.; Waste Systems Institute of
Michigan, Inc., Investigations and Recommendationg for a
Management System for Small Quantities of Hazardous Waste
from Michigan Based Business, p.9%: EPA Small Business Task
Group, EPA Small Business Initiatives-~-Strategy for Improved
Regulation and Compliance, p.3.
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POLICY AND PROGRAM; BREAKING DOWN OR MAINTAINING BARRIERS
TO SQG COMPLIANCE

The barriers faced by regulatory agencies are very
significant hindrances to the enforcement of RCRA's regula-
tions for 8QGs. The EPA and many states have made numerous
attempts to provide information and assistance to those
small businesses generating hazardous waste. However, SQGS
still perceive regulatory agencies as unable to understand
their needs and problems. In spite of a variety of educa-
tional programs and enforcement techniques, five of the
northeastern states believed the SQG compliance rate in
their states to be below 50 percent, and two states were
unable to give any estimate for SQG compliance.

The new RCRA reguirements have been developed with the
intent of generating the proper management of hazardous
waste. These requirements neglect the needs and problems of
those responsible for the initial management of small
quantities of hazardous waste. The added burden and expense
of meeting federal and state regulations may be incentive
for many 50Gs to ignore the important social and
environmental consequences of improper disposal of hazardous
waste,

The process of breaking down the barriers to SQG
compliance requires state regulatory agencies to create
innovative programs focusing on the issues facing 5QGs.
These programs must include flexibility, sensitive communi-

cators, and administrators who thoroughly understand and are
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interested in the needs and problems of S5QGs. The following
section provides recommendations to facilitate the develop-
ment of effective programs to aid SQGs comply with hazardous

waste regulations.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO AID SQG COMPLIANCE

These recommendations have been formulated through the
analysis of the survey, discussions with individuals
associated with trade and business associations and other
publications,l The recommendations will be given in the
order created by the survey analysis. This section will be
followed by a breakdown of recommendations for specific

agencies and local government.

Recommendation: Monitor Waste Disposal in Local Landiilis

Questions #1, #2 and #3, provided a comparison between
the northeastern states regulatory policies and RCRA
requirements. This compariscon revealed many states have
more stringent policies in terms of the quantities of
hazardous waste regulated then required by federal regulat-
ions. It is alse important to note that several states
believed many SQGs in their states were in compliance

because of landfill regulations concerning dumping.

1. Suggestions for recommendations were offered by Mr.
Monty Lovejoy of the Association of Independent Manufac-
tures, and individuals from the North East Fabricare
Association in July and August of 1985.
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Although these states do not utilize local government to
agssist in SQG compliance, their state agencies monitor waste
disposal at a 1local level. Perhaps states whose local
governnmencs have limited power or financial resources should
consider programs to monitor dumping in landfills. States
whose local governments have substantial resources should
encourage local programs to monitor waste disposal. It is
certainly plausible for a c¢ertain amount of waste to be
disguised for 1illegal dumping, but careful monitoring would
nelp to eliminate the dumping of most hazardous waste in
local landfilis.

Recommendation: Compile a State-Wide_ Inventory of Businesses
Known to Generate Hazardoug Waste

Question #4 was intended to present the percentages of
the predominant types of S5QGs in each state, but only three
of the twelve states were able to estimate 5QGs by industry.
Since certain businesses are known to produces hazardous
waste, it would be useful for states to compile an inventory
of 5QGs by industry.

An inventory of those industries known to produce small
quantities of hazardous waste would prove useful in several
ways. For instance, this type of inventory would be ideal
for developing programs and informing industries of specific
workshops geared to their hazardous waste management needs,
This dinventory could also be used by state regulatory
agencies to estimate quantities of hazardous waste produced

by industry for comparison with estimates of actual com-
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pliance. While rates of compliance could be more accurately
measured, those 8Q0Gs who are not in compliance with state
and EPA regulation could be more easily identified.

Another valuable use of such an inventory would be the
increased ability of authorities to monitor the locations of
possible emergency situations.2 Identification of the
location of sources and types of hazardous waste would aid
fire fighters and other emergency units in the proper
treatment of ©possible fires and leaks. If local emergency
organizations are aware of possible hazards the extent of
damages to health and the environment can be significantly
reduced.

Recommendation: Create Locally Based Programs to Aid SQGs

Questions #5, and #6 revealed the majority of the states
surveyed believed there would be no change in their
compliance rates from July 1985' to March 1986. Although
this may seem to be a relatively short period of time to
make any significant changes in the waste disposal practices
of SQGs, it also signifies another seven months of waste
disposal practices possibly endangering -the environment and
the health of local residents. This inability of states to
effectively change compliance rates reinforces SQGs per-

ceptions of regqulatory agencies as being bureaucratic and

2. The Government Refuse Collection and Disposal
Association, The Role of Local Government in Hazardous Waste
Management, (prepared for the Environmental Protection
Agency, Silver Spring, MD: The Government Refuse Collection
and Disposal Association, {1984}), pp. 10-12.
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inflexible. The formation of locally based programs to

increase compliance rates is essential.

Hazardous Waste Circuit Rider

One such program could be based on a model created in the
state of Massachusetts, called the Circuit Rider program.
This model was originally c¢reated by the Massachusetts
Executive Office of Communities and Development to offer
clusters of small towns with an administrator to aid them
with town planning and management. The model was used again
by the Massachusetts State Energy Office and Cooperative
Extension Service to provide towns with a professional who
could aid them in the process necessary to make municipal
buildings energy efficient.

This model could be utilized by states to provide SQGs
with an individual who would understand their needs and
concerns, as well as effectively communicate the necessity
and methods of appropriate management techniques for hazard-
ous waste. The circuit rider may also be able to aid 8QGs
in the «coordination of the pick-up and transport of waste.
The funding and administration of such a program would have
to be formulated based on the resocurces of each states
resources. A program of this nature might also be adminis-

tered through the states' Cooperative Extension Services.



90
Chamber of Commerce/Trade Associations

Other programs could be created through trade groups and
local Chambers of Commerce. Although the ability to utilize
organizations would vary widely from industry to industry
and the size and commercial nature of towns, their use would
be beneficial. Some trade associations, such as North East
Fabricare, the dry c¢leaners association, have provided
members with educational materials on the management of the
industries hazardous waste as well as organizing hazardous
waste pick-up and transport.

Chambers of Commerce could offer 1local businesses
industry specific educational materials for safe waste
management. They could also organize pick-up and transport
schedules for local 8QGs. Many towns may find they are too
small to offer their 8QGs any discount in pick-up and
transport since the small guantities and diversity of waste
would prove unprofitable for transporters to collect. These
Chambers of Commerce should consider banning together where

possible to make pick-up and transport costs more

reasonable.

Cooperative Extension Service

Cooperative Extension Service (CES) could also play a
vital role in providing SQGs with the expertise and services
needed to aid SQG compliance. CES has access to researchers

and experts at state universities who could develop industry
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specific materials for SQGs about the nature of the hazard-
ous wastes generated, their dangers and proper management.
CES also has the advantage of being established as a service
agency for answers to many types of questions. If
appropriately staffed, CES could also develop educational
programs and provide a full time extension agent who could
aid local SQGs with management and compliance and act as a
link between 8QGs and state regulatory agencies.

Another possible program for CES is the expansion of the
hazardous waste coordinator program developed by Gisela
Walker and the Franklin County Extension Service, This
program has trained individuals interested in educating
local residents on hazardous waste and other environmental
issues. The main objective of this group 1s to act as a
catalyst for community problem-sclving by coordinating with
other town boards to work toward environmental protection.
Hazardous waste issues vary from town to town, and a program
to train individuals to specialize in issues particular to
their local communities can be of great value.3

The greatest value of utilizing programs administered at
the local level is the personal c¢ontact they «can provide
SQGs. State agencies are generally thought of as being very
impersonal and difficult to communicate with. Programs such

as these could provide 8QGs with a source of comfortable

3. Richard M. Thompson, "1l6 <Coordinators to Tackle
Hazardous Waste Problems", Springfield Union, 2 July 1986.



92
communication while acting as a Jliaison for state

government,

Recommendation: Organize a Conference for Requlatory
Officials from the Northeastern States

Analysis of Questiocons #8 and #9 showed that some states
do not face the same barriers to SQG compliance as
recognized by other states. No specific question on the
survey asked the regulatory officials if they communicated
with officials from other states. However, in the context
of the interviews with these states there appeared to be a
general lack of communication between states concerning the
development and success of their 8QG hazardous waste
mahagement prodrams,

A conference of hazardous waste officials from the twelve
northeastern states would be useful for comparison and
assessment of policies and proarams. This meeting could
save states from the trials and financial costs of
"re-inventing the wheel". Regulatory officials could also
work together to c¢reate new programs to aid 8QGs and
transport systems from state to state.

Recommendation: Create Programs Utilizing Local Goverpnments

Analysis of questions #10, #11 and #12 revealed seven
states utilized 1local government to assist in SQG compli-
ance, while only one state (New Jersey) rated the use of
local government as effective. Question #13 provided
information suggesting many states could utilize 1local

government to assist the states and 8QGs. There are many
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advantages to the use of local government in assisting SQGs
comply.

Local governments, due to their size, may appear to be
less bureaucratic than state agencies and they may be more
understanding of the difficult situation SQGs face with the
management and possible economic hardship of hazardous waste
management. Local governments are also responsible to their
local constituents and the welfare of the community.
Programs utilizing local governments must be carefully
formulated to prepare local officials to be sensitive to the
needs and problems of SQGs while helping to enforce state
and federal hazardous waste regulations. These programs
could be linked to Chambers of Commerca, trade associations

and closely aligned to Boards of Health and other municipal

organizations.

CONCLUSION

The extent to which 1local government can be utilized
varies by states' <constitutions and s?ate and local re-
gsources. However, state agencies must find programs to
break down the barriers that perceive them as being inflex-
ible and unable to communicate and understand the predica-
ment of SQGs. If these barriers cannot be broken then
states must find other sources to communicate with SQGs and
administer effective programs. Programs to aid SQGs with

compliance must be administered at the local level where
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SQGs can be_ given the specific education and assistance
necessary to manage their hazardous waste.

Several options have been given for programs offering
S0Gs local contacts who could act as an arm of the state.
These programs do not focus on enforcement or police powers,
but rather on devising mechanisms to make it feasible for
SQGs to comply with federal and state regulations. SQGs are
not bandits or thieves; they are small businesses who form
the backbone of local economies and provide communities with
products and services few would want to be without. It is
essential to regulate small gquantities of hazardous waste,
but not at the expense of jeopardizing small businesses,
Programs must be developed for administration at the local

level to aid 50QGs comply with state and federal regulations.

ISSUES FOR PLANNERS

The crux of this study has not focused on the relevance
of the management of hazardous waste to planners., Planners
must, however, prepare themselves to understand the complex
issues surrounding the management of the hazardous waste
generated in their communities and regions. A great deal of
planning includes the management of current issues in the
process of shaping the future. Planners must take action to
create and support programs such as recommended in this
study to ensure the health and safety of local residents and

the stability of the environment.
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July 3, 1985

Richard Baker

Environmental Service Specialist

Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of 0il and Hazardous Materials Control
State House, Station 17

Augusta, ME 04333

Dear Mr. Baker:

As you well know, August 1985 will bring new compliance regu-
lations for small guantity generators of hazardous waste in your
state. We at the Cooperative Extension Service, at the Univer-
sity of Massachusetts are doing a study to determine: what state
enforcement policies are in the Northeastern states; how effect-
ive these policies are; and, how local government could aid in
programs aiding small quantity generators. Our long range goal
is to provide information to local government, or small guantity
generators that will aid the proper management of hazardous
waste,

Enclosed you will find a survey designed +to facilitate our
study. If you have a few minutes, please £ill it out and return
it in the enclosed envelop, with the enclosed card. If you would
prefer to wait and answer this in a telephone survey, my assist-
ant, Barbara Demuth will call you between July 15-17.

There is much to be learned about appropriate policy to facil-
itate the appropriate management of hazardous waste generated in
small quantities. If you have specific ideas that are not
represented in this survey, please let us know.

Thank you for you consideration. If you would like a copy of
this report, please indicate so on the survey. We expect to have
copies available by the end of August.

Sincerely,

Rick Feldman
State Program Leader, CRD

RF/bd



SURVEY FOR THE NORTHEAST STATES
TQ EVALUATE POLICY REGARDING SQG'S OF HAZARDOUS WASTE

State

Agency

Date

Contact

The following survey is designed to determine three things:

1.) The specifics of your state's enforcement policy as it
applies to small quantity generators (SQG's)of hazardous waste
{in compliance with the amended RCRA requirements);

2.) The effectiveness of that policy in aiding SQG's; and,

3.) The various ways municipal government could aid your
state efforts in small quantity hazardous waste management.

This survey is being administered to all states in the
Northeast region of the United States. If you have any addition-
al comments or ideas, please include them on the back of the
page. If you would like to receive a copy of the report please
indicate by checking the box on the right. Thank you for your
cooperation,

1. Do the amended RCRA requirements effect small quantity
generators of hazardous waste in your state?
{Please go to guestion #2.) yes
{Please go to gquestion #3.) no
(Please go to question #2.) somewhat

2. (If yes or somewhat to #1}, Which of the following are
reflected in the changes in enforcement policy for small quantity
generators in your state:

The new identification of a SQG as one who generates
more than 100 kg hazardous waste monthly.

The “cradle to grave" control system which tracks all
significant quantities of hazardous waste from generat-
ion to disposal.

The new manifest, which after August 5, 1985, must
accompany shipments of hazardous waste.

Other




3. (If no to #1), Are your state reguirements more stringent than
the amended RCRA requirements? Please specify.

4. What(estimated) percent of the following small businesses
account for small generation of hazardous waste in your state?

Vehicle Maintenance Metal Manufacturing
Printing Photography

Laundries & Drycleaning Pesticide Applicators
Analytical & Clinical Labs Construction

Other

5. What percent of SQG's in your state, do you estimate as being
in compliance with the amended RCRA requirements?

<25% 25-50%

50-75% 75-100%

6. What percent of your SQG's will be in compliance with RCRA
requirements by March 198672

<25% ' 25-50%

50-75% 75-100%

7. Do your state regulations bring SQG's into compliance?
ves
- no

somewhat



8. (If yes or somewhat to #6), Which of the following have aided
your state in making your regulations effective:

Small Quantity Generators have been educated as to
their legal responsibility for proper disposal.

Small Quantity Generators understand the liabilities
for improper dumping.

Small Quantity Generators have been educated about
ways to manage hazardous waste,

A statewide approach has been taken so no small quant-
tity generator is at a competitive disadvantage for
complying with requlations.

Other

8. Which of the following are barriers to the enforcement of
regulations for small quantity generators?

S0G's of hazardous waste don't report their waste
because of fear of fines.

S0G's of hazardous waste don't report their waste
because of fear of economic hardship due to added
expense for compliance.

The cost of disposal put SQG's at a competitive dis-
advantage with similar companies whe do not comply,
due to the cost of hazardous waste management.

The cost for a transporter to make pick-ups for SQG's
is prohibitive.

Many hazardous waste disposal facilities deon't welcome
SQG's hazardous waste.

The state regulatory agency deoes not have the financial
resources necessary to effectively regulate 5QG's.



10. Dces your state utilize local government to aid in bringing
SQ0G's into compliance?

yes
no

somewhat

11. {If yes or somewhat), Which form of local government do you
utilize?

County Township

Municipal Other

12. How effective is your state's utilization of local government
in bringing SQG's into compliance?

very effective effective

somewhat effective not effective



13. Which of the following ways does or could your state use to
utilize local government in bringing SQG's into compliance:

does could

Offering educational materials to all known SQG's
in the local area. ‘

(If you checked "does", how effective is this strategy?

very effective effective

somewhat effective not effective

Crganizing workshops to familiarize 8QG's with
safe management practices.

(If you checked "does", how effective is this strategy?
very effective effective

somewhat effective not effective

Maintaining a 1list of the SQG's, the waste produced,
and help to coordinate transport schemes with other
nearby areas.

(If you checked "does", how effective is this strategy?

very effective effective

somewhat effective not effective
Other.

very effective effective

somewhat effective not effective
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NAMES, AGENCY,

ADDRESS, % PHOME MHUMBRERS

OF THE RESPONDANIS TO

THE SURVEY T2 EVALUATE

POLICY RESARDNING 30QGS CF

HAZARDCUS WASTE

A INE

Richard Zaker
Environment 3l Service
So=cialist

Bur=zu of Ji1 % Hazardous
Matsri1a3ls Contral

Stave Heusa, Station 17

fAugusia, ME 04333

{207) 289-2631

MEW HAMPSHIRE

Hingy Wren

Divisicn of Publiz Health
“arvices’ 0ffice of
Waste Management

“tealih and delfare RBldg.
“azen drive

Zamctrd, NH OO Q3301

(503) 271-4622

CONNECTICUT

Elizsoetn Flores

Zamior Environnental Analyst
fzaartment of Invircomental
Tras2ction

Hacardous Wasta

503 Capital Ave.

Adartfora, CT 3958106

MHEW YORY

Jawid Manfrici

Naw York State Tepartment
of Znvironmental
Crmsarvatlon

F.O. Bew 128290

Albany, Nr 12212

1318) 457-3€¢¢

VERMONT

Yermrmeth Rota

ggency of Envircnmental
Conservation

State Office Builaing
Momtplier, VI 035602
(802) B18-2393

MASSACHUSETTS

Linda Benesvides

Depzartment af Enviromnmental
Quality )

Division of Solid arg
Hagardous Waste Management
I YWinter Street

Boston, MA 02108

(17} 292~-3782

RHODE ISLAND

Stenhen Majhut

Division of Air § Hazardous
Materizlsz

Bepartment of Envirognmental
Hanagement

204 Cannon BFuilding

75 Davis 3Street

Prewvidence, KI 02908

(401) 277-Z737

FENNSYLYANIY

Paul Pgocavich

Program Specialist
Dapartment of Envaironmental
Resources

Division of Hazardous Waste

P.0. Box 2063

Aarrisburgy, PA 17120

(717 787-6239



N

MEW JERSEY

Kevin Gashlin

Ytagardeus Waste Advisement

Frogran

Tepartnent of Envirommenta’

Protection

. d3nover 5t
iton, NJ 23625
y

MARYLAND

Alvin BRoules
Jffice ar Enmvirgnmental
Pragrans

Hamardous Wasts Division

201 W. Presten
fzltimors, MDD 21201
L3201y 225-8709

raet CN 023

DELAWARE

Greg Decowshy

Natyral Resowurces apd
Znvirarmental Contro?
89 Hings Hiahway

Dover, TE 1990}

(302) 736-4781

WEST WIRMGININA

Mark Casdorph
Department of Natural
Resources

Hazardous Wsste Eranch
1201 Greentrier Sirest

Charleston, YV 2531
(204 348-3935
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REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TASK FORCE
TO THE

CONNECTICUT HAZAROUS WASTE MANAGEMENT SERVICE

February 7, 1985 ﬁé‘
‘¢



Appendix II

Small Quantity Generators in Comnectieut

1.0 Executive Summary

This report presents the results of z study of small quantity genoera-
tors (SQGs) of hazardous wastas in Comnectisut performed by Abt Associazes
Ize. under subcontract to ERM Northeast Inc. The study was conducted for the
Consecticut Hazardous Waste Management Service (The Sarvice) in July to

December 1984 as part of an overall study performed by ERM.

For purposes of the study 5QGs vere defined is establishments generac-
ing less than 1000 kg bn: month gf hazardous waste. Currently, these estab-
lishments are aot covered by hazardous wasta regulations but the 1984 amend-
ments to the Resource Conservation and RBecovery Act (BCRA) require ragulation
of astablishments genaracing more than 100 kg per month. Thus, the state of
Connecticut will be required to &dd establishments generating between 100 kg
aod 1000 kg per mooth, which are currencly exempt from regulation, to its

regulatory syszenm.

To identify the mature and extent of the 5QC problem in Comaneczicut
Abt Associates -conducted i two-part study. The first part of the study con-
sisced of an extrapolacion for Connecticut of the resnlecs of a naticnal small
quantity generagor szudy done by Abt Associates for the United States
Eovironmental Protection Agency. The secomd part of the study was desigoed to
identify the exzant to which the profile of 5QGs in Comunecticut differs from
the profile of SQGs nationally and to provide additional data concermning
Counecticut establishments. To accomplish this objeccive Abc Associates
targeced two indusgry categories considered zo be of particular ioterast by
the Service (meti]l manufagturers and analytical laboratories). Compecticut
establishments in these industries were surveyed and the results of these

surveys vere compared to the mational results for these industry cacegories.
The followiag are the kay findings of the atudy:

e Overall there are approximately 14,000 5QGs in
Connecticut producing abour 23,000 tons of hazardous
vaste per year. The oumber of small quanzicy genara=
tors in Counecticut compares, for example, to an
astizaced ctotal of 14,000 large quancicy generators in
the nation. [t is, however, considerably less than the
37,000 5QGs in New York State,
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Over two thirds of the 50Gs in Connecticut are in non~
manufacturing industries with nearly ome half of the
$QCs being vehicle maintenance establishments. The
largest manufacturing industry category of SQGs is
metal sanufacturing which zccounts for about 15 percent
of the 50Gs in Connecticut.

About 4,000 establishmencs or 30 percent aof the S5QGs inm
Connecticut generarze between 100 kg per month and 1000
kg per month. These establishments which must be
regulated as hazardous waste generators under the 1984
Amendments ta RCRA account for about 80 percent af the
swall quancity generitor waste in Connecticut.

About 60 percent of the 5QG waste generatad in
Connecticut consiges of lead acid batzerias. Solvents,
the next largest category, account for abaut 20 percen:
ef the 5QG waste generated in Comnecticut, and an addi-
tional 5 percent of the waste is made up of highly
acidie or alkaline subscances. The remaining 15 per-
ceas of the wvaste is distributed over variocus cypes of
wastes such a5 phocoegraphic wastes, dry ¢leaning f£il-~
tration residues, igonirable wastes and spant plating
wastes.

The surveys conducted specifically of establishments in
Conneczicut indicated that the proportiom of 3QGs, the
waste generation rates and the wasze types generated by
Connecticut eatablishments are very similar to those
for establishments in the same industries in the pation
as a whole.

The Conpecticut surveys indicaced, however, that in the
industry caregories surveyed the waste managesment prac-
tices of establishments in Connecticut differed sub-
stantially from those of establishments alsewhers in
the nation. In particular, Commecticut SQGs tend to
rely more heavily on off-site disposal than 5QGs in the
remaindar of the United Szates.

S5QGs will pose 3 significant regulafory problem for the
state of Conmectijcut both because of their large number
and because of their limited kmowladge and resources.
Ualike larger establishments S5QGs do not have the staff
Tespurces to keap abreast of hazardous waste mgnagement
techniques and requiremants. Moreover, many of these
requirements will prove mgore burdenscme for $QGs than
for larger establishments. Cooseguently, to address
the SQG problem adequately the state will need to
develop a program that provides SQC idencificarion,

education and enforcement.

[



These Pindings are presented in graater detail in the remainder of

this report. Chapter 2 describes the profiles of 5QGs in Comnecticut based on

the national profile of 5GGs. Chapter J prasancs data develaped spacifically

an the basis of Conmectjicur establishments.



