


Non Commercial Metal Recovery Systems and Capacities

(Basis: 1993 BRS- Form PS)

C0OD082657420 SCHLAGE LOCK COMPANY ‘M014 - .
CTD018695999 AEROSPACE METALS ‘M014 - -
DED002337806 NVF COMPANY  M014 - 34
KSD116030909 COLT TECHNOLOGY CORPORATION .Mo014 - -
MAD001032358 GLOBE NEWSPAPER CO. ‘M014 - 14
MID047153077 PRODUCTION PLATED PLASTICS INCORPORATE[MO014 - .
MND006159149 THE JOHN ROBERTS COMPANY ‘M014 - 1 6
MND006258115 JAPS-OLSON CO. : ‘M014 - ! 5
MND985667807 ADVANCED FLEX, INC. - PLANT 2 ‘M014 - | -
NED007281728 LINCOLN PLATING COMPANY 'M014 - -
NED986387041 SUPRA COLOR LABS INCORPORATED 'M014 - -
NYD986875326 HERAEUS PMR 'M014 - 39
PAD005031497 AMERICAN TINNING & GALVANIZING CO ‘M014 - -
PAD014299523 WEINSTOCK CONESTOGA INC ‘M014 - 1
PAD987377504 INTERNATIONAL ENVELOPE CO :Mo014 - -
VTD001075886 MERIDEN STINEHOUR PRESS ‘M014 - -
ALD000826958 AUBURN UNIVERSITY ' M019 - 0
CAD009584210 CALIF INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY M019 - -
CAD982324154 COMPOSITE STRUCTURES ' 'M019 - -
CTD002592020 BEAVER BROOK CIRCUITS INC. M019 - -
CTD023869423 COMPONENTS TECHNOLOGIES, INC M019 - -
CTD099762015 INTERMAGNETICS GENERAL CORP MO19 - -
CT0572826873 CT ARMY NATIONAL GUARD BRADLEY BASE MO019 - -
DEDO003930799 E.l. DUPONT CHESTNUT RUN M019 - 1
MIT270012198 GRAND HAVEN BRASS FOUNDRY MO19 - -
MND985668227 PRECISION DIVERSIFIED IND. INC. Mo19 - -
GU9170090022 USNAVY NAVAL HOSPITAL COMPLEX MO14 - -
KSD007237241 BOEING COMPANY, THE Mo14 - -
TOTAL QUANTITY FOR NON-COMMERCIAL FACILITIES 2,361,290 1,160,491
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5. HAZMAT MANAGEMENT

Chemical fixation inicreases
options for hazardous

waste treatment

HE HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE AMENDMENTS (HSWA)
to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) gov-
ern the manner in which hazardous materials are managed.
Disposing RCRA hazardous wastes on or in the land is no
longer an accepted remedial option. This land disposal restric-
tion requires that all listed and characteristic hazardous wastes (as defined
by RCRA) must be treated according to specified standards before they
are disposed [#0 CFR 268.40]. These treatment standards define tech-
nologies and concentration limits. Hazardous wastes that do not meet the
standards are prohibited from being disposed on land, such as in landfills,
surface impoundments, land treatment units, injection wells, and mines

Or caves. The Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) permits land disposal of some hazardous
waste streams provided the toxicity or mobility
of the specific hazardous constituents has been
reduced to required treatment standard con-
centrations. Such is the case with hazardous
wastes exhibiting toxicity characteristes (T'Cs)
as identified in 40 CFR 261.2+4. Specifically,
wastes contaminated with arsenic, barium, cad-
mium, chromium, lead, mercury., selenium and
silver — known as the RCRA metals — fall
under the standard. ‘

Given these TC concentration timits, EPA
gives generators the ability to choose from sev-
eral reatment technologies. The standard to
which the effectiveness of other meatment tech-
nologies for a specific waste is composed is called
the best demonstrated available technology.
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Remedial options. Treatment generally is
the only option for metal-containing listed wastes
and wastes that include any RCRA merals in con-
centratons exceeding the T'C treatment stan-
dard. There are several non-treatment methods;
however, their applicability is limited. These
include:

* Reclassification of the material, followed by dis-
posal. "This involves obtaining a variance to clas-
sify the waste as hazardous and dispose it as
non-hazardous. Although reclassification is an
inexpensive alternatve, it is being phased out as
variances expire and are not renewed.

* Disposal in a permitted bazardous waste facil-
ity. The waste is ransported as hazardous waste
1o a hazardous-waste disposal facility, where it
is treated and disposed. The advantage of this
method is that the waste can be removed from’
the site quickly. However, the waste stll must
be treated to meet pre-disposal reatment stan-
dards; in additon, transportation, and offsite
treatment and disposal of hazardous waste can
be costly and increase the generator’s risk of
exposure to liability.

* Reclamation and recycling. As long as the
waste contains specific meuals in concentrations
high enough for recovery, recycling is an artrac-
dve opton, eliminatng long-term kability and
reducing the volume of waste generated. How-
ever, this method may not be viable if concen-
trations are not at threshold levels.

Thus, generators usually are forced to treat
metal-contaminated waste using an accepted
treatment technology, such as solidificadon and
stabilizaton processes, thermal decompositon,
sorbents, osmotic and ion-exchange methods,
and flocculation and precipitation.



Solidification/stabilization. This com-
mon process treats waste by physically or chem-
ically immobilizing the constituents, diminishing
their effective mobility and toxicity. Many solid-
ification and stabilization processes use cement-
ing or encapsulation to immobilize
contaminans. A variety of materials — such as
portland cement and other calcium-based
cements, silicates and other siliceous materials,
and even asphaltics and waxess — are used as
binders to stabilize the metals, or surround or
incorporate the metals in a matrix.

In cement-based approaches, wastes are
mixed directly with cement or similar setting
materials; the metals then are incorporated and
bound in the cement. The pH increases as the
cement cures, and most multivalent cations are
converted into insoluble hydroxides or carbon-
ates. However, metal hydroxides and carbon-
ates are insoluble only over a narrow pH range;
as the curing process continues and pH increases,
the solubility of these metal compounds will
increase as well.

Another approach is to add a siliceous mate-
rial with lime, cement, gypsum and other suit-
able setting agents. Siliceous material includes
fly ash, blast furnace slag, and calcium, sodium
or pouassium silicates. Portdand cement and lime
are the most commonly used setting agents.
Under proper conditions, a reaction will take
place between the silica-rich material and the
polyvalent metal ions, yielding 2 weakly bonded
metal-silica material.

Various materials generally present in typi-
cal waste streams can inhibit the effectiveness of
solidification/stabilization; these materials include
sulfates, organics (oil and solvents, for example)
and many of the metals being treated. The mate-
rials prevent or retard the curing process, reduc-
ing the strength and durability of the treated
waste and increasing the suscepdbility for leach-
ing of the contaminants.

Treated wastes also are highly susceptible to
changing chemical conditions, such as lower pH.
Simple cemented wastes are subject to leaching
in the presence of even mildly acidic soludons
such as rainwater, thereby rendering the process
ineffective for immobilizing the metals. As the
matrix breaks down, the encapsulated material
will begin to leach. Similarly, the matix, if not
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dewatered sludge from an

Treated waste  Treatment standards

Aluminum 2,610.00 v 0.78 —
Arsenic 2.93 <£0.01 5.00
Bariam 12.00 <1.00° 100.00
Cadmium - 4.48- <0.01 1.00
Chromsienn 51,800.00 1.90 5.00
Copper 20,300.00 <0.01 —_
Lead  20:900.00 2001
Magnesism - - =045
Nicke! 0.12
Selesium <0.01°
Stiver. <0.01
Tin % 3.20

0.07

Note: Volume increass was less than 20%.

"
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processed properly, can retzin a large amount of
water that is not chemically bound. This can
structurally weaken the final product. making it
susceptible to leaching. Over time, the water will
migrate out of the treated waste material and. in
the process, leach out the metals.

Other solidification processes vary in applic- g
ability and effectiveness. Many of the thermo- %
plastic processes — such as asphaltc, bitumen
and paraffin-based methods — are costly and
have limited compadbility with many waste
streams.

These methodologies are enhanced if the
contaminants can be chemically stabilized or ‘
“fixed” in the molecular structure of the solidi- o ¢
fied product. The applicability and effectiveness
of the various chemical fixation protocols avail-
able depend on the nature of the contaminants,
their concentrations, the matrix, other metal
interactions and interferences, and physical and
chemical parameters. These factors must be
understood fully to maximize treatment effec-
dveness. '

Chemical fixation. Chemical fixaton is a
treatment process that employs reagents

CONTINUED
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Fixation

designed for the specific contaminant or
contaminants in the waste stream. Using
the pozzolanic material as a silica source.
the metal-affected waste is remineralized as
non-leachable meral silicates. The physic-
ochemical reaction process, which involves
hydration, sorption, molecular cross-link-
ing and other reactions, ultimately produces
a monolithic, calcium-metal silicate mate-
rial with potendally high structural strength.

Chemical fixadon uses predetermined

- - ¢hemi¢al fixation of municipal incinerator ash

ical actvity of such specific metals as cad-
mium, mercurv and arsenic may need to be
stabilized or modified: this is especially true
for metals that complex with organics.

Reaction kinetics must be optmized to
ensure effective fixation of the contaminants
in the waste stream. Several tvpes of
reagents can be added to induce and facil-
itate the chemical fixation process. These
include:

* Mixing agents, which facilitate the dis-
persion of organics and help incorporate
the metal(s) into the mixture;

¢ Inhibitors, which are used to slow
hydration reactions so the slower silicate
complexing reactions can occur;

Ashmean®  Treatmewt Field trial resuits Field trial results

(ppm) standard 24-heur cure (mg/l) 28-day cure (mg/l)

: {TOLP: mg/1) SW-A1 SW-A2 SW-1 SW-2
§ Cadmium 19.65 1.00 ND ND ND ND
i Chromium 95.30 5.00 ND ND ND ND
Lead 1,028.00 5.00 2.30 . 2.00 ND ND
Nickel 105.00 20.00 ND ND ND ND
Zine 1,453.00 250.00 0.22 0.17 0.05 ND

ND = non-detectable

*The mean was calculated from samples taken on six different days.
SW-A1 and SW-1: mixture of 10% fly ash, 90% bottom ash, pozzolans, reagents
SW-A2 and SW-2: mixture of fly ash, pozzolans, reagents

treatment protocols based on the contam-
inants in the waste stream. The protocols
specify the volumes, concentrations and
proper sequencing of proprietary reagents,
and emphasize appropriate mixing and reac-
ton times for each step. Special attention
is given to matrix interferences and inter-
actions involving metal solubility, such as
ionic strength, valence state, redox poten-
tal, pH and competing ions. It may be nec-
essary to reduce the toxicity of specific
contaminants (for example, hexavalent
chromium or cvanide) before chemical fix-
ation takes place. In other cases, the chem-

22
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* Complexing agents, which facilitate
reactions between amorphous silica and the
metal contaminants; and

* Accelerators, which increase the rate
of the silicate reactions as the inhibitors are
consumed.

Series of reactions. When properly
combined, the metals-affected waste. fixing
agents and proprietary chemicals (25 deter-
mined by the appropriate protocol) pro-
duce a series of reactons. First, calcium
silicates from the pozzolanic material begin
to decompose, releasing calcium oxide and
silica. Then, the calcium hydroxide is pre-
cipitated with the hydrated calcium silica
gel under condidons that allow silica com-
plexes to form.

Next, proprietarv chemicals (selected
based on the contaminants present) are

e Mav 1996

added to the waste stream, increasing the
viscosity of the mixture. This acts as an
effective interparticule lubricant. which
accelerates the homogenization of the mix-
ture and simultaneously decelerates the dif-
fusivity of other components in the
cementaton reaction. .

At this point, the calcium oxide and cal-
cium silicates hydrate while other chemi-
cals dehydrate, generating cross-linkage
among particles and dehydrated molecules.
This helps prevent volume expansion in the
solidified mixture. In this stage, the cemen-
tation reacton begins to accelerate.

Next, the hvdrated calcium silica gel and
crystals physically and chemically entrap
the contaminants within the solidified
matrix. Many of the metal components are
incorporated into the crystalline soructure
through ion exchange, subsdtution, solid
solution and complexing processes. Some
fine inorganic particles are encapsulated
phvsically within the macropores and
micropores of the silicate matrix, while
some metals are absorbed on the surface of
the crystals and the partcles of the fixing
agent. Contaminant entrapment and encap-
sulation are enhanced naturally by the cage-
like structure associated with the previously
formed cross-linked molecules.

Finally, the dissolved or dispersed
organic components are physically apped
and encapsulated in the macropores and
micropores of the solidified mixture marrix,
or are absorbed or chemisorbed on the sur-
faces of these pores through dipole-dipole
interaction, London-force attraction or
hydrogen bonding. Remaining components
are incorporated chemically into the matrix
through a variety of processes, which can
include complex formation, chernical (cova-
lent) bonding and cross-linkage formation.
The process overcomes the tendency of
organic waste components to inhibit the
cementadon reaction.

The solidified mixwure produced by this
process has much greater density and
mechanical strength, which results in sub-
standally lower leaching rates of the final
waste product; 28-day, unconfined com-
pressive strengths of more than 4,000
pounds per square inch (psi) have been
achieved in some treated organic sludges,
with as much as 12,000 psi in non-organic

CONTINUED



Fixation

materials. Characteristically, an increase in  transport of soluble metals constituents are,
the density of a solid indicates diminished  therefore, minimized.
permeability, eliminadng any substandal Chemical fixation advantages.
mobility of hazardous components within ~ There are distinct advantages in using this
the solidified waste. The increased mechan-  proprietary chemical fixadon process:

* It can be used to wreata wide range of
waste streams;

* There is minimal increase in the vol-
ume of the treated waste; and

¢ The process is relatively inexpensive.

Unlike many conventonal solidification
processes, chemical fixation can treata wide
range of waste streams, including complex,
multcontaminant inorganic wastes and the
typically hard-to-treat, organically contam-
inated wastes. Waste streams weated suc-
cesstully by this process include soils
contaminated by heavy merals, organically
contaminated soils, electroplating sludges,
paint-sludge wastes, sandblasting grit cont-
ical strength also minimizes the generation  aminated by heavy metals, API separator oils
of additional surfaces from micro- and  and sludges, petroleum tank botroms, wastes
macro-fissures resulting from structural fail-  conmining polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
ure. Water penetration and the subsequent  asbestos wastes, and incineraton ash,

Con.fi.dence: 1 «: faith or belief that
one will actin a right. proper. or
effective wav ...

Aehster's Ninth New Colleziate Dictionedi)

" The MGX 11 poutatle borehole

Wouldn’t you like t0 haVC losger otters full dizitat capetiliny —
ConﬁanCC i.n YOlll' haza-r dous pru\'[dmg‘up 0on .
waste management company?

reable -

masingke
LWD customers can sleep well at night, with

confidence in our:

* RCRA Incineration ~ * Trucking
* Field Services * Landfill

That's Confidence.
That's LWD.

P.O. Box 327 NN s
Calvert City, KY 42029 § \ ]MIOUN'I; gOOmPRaLS
502/395-8313 nstrumen pany
17301 W Colfax » Suite 233 « Golden. CO 80401
(3033 279-3211 » FAX (303) 279-2730

LWD INC

VISIT BOOTH #355 AT HAZMAT INT'L
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Mix formulations can be modified to
accommodate specific waste streams so that
the waste takes an active role in the cemen-
tation phase of stabilizaton. Some wastes
even function as chemical reagents, assist-
ing in their own stabilizaton by contribut-
ing to physical hardening, thereby reducing
or eliminating permeadion and leaching

with a soil-type texture. In either form, low
solubility reduces the potental for leaching
to a negligible degree. The resulting tweated
waste yields analytical results below EPA’s
TC leaching procedures.

Typical solidification/stabilization
processes add cement to the micture,
increasing the volume of the waste. Chem-

ical fixation limits volume
expansion of the resultant

Chemical Fxaion can 1Peat & Widle Pange of WaSIB  vasce mateil. Because dis
posal charges at most land-

stl'ealns,lnclndlllumultlcmmnﬂmmmm fills are based on volurne, this
An. rganic wastes translates into significant sav-

and haed-to-treat o » i pelatively ings. In one test, a 65-per-
low cost and with minimal volume increase. cent organic oily waste

concerns. Also, by altering the design of the
mix, processed waste can be poured as a
plastic solid similar to concrete and cast into
blocks, super sacks, rolloff boxes and other
forms suitable for disposal. The processed
waste also can be stabilized into a final state

sludge that was solidified

showed an increase in vol-
umne of less than 50 percent. In another test,
soil containing PCBs at 30 parts per mil-
lion was treated with chemical fixation, with
a resulting 15-percent volume reduction
and a 28-day compressive strength of 3,250
psi. When compared to the costs for treat-

ment and disposal of hazardous waste, treat-
ment processes and subsequent disposal of
non-hazardous waste is significantly less
expensive.

Chemical fixadon can be customized for
a facility’s specific hazardous waste weat-
ment and disposal program. Years of devel-
opment and application has resulted in an
extensive data base of wreatment reacdons
for metal-contaminated wastes. More than
700 waste streams have been evaluated and
successfullv meated. More than 400 waste
streams have been treated successfully in
bench-scale testing, and more than 100
waste streams have been treated in field
applications. ad

Gregoy . Indelicato is manager of emer-
gency and remediation services for CURA Inc.
(Dallas). Gary A. Tipton is an environmental
consudtant m Houston. Readers wishing to obtain
further information on the chemical fixation
process can contact Indelicato at 800/486-7117,
ext. 220.

Petro-Flex® B Chem-Flex™

« Ideal for waste holding and emergency
spill dean-up

« 100 10 100,000 gallon capacities

» Fully collapsible & portable

« Used by U.S. Army, Navy, Marines etc.

THE ESSENTIAL HAZMAT TOOL
IN STOCK FOR FAST EMERGENCY SERVICE

LA E 800-526-5330
Asxo Tic Lasoraronuss, inc.
Speor Road Industrial Park

Ramsey, NJ 07446-1251 USA
Phane: 201-825-1400

Circle No. 302 on Reader Service Card

Reaction

Oil Spill
Clean-up

Stainless Stee

CALLTODAY TO ORDER © &2

Input Ratios
<5% to >95%
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Technology

YOUR FREE VIDEQ

SEE US AT HAZMAT INT'L, BOOTH #351
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Appendix A-3

-=s weSe aJ0re, Suzzanae Wade

FROM: Staphen Schwaresz

SUBJECT: Phone Calls '#0 TSDs Who Stabilize D008 and Other
TC-matal Bazardous Wastes

DATE: 13 May 96

e,

At your request I contacted commercial Treatment, Storage,
Disposal (TSD) facilities in EPA Regions S and 6 in order to
detarnmine if they perceived that there would be any problem to
stabilize bDbrass/bronze foundry TC-metal Dhazardous wastss to
Universal Treatmant Standard (UTS) levels. More specifically, I
asked if they could usa conventiocnal stabilization technology to
treat foundry sand-type D008 (TC for Lead), including the lead and
all Underlying Hazardous Constituents (UHCS), to the UTS lavels.
Further, I requestad any treatability data that the TSDs might have
to support their contention that they could perform the regquired
trsataent. Attached is a list of the TSDs contacted. Also

attached are the records of the talephone contacts, including the
details of their telephone responses. -

.~ Nine TSDs were-centacted, sevan of vhich actually performad
stabilization of TC-metal wastas, either on-site, or shipped to cne
of their facilities elsevhers in the country.

Of the two facilities that did not stabilize vastes, cne is
primarily a Deepvell disposer, and if they recaived such vasts they
would subcontract its trsatument. The second of the two did not

manage foundry-type wastss, or any other bulk solids, but mostly
managed drummed wasta. -

In genaral, each ¢ thae seven facilitias that performed the
requested stabilization said that they manage foundry sand D008
wastas, or vastas that they believed vere similar. Each said that
they didn't believe that there were any significant problems in
producing the necessary pozzolonic recipe to stabilize the vaste in
question to all applicable UTS levels, including the lead
compenent. (Most seemed familiar with the UTS requirement for lead
of 0.37 ppa TCLP, rather than the current D008 lead requirement of
S.0 ppa.) One facility said they do this type of stabilization to
UTS lavels routinely, - and find no difficulty 90% of the tine.
(Initially they vera only able to hit all UTS levels about 70% of
tha time, but have since improved.) ' '
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318/592-2/6
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CONTACT FERSON: frueg Do 7e

N m:lom

Do you recaive nca-vastewvater wastas from brass/bronze

foundries? Do you receive similar wastes? If similar, why
ara they similar?

Typical foundry wasts containg fine sand particles
contaminatad with a faw percent lead, zine, coppar.

\{u, THYy ResesAt Bu“/fmu; FalDlYy WIAATES %W alsTES

I2 so, do you stabilize those wutas with pozzolonic-type
stakilizing agents?
Y&s THN STre TP "V wﬂf/-'vb MTxrueey 7
thelt AT IRED T™ THEL CSHIT.

’ .

IZ so, wvhat typical nix of wvatar/stabilizer/wvasta do you usa?
gétt, adove.. (};:)

what TCLP lev ' ou able to stabilize the BDAT/TC
gztals? CAN wzelsn?':‘- %m FOR UNTREATED/TREATED METAL
CONSTITUENTS? —{Ty.y Remew TC dUTSe s &
st CELTRVES TRt CAN MEtr \M( UAes Fat M mers
Wen e Pammaity T C. porm. Lo 22LLrER D AT

Would you forsee problems in treating these vastas to TC/UTS
levels? ' - - v

Ses (#) woove
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TR, Sia v Seedee (V) L.

Berd o, LA 7Y137 3oy, -
CONTACT PERSON: Ren (5 . /et

V2 Bess P DATE: /
@m-&m 0 nng'es

1 -« Do you recaive mon-vastsvater wastes from brass/hronze

foundries? Do you racaive similar vastes? If sinmi)
ara they sinilag? : ar, vhy

Typical foundry waste contains fing sand -arti
contaminated vith a fav parcent lead, zinc, cogpcr.cl“

é;rr-&./ Laneeous  QundRY weste =0 Cguurano.

TR weEd O Q.mwmo — THey Do Svad. &H*/EQM"-“‘C
FNBly wReTie { ommi Do

2~ If so, do you stahilize thosse wastes with pozzolonic-type
stabilizing agents? :

\ﬁs Vi T UNVENTTEenAe PITIIL . asxruers

3 - If so, vhat typical mix of wvatar/stabilizer/wasta do you use?
Ve2Tew S RECEPILL e N0 PRWPRTOTRY

4- To what TCLP levels are you able to stabilize the BDAT/IC

metals? CAN WE EAVE DATA FOR UNTREATED/TREATED METAL
CONSTITUENTS?

mh e oot UTS WVERS, euny Lems,
TYeTery an =g No PRetuim,  Wee's 2tuitee Oiom

- Would gou forsee problems in treating these vastas to TC/UTS
lavels - . : )

No fetuas C_— rt'w rese = =5 &
Sedm SAmALE '



NAME/ADDRESS/PHONE OF FIRM:Sivelzrs

16433 S. Coirmg AR,
| HRB/LT, Pr gow 1l 8 feve-70
CONTACT PERSON: Drwven Ry DATRS 1o s o

léﬁgfu, WY, SOMLaNE O P y.g_.,‘P.A

- Do you Tecsive mon-vastevatar vastas from brass/proy
t toungxiu? Do you resceive similar vastes? 1If sinilap, u:;
are they similar?

ical foundry waste contains fine sand pareje;
Zggta.nmud vith a fev percant lead, zinc, coppar. es

Y& — G Deres Soveafs weeT,

2 - If so, do yocu stabilize thos.( vastas vith pozzolonic-type

3 - If so, what typical mix of wataz/stabilizer/vasta do you usae?
' St (‘s) MB

C
- To what TCLP levels are you able to stabilize the BDAT/T
¢ metals? CAN WE HAVE DATA FOR UNTREATED/TREATED I;Inl’.

CONSTITUENTS? \)y Pfro@Lewm — (ir TO 2eizer=vé Evies

Jo ey pVMTL .

levels? .

S- Wwould you forsee proﬁlm in treating tb.uq wvastes to TC/UTS
Sex () roeve
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Do you receive non-vastavatar wastas from brass/bronze
foundries? Do you receive similar wvastes? If similap, vhy
are they similar?

Typical foundry waste contains fine sand ‘
contaninated with a few perceant lead, zinc, coggf:r%uu

Yo Trwy G- Geeas RuniBy viksTe3

Iz so, do ycu stabilize those ‘wastes with pozzoiord.c-typl
stabilizing agents? ¢ .o ey }/an:v!«)ﬂ-:mﬁ-v. Aan. ECH

3 - If so, what typical mix of vater/stabilizer/vaste do ycu use?

[see () nawg -

To what TCLP lavels ars you able to stabilize the BDAT/IC
metals? CAN WE HAVE DATA FOR UNTREATED/TREATED METAL

CONSTITUENTS? Cuetenay TLtrr DOOH = uAs TO <§f”‘ L
, " No Dmran AVATARLEL
Would gcu forsee problems in treating these vastes to TC/UTS
lavels .
DoesaT TH=AL TR —Rep2ANG T UTS 34 m fuslen,
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CONTACT FERSON: Doary Ramy DATE: g fanh,
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Do you <receive sen-vastevater wastes froa brass/bronze
foundries? Do you recsive similar vastas? If similar, vhy
are they similax?
Typical foundry wvasts contains fine sand particles
. contaminated with a few percent lead, zine, copper.

peTUPLYy PO {aADit SO undTES.

R it THET WA Ay THoS = D=V xQtR TE TE

1# so, do you stabilize those vastes vith pezzolenic-typse
stabilizing agents? ,)i¢ cemede_r79e S Jag PuC-ml

12 so, what typical mix of vater/stabilizer/waste do you usa?
: ConverrTate, —— Serfer T TES =l .

To what TCLP levals are you able to stabilize the BDAT/TC
netals? CAN WE EAVE DATA FOR UNTREATED/TREATED METAL
CONSTITUENTS? -

g vty — L2dar T
T e FR0C arme B LN raseme —re sk AT

Would you forsse problens in treating thess wvastes to TC/UTS
lavals? .

G owr T W mige STRMRD O uTs
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1 - Do yocu racsive nea-vastavater vastes from brass/bronze

foundries? Do you receive sinilar wastas? If simi)l
ara they similar? ' ' as, vhy

S e oL, v percant lead, aine eoporcicles
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e, @sURAGE, AND DISPOSAL
PACTLITIES CONTACTED

GNI Group (Disposal systems)
P.O. Box 1514

Deexr Park, TX 77536

Mr. Warzen Norris - 713/930-2588

Clean Harbors of Chicago

11800 Stonay Island Avaenue R
Chicage, IL 60617

Mr. Tim Getzloff - 312/646-6202

AETS/Chemical Waste Managenent
W1l24 N94S1 Boundary Road
Menononee Falls, WI 53051

Mr. Alan Kountz ~ 414/255-6655

Heritage Environmental Servicss
7901 W. Morris Straest
Indianapolis, IN 46231

Ms. Darcy Ray =~ 317/243-0811 ext.14383

Envirite Cerp.
16435 S. Center Avenue
Barvey, IL 60426

Mr. David Reyes ~ 708/596-7040

Rollins Environmental Services (LA), Inc.
P.0. Box 73877

Baton Rouge, LA 74137

Fred Gurdess -~ 302/426-3168 & A
Richard Grendan - 970/386-2293 (Colorado facility)

Chenical Waste Managament

7170 John Brannon Read
Caxrlyss, LKk 70663

Ms. Renee Dillion' - 318/583-2169
Treatzent One

5743 Cheswood
Bouston, TX 77087

Ms. Shiela Armstrong - 502/327-3860 (]:.auisvnld, XY tacz.lity)

THEY DO NOT HANDLE BULK SOLIDS, INCL. POUNDRY SAND
WASTES.
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Texas City, TX 77592
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Appendix A-4

TO: ' The RCRA Docket

SUBJECT: Capadity-Related Information

DRAFT

DATE: May 23, 1996

Participants:
Anita Cummings, EPA/OSW
Mike Petruska, EPA/OSW
Kevin Igli, CWM
Mitch Hahn, CWM
Paul Borst, EPA/OSW
Mary Cunningham, EPA/OSW
Jim Buchert, Versar
C. Pan Lee, EPA/OSW
Jose Labiosa, EPA/OSW
Steve Silverman, EPA/OGC
Sue Slotnick, EPA/OSW
Jim Thompson (Phone), EPA/OECA

This meeting note mainly suromarized the capacity-related information. (For treatment
issues, please refer to meeting ngt€s prepared by Versar for Waste Treatment Branch.) CWM
provided treatment data (CBI) to EPA. They stated that industries are generally lack of data for
UHC in the wastes streams. They will provide volume data for the 20 to 30% of total waste
streams received which are subject to additional treatment if they have to meet the proposed UTS
for some of TC metals. Another 5 to 10% (in addition to 20 to 30%) of currently approved waste
streams will not be able to meet the proposed UTS even with the development of new recipes.

CWM’s current stabilization capacity of 500,000 tons per year is provided by their
facilities in (1) Emelle, AL; (2) Kettleman City, CA; (3) Arlington, Or; (4) Model City, NY; (5) .
Fort Wayne, IN and (6) Menomonee Falls, WI. They are not currently using stabilization
capacity rmaximally.

Attached please find a copy of meeting notes prepared by Versar for OSW/WTB.
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DRAFT SUMMARY OF.MEETING WITH REPRESENTATIVES OF CHEMICAL
WASTE MANAGEMENT (CWM) TO DISCUSS COMMENTS AND DATA RELATED
TO PHASE IV

May 23, 1996, 10:00 - 12:00

o limgon, VA DRAFT

2nd Floor, Costale Room
ATTENDEES: See Attachment 1

The following summarizes the issues that were discussed at the May 23, 1996 meeting between
EPA and CWM representatives. This narrative does not provide a verbatim account of the
meeting, and for the purposes of clarity and continuity, items are sometimes not presented in the

order in which they were discussed.

The purpose of this meeting was for EPA and CWM representatives to discuss comments and
additional data regarding the Proposed Phase IV rule (proposed treatment standards for
characteristic metal wastes). The primary concerns expressed by CWM were treatment of
wastes that (1) have problems meeting current LDRs; (2) have more than one metal contaminant;
(3) contain arsenic, lead, or selenium; and (4) have low levels of contamination. CWM also
expressed concerns about the perceived inconsistencies between RCRA and TSCA and the HWIR

and Phase IV rules.

After copies of the meeting agenda (attachment 2) were distributed, CWM began with a few
opening comments: The comments submitted by CWM were based on a survey of their
technical managers. Additional data were provided by CWM that backs up their comments with
real waste stream data. In general, CWM lacks data for UHCs, because there have been no
previous regulatory drivers requiring generators to test for these constituents in their wastes.

CWM asserted that from a policy standpoint, the Phase IV proposal does not make sense. For
example, concerns were raised regarding scenarios such as the following: if a waste is
characterized as D008, it will need to be treated for UHCs, but if a similar waste had the same
UHCs at higher concentrations, but did not contain lead, it may not be hazardous, and therefore,
could be sent to a Subtitle D facility without treatment. Because it fails TCLP for lead, the first
waste pulls the organics into Subtitle C. CWM also mentioned the current EPA policy which
states that a hazardous waste with metals cannot be burned unless it contains organic UHCs
above the UTS levels. If the UHC levels are barely exceeded, incineration may not be
appropriate, but it is allowed.

CWM stated that the current system is working fine, and wondered what value was added by
the proposal. The UHC requirement complicates the waste characterization process when
generators use their knowledge of the characteristics of the waste stream; at low UHC levels,
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the generators would just be guessing. Currently, no one can certify that the UHCs are not in
the waste.

Sometimes decharacterized waste is sent to a Subtitle C landfill. (The changes to 40 CFR 258
have resulted in better construction of Subtitle D landfills, and the design standards are much
closer to Subtitle C than before.)

Agenda items 1 and 2: Applying UTS and UHCs to Characteristic Metal Wastes

CWM stated that their technical managers provided their data quickly, and more may be
available. They also stated that when, for example, D008 is treated, treatment is halted when
the concentration of the lead in the waste is below the characteristic level of 5.0. Sometimes the
TCLP result may be lower than 5.0, but CWM has not tried to reach 0.37, and although they
have achieved this level on some occasions, they do not know if it can be reached on a regular
basis. Typically, the waste will carry multiple waste codes, and interaction of the metals will
interfere with the test results (e.g., low lead leachate, but high chromium leachate levels). CWM
indicated that they need to examine the waste streams individually, and determine what new (and
possibly cheaper) reagents they need to add to meet the UTS. CWM referred to their original
comments where they stated an estimated cost of about $1,000 per waste profile to do this. They
mentioned that one of their facilities recently examined different profiles and determined that the
cost of changing their stabilization recipes increases the treatment cost by about 32 percent.
CWM estimates that about 70 to 80% of the waste that they currently treat can meet UTS
without additional cost.

The current CWM treatment capacity is 500,000 TPY, but "20 to 30 percent” of this will
require a new treatment recipe to meet the UTS for D004 through D011 wastes. The recipe for
a batch stabilization is specific for that batch and is determined on a case-by-case basis. CWM
tries different recipes in the lab, and then scales up the process. Treatment is verified at each:
step in case the original sample was not representative of the waste.

CWM disagrees with EPA’s positions that (1) treating to meet the characteristic level does not
exempt a waste from RCRA, and (2) even though there is good treatment now, it should be
modified if there is better treatment. When treating for metals to UTS, there can be other
changes to the wastes characteristics (e.g., solubility) that may effect its treatment. Problems
can occur when treating at low ppm levels. For example, when the standard is 0.5 ppm and a
waste has been treated to 0.75 ppm, re-treatment with bulk reagents can lead to incidental
dilution. (Muitiple facilities use a back hoe and a pit to do stabilization.)

CWM believes that pre-treatment is too costly, and competition is already difficult. EPA
believes that pre-treatment to homogenize wastes should not be cost prohibitive, because, based
on the reaction kinetics, treatment would be ineffective without it. Sometimes pre-treatment
(e.g., crushing) is done to facilitate the process. Sometimes problems such as different particle
sizes, or a "sticky" clay matrix can require pre-treatment.
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Problem wastes include those that contain arsenic, lead, and selenium. Treatment of wastes
containing selenium is a consistent problem, especially as an UHC. Sometimes lead is a
problem, but CWM can normally treat to meet UTS most of the time. Treating for more than
one metal at a time is a problem. Results depend on the interaction of the metals in the waste.

In addition to the "20 to 30 percent” of wastes that are difficult to treat, CWM indicated that
5 to 10 percent are "untreatable.” CWM was unsure of the characteristics of these wastes (data
and information was not presented at the meeting). EPA is interested in a breakdown (i.e., soil,
debris, process) of these wastes. CWM uses the alternative standards for debris, and generally
segregates “problem” wastes such as those that contain arsenic and selenium.

When asked about the co-mingling of wastewaters that generate a sludge, and whether the
stricter standards will lead to source segregation, CWM stated that they did not believe so.
Rather than installing a second tank, CWM believes an electroplater will send the waste to a
treater to get rid of the problem before 90 days. They believe that generators will keep looking
for a TSDF to solve their problem, such as sending wastes to Stabilex and Laidlaw in Canada,
and that generators will treat the waste themselves only in an exception. In general, generators
call a TSDF for large one-time wastes, and focus on minimization of continuous process waste.

The CWM waste treatment database (comprised of 6 years of data from all of their sites) may
not contain information on trying to treat selenium to lower levels, because CWM only tries to
~meet the current BDAT levels. CWM stated that the TCLP for selenium in a waste may not
change, even when the treatment process recipe for that same waste is modified. Treatment of
wastes containing beryllium was not included as part of CWM’s data submission, but they could
look into it if necessary.

Agenda item 3: May 10, 1996 NODA
o Organic UHCs

CWM does not have much data on organic UHCs except for PCBs treated in conjunction with
metals. TOC data is also not available because the generators do not provide it, and CWM does
not ask for it. For example, additional TOC information may be requested if organics are
identified on a waste profile as present at significant concentrations (e.g., one percent). In
general, there is no analytical data to back this value up. CWM does not request halogen
analysis for wastes to be stabilized. When their database was queried, only a few examples were
found. Previous CWM comments to EPA regarding organic UHCs were guesses, based on their
PCB data. CWM conducted stabilization tests in 1985 on low level (1%, 2%) organics, and
may have some data (CWM did not have the data at the meeting, and would need to retrieve it
from their database).

CWM asserted that treating foundry sands is not a problem if the levels of organics are known.
Treating foundry sands with TC level metals can be a problem. CWM asserted that when
treating a waste, they need to consider how the level of organics will effect the treatment. They
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also examine the level of interference of the constituents, and the effect that these constituents
(especially organics) have on liners. .

Regarding treatment with organically modified clay, CWM has not reviewed this process yet,
but has tried organic oxidation and stabilization (same principle), and submitted their data to
EPA. The data show that the treatment does not work well. When the waste is stirred, organics
are volatilized. When cement is added, heat is generated, and more organics are volatilized.
Even low levels of organics will be volatilized, and these organics are not easily captured.

EPA is examining the followlm' g scenario: if a waste meets the UHC standard, then it
automatically meets the Subtitle CC standard (i.e., Air Emission Standards for TSDFs). EPA
is looking for data that correlates UHC concentrations to the 40 CFR Part 264 Subtitle CC (i.e.,
Air Emission Standards for TSDFs) action levels, and if the above scenario works in both
directions. CWM commented that it would primarily depend on the efficient operation of the
stabilization technology. Subtitle CC air emission controls could cover the VOCs that were
driven off during treatment, but adequate capture may be a problem. Particulates are captured,
but VOCs are a problem because of the huge air volume.

When asked which organic UHCs are most likely to be found in wastewater treatment sludges,
CWM stated that they do not have data for plating sludges with low levels of organics because
their waste profiles do not always have this information. This may be asked of their customers
if the new rule is promulgated. Treated FOO6 and FO09 wastes have not been tested for
phthalates, etc., and CWM does not know if they are present. EPA suggested that a generator
would know what was in a solvent used in cleaning operations, or the plant engineers should
have a feel for this data. CWM suggested that the electroplaters trade association might know
this information.

To determine the volume of UHCs and the levels of UHCs in wastewater treatment plant
sludges, CWM could only give an educated guess, from the information in their database. This
would tell them where to look in the future. Surveying their managers and doing a database
query would take a couple of weeks.

CWM data for D012 through D043 wastes has some metals information, but not much on
UHCs. EPA wants to get an idea of what is in the waste (e.g, phthalates, solvents, etc.). To
accomplish this, the CWM database can be queried by company name, process name, waste
code, etc., and after input from their technical managers, CWM could extrapolate a response.

The "order of magnitude"” test for organics was recommended by CWM technical managers as
an approach to alleviate the problem of wastes with low levels of organics (but CWM has no
data to support this).
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Last year CWM stabilized 46,000 tons of D004 through D011 wastes with TSCA levels of
PCBs. TSCA allows land disposal of "solid" PCBs in a TSCA cell without incineration. There
is substantial data to support that "solid" PCBSs stay in place once stabilized. RCRA requirement
to incinerate may be counterproductive. CWM indicated that the levels of PCBs in the waste
they treat are so high that even the order of magnitude solution could not solve this problem.
CWM expressed concerns over inconsistencies; TSCA allows land disposal, and treating the
UHCs of metal wastes will require incineration. TSCA landfill standards are only slightly
different than RCRA standards. CWM suggested that the TSCA standards are sufficient for the
PCBs and the metals would be treated.

° PCBs

° Petroleum contaminated media
CWM requested clarification of the 261.4 exclusion for UST corrective action wastes:

Q: If a waste is characterized as D008, the proposal requires treatment for UHCs (e.g.,
benzene) that seem to be excluded under 40 CFR 261.4. What is the purpose of the exclusion?

A: The exclusion is for hazardous waste identification purposes only. If a waste is hazardous
for any other reason, the exclusion is void, and the waste is subject to all RCRA provisions,
including LDRs.

o Costs associated with change

Paul Borst/EPA asked if UHC standards would lead to exports or waste minimization, rather
than incineration. The answer will depend on economics (currently, incineration can cost from
$1,300 to $1,400 per ton). Paul will follow-up with CWM to discuss the nature and types of
wastes where the proposal has more than a moderate cost impact.

o Environmental reasons for change in light of HWIR

CWM expressed concerns about how the HWIR rule may be in conflict with the Phase IV rule;
that the Agency seemed to be going in opposite directions in terms of stringency.

EPA is constrained because of the consent decree. Also, HWIR is based on total concentrations,
and Phase IV is based on TCLP concentrations. CWM was asked if they knew of any obvious
wastes that would be covered under the Phase IV rule, and be exempted by HWIR. CWM data
is TCLP-based. They do not have much information on the relation of totals to TCLP results.
Generally CWM does not run a total analysis on untreated waste.

CWM discussed the issue of contingent management and risk. LDRs are not required to be met

if placed in a low risk area. A risk model on a properly designed Subtitle C landfill in a dry
climate might indicate that not much treatment is required for waste disposal. This changes if

5
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the area is subject to high precipitation. Similarly, CWM is intrigued because wastes can be
delisted at higher than BDAT levels, because delisting is based on risk.

o Lead-bearing Smelter Wastes (Slag from lead-acid batteries)
CWM requested clarification of an issue in the May 10, 1996 NODA.
Q: If a battery is smelted to meet the LDRs, does the slag require further treatment?
A: If the slag is characteristic, all other non-LDR requirements must be met. The slag must
be sent to a Subtitle C unit or treated to non-characteristic levels, and then sent to a Subtitle D
unit. The waste has met the LDR treatment standard, and the residue does not need to be
treated further for Subtitle C disposal.
At the end of the meeting the following Action Items for CWM were discussed:

° Provide break-out (media, process, etc.) of the 20 to 30% of wastes that need to
be re-tested.

° Provide break-out (media, process, quantities, etc.) of the 5 to 10% of wastes that
need are "untreatable. ®

] Provide list of industry wastes that CWM expects will have UHCs and organics.
Include corresponding SIC codes if possible.

° Provide data on testing of organics and interference problems.

® Provide information on foundry sands. Include data for organics and metals, and
provide treatment costs and volumes. '

o Provide data on treatment of Selenium wastes (treatment recipe is CBI)

CWM expects to have all information to EPA by June 17. CWM will call Anita Cummings with
a tentative schedule for individual items.
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Anita Cummings, EPA/OSW/WTB
Mike Petruska, EPA/OSW/HWMMD
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Paul Borst, EPA/OSW

Mary Cunningham, EPA/OSW/WTB
Jim Buchert, Versar

C. Pan Lee, EPA/OSW/HWMMD
José E. Labiosa, EPA/OSW

Steve Silverman, OGC/EPA

Sue Slotnick, EPA/OSW

Rhonda Craig, EPA/OSW

Jim Thompson, EPA/QECA (via Phone)



Attachment 2: Meeting Agenda
EPA/Chemical Waste Management
May 23, 1996

Agenda

1. Applying UTS to Characteristic Metal Wastes
2. Applying UHCs to Characteristic Metal Wastes
3. May 10, 1996 NODA

Metal UHCs
Organic UHCs
Inorganic Combustion Policy
PCBs _
- Petroleum contaminated media
Costs associated with change
Environmental reasons for change in Light of HWIR
Lead-bearing Smelter Wastes (Slag from lead-acid batteries)
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DRAFT SUMMARY OF MINUTES OF APRIL 30, 1996 MEETING OF EPA AND
REPRESENTATIVES OF LEAD RECOVERY FROM BATTERIES

April 30, 1996, 1:00 - 2:00 p.m.
2800 Crystal Station
Arlington, VA
2nd Floor, Conference Room B

ATTENDEES

Mary Cunningham, EPA/OSW/WTB
Michael Petruska, EPA/OSW/HWMMD
C. Pan Lee, EPA/OSW/HWMMD
Anita Cummings, EPA/OSW/WTB
Suzanne Wade, Versar
Robert Steinwurzel, Swidler & Berlin/ABR
Susan Panzik, S&B
Jean Beaudoin, JCBGI/BCI
Jack Waggener, RCI

Charles M. West, RCI DR AFT

Katie Champon, WBN
Introduction

The purpose of this meeting was. for EPA and representatives of lead recovery from batteries
(Association of Battery Recyclers, Resource Consultants Inc., and Battery Council International)
to discuss proposed treatment standards for lead characteristic wastes. Mary Cunningham
opened the meeting by explaining the historical background for setting treatment standards under
the Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR) Program. For listed waste codes, residuals carry the
waste code forever, unless the waste is delisted. After treatment to the LDR levels, listed wastes
may be placed in a Subtitle C landfill. For characteristic wastes, residuals are considered
characteristic until they no longer exhibit the characteristic of hazardousness. For wastes treated
by recovery of lead, residuals may be placed in a Subtitle D landfill if the lead concentration in
the leachate is less than the TCLP limit. If this standard is not met, the characteristic waste
could be disposed of in a Subtitle C landfill or undergo further treatment until it no longer

exhibits the characteristic of hazardousness, at which time it could be placed in a Subtitle D
landfill. '

Discussion
The following questions, concerns, and issues were discussed:
1. iv W v

EPA: What other types of wastes are treated with battery wastes? (Cunningham) What
are the underlying hazardous constituents? Do the characteristics of the slag




Ind.:

remain the same (no substantial differences) when other wastes are added to the
treatment process? (Petruska)

Believes the main issue is slag (residuals). If other wastes are going into the blast
furnace, are they also "treated” by "recovery of lead”? Feedstock includes
Appendix 1l list constituents (lead materials from various industries).

(Steinwurzel)

Conclusions: Based on limited information, EPA could state that the primary waste

treated is lead and that other wastes do not appear to significally change
the characterics of the slag. EPA could ask for public comment on this
issue in the Notice of Data Availability (NODA).

Lead inated soil and other non-smelter DOG

Ind.:

EPA:

How is lead-contaminated soil to be managed? (Steinwurzel) How are other
D008 wastes to be managed that don’t go through smelters, such as remedial
wastes, building debris, soil and debris. Industry has data on 7 sites for mobile,
commercial excavation plus stabilization (pug mill or phosphate stabilization). It
was stated that these wastes usually go to Subtitle D landfills after treatment or
are capped in place. (Beaudoin)

In the Phase II Rule, all available data was evaluated when UTS was
promulgated. Limited data and comments were received, so the Agency went
forward with UTS based on the available data. It was th= Agency’s belief that
existing stabilization processes (as evidenced by the data) are not optimized for
the lower UTS levels, so these stabilizatiom data may not be reflective of actual
capabilities. (Cunningham) EPA believes stabilization can achieve lower levels,
but there is little supporting data. When the Phase II Notice was published, little
feedback was received to suggest that characteristic lead wastes are substantially
different from metal wastes in EPA’s database and couldn’t meet UTS. EPA’s
position with respect to characteristic soil is that it is substantially different from
the metal wastes in EPA's database, so it is assxgned case-by-case standards.
(Cunmngham)

Conclusion: EPA: If there is limited capacity, implementation of the rule for these

' metal-bearing waste streams could be deferred. Otherwise case-by-case
standards could be allowed until the HWIR Media Rule is in place.
Alternatively, a generic variance could be used. (Petruska)

Ind.: ABR would prefer to defer implementaiion and maintain the
characteristic level of § ppm as the standard until HWIR goes into effect.
Cleanup limits for Superfund sites include characteristic levels and site-
specific standards (ARARs). [t was noted that cleanup is usually under
state supervision, so more stringent limits may be imposed. (Steinwurzel)
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EPA: What types of treatments are used for secondary lead (after recovery of lead)?
East Penn. runs their lead waste through a reverberator repeatedly until it is non-
‘hazardous (i.e., passes TCLP test for characteristic metals). (Petruska)

Ind.: Usually stabilization or further HTMR is used for secondéry lead treatment.

Conclusion: See ABR response above.

o

EPA: Pan Lee is working on capacity issues. Large quantity remediation sites
sometimes treat onsite for economic reasons. Mobile, commercial stabilization
units are more commonly used. Regions 4 and 10 rejected soil washing as a
viable option for most lead-contaminated soil because it only works reliably on
sandy soil. Pan Lee noted that LDRs are not in effect if the treatment is in-situ,
for example, if surface contamination is present, then chemicals can be plowed
into the soil for treatment. It is believed that less than 10 percent of stabilization

ites_use msxtu treatment. (Pan) For aban@_qsd rgltes it is more economical to do
( for) mmhmmré It may be feasible to run

the waste through the furnace at RCRA corrective action sites, if there is an
operational furnace present. (Petruska)

Ind.: Industry has data on 7 sites for mobile, commercial excavation plus stabilization
(pug mill or phosphate stabilization). It was stated that these wastes usually go
to Subtitle D landfills after treatment or are capped in place. (Beaudoin) Dozens
of Superfund sites involved. ‘Can get lower numbers than characteristic, but not
to UTS. Smelters with RCRA Part B permits doing Corrective Acnon LDR
still applies to corrective action. (Steinwurzel)

Conclusion:  Analysis needs to be completed to determine capacity. Not a problem for
existing standard, but may be for UTS (see next issue).

EPA: What is the capacity of stabilizers treating to below 5 ppm? Some can do it but
not all. This could be capacity problem for treatment levels below 5 ppm for
lead.

Ind.: Stabilization process is limited by chemical reactions. Not necessarily better to
add more of everything. Must be tailored for each site. Some variability must
always be expected. Approximately 3 ppm is probably the best consistent target.
(West) Feedstock is variable also. (Beaudoin)
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There are probably no capacity problems unless the lead standard is
changed to 0.37 ppm, then there could be some problems. The issue of
whether to use a variance or an alternate plan is still under consideration.

6.  Proposal for contingent management options

Ind.: The idea was introduced for an alternative LDR for generated lead if it can be
proven that the lead does not leach. The industry would like to get away from the
treatment emphasis on secondary lead and instead try a contingent management scenario
like monofills instead of Subtitle C. (Steinwurtzel)

Conclusion:

EPA: HWIR may be an appropriate rule to incorporate this type of idea. (Petruska)

Conclusion: See EPA response above.

7. Underlying hazardous constituents

Ind.: Would underlying hazardous constituents (UHC) have to meet BDAT levels?
(Champon)

EPA: Flexibility is decreased by specifying treatment method, but then limits are not
needed for other constituents. Treaters would only have to meet characteristic
level.

Conclusion: See EPA response above.

Closing/Summary

The Notice of Data Availability is scheduled to go out next week. June 30 is the deadline for
the rule. Industry does not plan to submit additional data. A videotape of the lead recovery

process was provided to EPA.
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