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6 Reporting on Municipal Solid Waste

municipal solid waste is recycled or composted.

There are standard options for localities faced with handling

solid waste: reduce it, recycle it, burn it, or landfill it. And there

are individual actions which are critical to journalists whose

audiences are asking, “What can Ido to help?”: the “three R’s”

of reuse, reduce and recycle.

The national perspective on solid waste is important, but the

local angle is the story.
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Table 2

Trends in Municipal Solid Waste Management
1988-1992

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992

Curbside 1,050 1,515 2,711 3,912 5,404
recycling
programs

Yard waste 651 986 1,407 2.201 2,981
comporting
programs

Materials 16 41 92 191 1911
recovery facilities

Number of lncin- 136 154 164 171 169
erators (Capacity (59,000) (69,000) (82,000) (100,000) (90,000)2
in tons per day)

Landfills 7,924 7,379 6,326 5,812 5,386

1Differences in terminology used by state officials to define materials
recovery facilities made it difficult to calculate the number of MRFs
in operation in 1992, BioCycle says, although the total number most
likely increased.
2BioCycle reports that the number of incinerators operating in 1992
remains fairly stable at 169. The reported capacity was 90,000
TPD, but CO, Ml, NH, TX, VT and WA did not report a figure in that
category.
Source: BioCycle magazine, March 1990, May 1991, April 1992,
and May 1993.

Appendix B is a state-by-state listing of state municipal solid

waste management programs and activities. The success of

many of these efforts depends a great deal on their economic

viability. Many states are providing incentives to help stimulate

the market for recycled materials.

More than half of the states which by 1990 had passed

mandatory recycling laws had also passed some form of financial

incentives to stimulate the marketplace. In March 1993. Waste





20 Reporting on Municipal Solid Waste

Publishers Join Recycling

Efforts . . . Voluntarily?
What is the publishing industry doing in terms of recycling?

Should it be regulated to accomplish certain recycling goals in
coming years, or are voluntary agreements between publishers and
states working?

A December 1992 article in Editor & Publisher magazine
discusses an ongoing debate on whether the publishing industry
should be forced through federal legislation to use recycled fiber in
printing newspapers.

The U.S. Public Interest Research Group says, for instance,
that newspapers are using recycled fiber because -- at the time the
article was published -- 11 states have laws requiring it. The
Newspaper Association of America says the reason also is that
there are about 14 voluntary agreements between state
governments and publishers.

Editor & Publisher says “although reuse of newspapers in
recycled newsprint has not kept up with the increased diversion of
newsprint from the waste stream, its use by paper companies is
governed not only by demand, but also by papermakers’ de-inking
capacity.”

Newspapers in 1990 made up 6.6 percent (1 2.9 million tons)
of the solid waste stream, according to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and 42 percent of newspapers generated were
recovered for recycling.

little public scrutiny, study or regulation,

The private sector also plays a significant role in managing

solid waste -- private waste management companies handle 42

percent of the nation’s solid waste. Many incinerators are

privately owned and operated. Professional waste management

companies, including processors and handlers of secondary

materials, work with state and local officials to plan and

implement integrated waste management and educate the public.

In addition to picking up and disposing of solid waste, the

private sector has a significant financial stake in reducing waste,

collecting recyclable solid waste and manufacturing marketable

products from those recycled materials, and much is being done,

For example, the plastics industry formed the Partnership for
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Table 6

Estimates of Post-Consumer
Plastic Packaging Recycled (1991)

Virgin
Percent Percent Plastic

Type Recycled of Sales Sales*

LDPE/LLDPE: LOW- 46.9 1.0 4,678
linear/low-density
polyethylene

PVC: Polyvinyl chloride 1.6 0.2 685

HDPE: High-density 280.5 6.3 4,425

polyethylene

PP: Polypropylene 5.2 0.4 1,304

PS: Polystyrene 23.9 1.2 2,031

PET: Polyethylene 326.8 35.8 912
terephthalate

Examples of Products:
LDPE/LLDPE: Film packaging, shrink/stretch wrap, retail bags.
PVC: Bottles for water, food, pharmaceuticals & cosmetics.
HDPE: Milk and water bottles, soft drink bottle base cups, film bags.
PP: Flexible plastic.
PS: Protective and food service packaging.
PET: Soft drink bottles and base cups.

In millions of pounds.
Source: “Post-Consumer Plastics Recycling Rate Study,” for The
Partnership for Plastics Progress, 1990 and 1991.

A primary obstacle to increased recycling is that plastic

recycling does not always save energy or money. The difficulties

are in the collection, cleaning, separation, and marketing of the

end products. Plastics include a wide variety of resins or

polymers, with different characteristics and mixed plastics

producing a lower quality end product (see Table 6). Multi-layer
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plastics, such as some squeezable mustard and catsup bottles,

with up to six layers of polymers, are particularly difficult to

separate for recycling.

Several joint ventures have been formed recently between

chemical companies and the waste industry to address these

obstacles. Procter & Gamble is marketing a cleaning product in a

new container made completely with recycled PET. However,

critics question whether recycling can be done on a sufficient

scale to make a difference. They argue that reducing the use of

wasteful plastics and packaging should be the priority.

Used Oil. Used oil also creates disposal problems. Approxi-

mately 58 percent (550 million gallons) of used oil is reprocessed

annually into fuel, lubricant, and hydraulic oils, while 42 percent

(400 million gallons) ends up in trash, in sewers or buried in the
ground -- more than 30 times the amount spilled by the Exxon

Valdez in the March 1989 spill in Alaska’s Prince William Sound.

The recycling rate for do-it-yourself oil changers is less than 10

percent. Concerns over the potential liability involved with used

oil has been a major deterrent to increased recycling efforts.

(Reporters should beware such Valdez comparisons, which often

ignore that a major spill occurs in one place and at one time.)

Questions for Reporters to Keep in Mind

What type of source reduction efforts are currently under

way? Which industry is doing that? Is it economical?

What are the possible negative environmental or economic

impacts source reduction or recycling can have?

What causes the difference of percentage of recycled waste in

the country (e.g., in Seattle and San Francisco the rates are

25 percent or more, while in some areas it is only 5 percent)?

In some areas, mixed household waste is sent to materials

reclamation facilities. This option may save on collection

costs, yet, is it feasible and beneficial in the long run? Can it

become an effective alternative?

h is obvious that source reduction and recycling are for the

most part environmentally sound and save energy, but certain

limitations exist in terms of cost effectiveness. How do these

limitations impact potential options for a particular

community?
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Incineration facilities, as some scientists point out, are not

waste disposal systems but waste reduction systems. Once the

solid waste is burned, ash remains as waste.

Ironically, as air pollution control equipment has become more

efficient and effective in containing the emissions, the ash that

remains from burning has become a focus of debate because the

once-airborne pollutants become trapped, particularly in the fly

ash, inside the incinerator. And just how toxic and potentially

hazardous the ash might be is in dispute, as is the regulatory

status of ash.

Some challenge the laboratory testing and methods used to

determine whether potentially toxic pollutants are present at

certain levels in the ash. Some regulatory authorities use the

outcome of a test to determine how the ash is to be managed.

U.S. EPA currently does not regulate municipal waste com-

bustion ash as a hazardous waste, and therefore does not require

that ash be tested (for example, through a leaching test) to deter-

mine whether metals concentrations exceed certain limits. The

agency has performed leaching studies on ash using a variety of

leaching tests (including the Extraction Procedure Toxicity, or EP

Tox, test and the Toxic Characteristic Leaching Procedure, TCLP,

test), Although the ash may sometimes fail these tests, studies

have shown that these tests may not be realistic indicators of

“toxicity”; i.e., they may not yield results that accurately predict

actual Ieachate quality. For example, ash generated in modern

combustion facilities equipped with lime injection to control acid

gas emissions generally “pass” a leaching test because of

buffering by the lime-laden ash.

At the federal level, the Resource Conservation and Recovery

Act (RCRA) (see Appendix A) exempts the burning of municipal

solid waste in waste-to-energy facilities from being regulated as a

hazardous waste. But the law is unclear on whether the

exemption applies to the resulting ash.

EPA has interpreted the RCRA statute as saying that municipal

waste combustion ash generated by energy recovery facilities is

exempt from hazardous waste regulation. The agency contends

that this interpretation is consistent with the text and legislative

history of the statute and that Congress intended that the ash be

regulated as a non-hazardous waste. EPA’s position is that the

ash can be safely managed in a municipal solid waste landfill
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designed in accordance with the new landfill criteria in its

regulations in 40 C.F.R. Part 258 (see end of Chapter 3).

Despite this regulatory interpretation by EPA, the final decision

regarding the regulatory status of the ash remains somewhat

unclear and ultimately will rest in either the federal courts and/or

Congress.

Many states, seeing what they view as a regulatory void,

have moved ahead to regulate ash on their own. As of 1991,

according to EPA, 49 states regulated ash management, with 40

states requiring testing of the ash. Of the 40 states that require

testing, 25 require that ash found to be hazardous according to

state standards be managed as a hazardous waste. Forty-eight

(48) states have some kind of requirements concerning ash

disposal.

So, how should ash be treated? As a solid waste or as a

hazardous waste? Should it be disposed of in a hazardous waste

landfill or in a monofill (a landfill for a single commodity) designed

for only ash? Or where?

Some suggest an untapped commercial value for incinerator

ash to be used in cinder blocks or as artificial ocean reefs. In this

process, called solidification or stabilization, the ash is mixed with

cement and/or alkaline scrubber materials to form a hard mass
with less leaching potential. Stability of the ash remains a

question mark. Would concrete containing ash leach lead or

cadmium over time, and in concentrations that could pose public

health risks? Reuse of the ash and other treatment technologies

are under research at the State University of New York, Stony

Brook, and other places.

Questions for Reporters to Keep in Mind

Does the community have a comprehensive solid waste

management plan that includes source reduction, recycling

and comporting?

If they are planning a new incinerator, have community

leaders carefully sized the incinerator to handle only the

amount of waste the community produces after recycling and

source reduction?

Who is building the plant? Does the builder have experience

building incinerators that are up and operating? What is the
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dump is someplace where people wantonly pull up, discard

something, usually in a random heap, and drive off. No advance

planning, no design aspects to it all, no continued maintenance,

and certainly no thought to quality control or long-term care.

That’s about it.

There’s no analysis. There’s no follow-up, no systematic

intervention or monitoring.

Living Down the Reputation of a Legacy of ‘Dumps’

Some of those same characteristics that give dumps their bad

name could be said to apply to what were intended to have been

landfills, not dumps. That’s a past, and a painful reality, that

well-engineered landfills are having a tough time putting behind

them when it comes to popular perceptions,

Unlike the “spontaneous and unrehearsed” nature of a dump,

a modern landfill is no accident. The best ones are carefully

planned and meticulously sited from the start. New and existing

landfills are subject to an array of federal, state, and local

restrictions:

● siting standards;

� design and operating criteria;

groundwater monitoring requirements;

corrective action provisions;

closure and post-closure care and financial assurance

provisions; and

landfill bans for particular wastes such as oil, batteries,

household hazardous wastes, tires, and yard wastes,

EPA says that in 1990, landfills were used to accommodate

66.6 percent of the nation’s 195.7 million tons of municipal

waste, with recovery for recycling and comporting at 17.1

percent and solid waste combustion the remaining 16.3 percent.

In its Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste in the U. S.:

1992 Update, EPA predicts recovery for recycling and

comporting to increase from 17.1 percent to 25 and 30 percent

in the years 1995 and 2000, respectively. It expects solid waste

combustion to increase from 16.3 percent to 17 and 20.8

percent in 1995 and 2000, respectively, Also, EPA predicts the

percentage remaining for landfill disposal to decrease to 58

percent in 1995 and to 49.2 percent in the year 2000.
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To help protect groundwater resources, new landfills should

be designed with effective low-permeability membranes or soil

liners to minimize the movement of Ieachates from the landfill to

groundwater. In some cases, more than one liner, or a mix of

different kinds of liners, may be needed.

Another important design element in new landfills is that they

incorporate effective groundwater monitoring and sampling

techniques to ensure that any contamination is detected early.

Groundwater around existing landfills should be monitored to

ensure adequate protection.

Even the presumed truism that “all landfills leak” might in the

end merely raise other important follow-up questions:

“Eventually,” but when? And how much before the leak can be

detected and stopped? What is the effect of the leak? Does

monitoring detect the leak before important groundwater

resources are affected?

Releases of Ieachates to ground and surface waters are not

the only obstacle facing landfills when it comes to public
opposition and anxieties, Air emissions from landfills, including

odor problems, also are a concern.

Methane gas in particular is a problem, since methane is a

highly combustible byproduct of the decomposition of organic

refuse in the absence of air.

“Landfill gas emissions are comprised of a mixture of carbon

dioxide and methane, of which methane comprises 50 to 60 per-

cent,” EPA says in its Decision-Makers Guide. “At and around

municipal solid waste landfills, methane can migrate through soil

and accumulate in closed areas (e.g., building basements) where

it can present significant explosion dangers if not properly con-

trolled. A normal landfill will generate methane at these concen-

trations for 10 to 20 years as waste decomposition takes place,

although methane generation can continue for over 100 years.”

“A system that recovers methane -- the volatile gas given off

by decomposition within the landfill -- should be installed after

closure of the landfill to minimize air pollution and recover a

valuable fuel,” writes Ford Fessenden of Newsday in the

newspaper’s 1989 book Rush to Burn: Solving America’s

Garbage Crisis?, a paperback that reprints a 10-part,

55,000-word series done for the paper by more than two-dozen

staffers in what became known as “The Garbage Project.”
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requirement for assessment monitoring programs).

Design standards: In states that specified Maximum

Contaminant Levels (MCLs) with EPA-approved permitting

programs, landfills must be designed to ensure standards are not

exceeded in groundwater. Certain values cannot be exceeded in

the upper-most aquifer at a point specified by the state agency

(see Table 11). That “point” must be on the facility property and

be no more than 150 meters from the waste management unit

boundary.

In states without EPA-approved programs, landfills must be

designed with a composite liner system which includes a flexible

membrane liner, a layer of compacted soil, and a Ieachate

collection and removal system (see Figure 6).

Closure and post closure care: When a landfill stops

accepting waste, it must be covered with a minimum of two feet

of earthen material (six-inch erosion layer, plus 18-inch infiltration

layer) to keep liquids out and prevent erosion. Once the landfill is

closed, the owner/operator is responsible for maintaining the

integrity and effectiveness of the final cover, monitoring

groundwater and methane gas, and continuing Ieachate

management (if applicable) for 30 years. The state may decrease

the post-closure period if doing so does not threaten human

health or the environment. Closure operations must begin within

30 days of final receipt of waste and must be completed within

the succeeding 180 days. Approved states have the flexibility to

extend these deadlines. Also, after the unit is closed, the

owner/operator must record a notation in the property deed

indicating the property had been used as a landfill and that its use

is restricted.

Owners/operators are required to prepare closure and post-

closure plans by October 9, 1993, or by their initial receipt of

waste, whichever is later. Plans must describe the steps
. .

necessary to close the landfill and the maintenance and

monitoring activities that will be performed after closure.

Financial assurance: Landfill owners/operators by April 1994

must demonstrate their financial ability to cover costs of closure,

post-closure care and any known corrective actions. The cost

estimates must be updated annually. The financial assurance

may be in the form of a trust fund with a pay-in period, surety

bond, letter of credit, insurance, state-approved mechanism, or



Chapter 3 59

Table 11
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs)

Under the Safe Drinking Water Act

CAS No. Chemical MCL (mg/1)

7440-38-2 Arsenic 0.05
7440-39-3 Barium 1.0
71-343-2 Benzene 0.005
7440-43-9 Cadmium 0.01
56-23-5 Carbon tetrachloride 0.005
7440-47-3 Chromium (hexavalent) 0.05
94-75-7 2,4-Dichlorophenoxy acetic acid 0.1
106-46-7 1,4-Dichlorobenzene 0.075
107-06-2 1,2-Dichloroethane 0.005
75-35-4 1,1-Dichloroethylene 0.007
75-20-8 Endrin 0.0002
7-- Fluoride 4.0
58-89-9 Lindane 0.004
7439-92-1 Lead 0.05
7439 -97-6 Mercury 0.002
72-43-5 Methoxychlor 0.1
-- Nitrate 10.0
7782 -49-2 Selenium 0.01
7440-22-4 Silver 0.05
8001 -35-2 Toxaphene 0.005
71-55-6 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.2
79-01-6 Trichloroethylene 0.005
93-76-5 2,4,5-Trichlorophenoxy acetic 0.01

acid
75-01-4 Vinyl chloride 0.002

state assumption of responsibility, or a combination of

mechanisms. (The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

expects in 1993 to propose a local government financial test that

will allow financially strong municipalities to demonstrate

financial assurance.)

Groundwater monitoring: The regulations require a system of

monitoring wells to be installed at existing landfills and new units.

New units must have monitoring systems in place before they
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Table 12

Effective Dates
for Landfill Regulations

Date Provision

OCT 1991 Final cover requirements (for facilities receiving
wastes after that date).

OCT 1993 Location restrictions.
Design criteria.
Operating criteria.
Groundwater monitoring and corrective action (new
units).
Closure and post-closure care.

APR 1994 Financial assurance.

OCT 1994 Groundwater monitoring and corrective action

(existing units or lateral expansions less than one
mile from drinking water intake).

OCT 1995 Groundwater monitoring and corrective action

(existing units or lateral expansions greater than one
mile but less than two miles from drinking water
intakes).

OCT 1996 Groundwater monitoring and corrective action(existingunits or lateral expansions greater than two
miles from drinking water intakes).

annually during a facility’s active life and during the closure and

post-closure periods. Approved states can specify an alternative

monitoring frequency, but no less than annual for detection

monitoring.Ifany of the constituents listed in Appendix C (which includes

47 volatile organic compounds and 15 metals) is detected at

statistically significant levels above background, then the

owner/operator must: establish an assessment monitoring

program within 90 days. The assessment monitoring program
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Institute for Local

Self-Reliance

2425 18th St., NW

Washington, DC 20009

(202) 232-4108

Institute of Resource Recovery

1730 Rhode Island Ave., NW

Suite 1000

Washington, DC 20036

(202) 659-4613

Institute of Scrap

Recycling Industries Inc.

1627 K St., NW

Washington, DC 20006

(202) 466-4050

Integrated Waste

Services Assoc.

1133 21st St., NW

Washington, DC 20036

(202) 467-6240

International City Manage-

ment Association

777 N. Capitol St., NE

Suite 500

Washington, DC 20002

(202) 289-4262

Keep America Beautiful Inc.

Mill River Plaza

9 West Broad St.

Stamford, CT 06902

(203) 323-8987

Municipal Waste Manage-

ment Association

1620 I St., NW, 4th Floor

Washington, DC 20006

(202) 293-7330

National Association for Plastic

Container Recovery

5024 Parkway Plaza Blvd.

Suite 200

Charlotte, NC 28217

(704) 357-3250

National Association

of Counties

440 First St., NW

Washington, DC 20001

(202) 393-6226

National Association of

Recycling Industries, Inc.

330 Madison Ave.

New York, NY 10017

(212)

National Association of

Solvent Recyclers

1333 New Hampshire Ave.,

NW, Suite 1100

Washington, DC 20036

(202) 463-6956

National Association of Towns

and Townships

1522 K St., NW, Suite 730

Washington, DC 20005

(202) 737-5200
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Industrial Waste

Information Exchange

NJ Chamber of Commerce

50 West St., Ste. 1110

Trenton, NJ 08608

(609) 989-7888

Montana Industrial

Waste Exchange

Chamber of Commerce

P.O. Box 1730

Helena, MT 59624

(406) 442-2405

Northeast Industrial

Waste Exchange

90 Presidential Plaza, Ste. 122

Syracuse, NY 13202

(31 5) 422-6572

Pacific Materials Exchange

South 3707 Godfrey Blvd.

Spokane, WA 99204

(509) 623-4244

RENEW

Texas Water Commission

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, TX 78711

(512) 463-7773

Resource Exchange & News

3250 Townsend NE

Grand Rapids, Ml 49505

(616) 363-3262

Southeast Recycling

Market Council

P.O. Box 11468

Montgomery, AL 36111

(205) 277-7050

Southeast Waste Exchange

Urban Institute, UNCC Station

Charlotte, NC 28223

(704) 547-2307

Southern Waste

Information Exchange

P.O. Box 960

Tallahassee, FL 32302

(800) 441-SWIX

(904) 644-5516

Canadian Exchanges:

Alberta Waste

Materials Exchange

Alberta Research Council

P.O. Box 8330, Postal Station

F, Edmonton, Atla T6H 5X2

(403) 450-5408

British Columbia

Waste Exchange

1525 West 8th Ave.

Vancouver, BC V6J 1T5

(604) 731-7222

Canadian Chemical Exchange

P.O. Box 1135

Ste. Adele, Que 1LO

(514) 229-6511





Appendix A
Major Laws Affecting

Municipal Solid Waste Management

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA): In 1965,

the Solid Waste Disposal Act was passed to improve solid waste

disposal methods. It was amended in 1970 by the Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), which itself was

amended in 1980 and 1984.

Subtitle D of RCRA is for the environmentally safe operation

of solid waste management facilities. At a minimum, state

waste disposal facilities must comply with federal standards,

although states may adopt more stringent standards.

Subtitle D also established a program under which states may

develop and implement solid waste management plans. Because

this portion of the law is voluntary, EPA’s role has been limited to

setting the minimum regulatory requirements that states must

follow in designing their plans, and approving plans that comply

with these requirements. Responsibility for developing and

implementing the plan lies with each state.

Subtitle F of RCRA, also known as Section 6002, requires the

federal government to participate actively in procurement

programs fostering the recovery and use of recycled materials

and energy. It requires federal agencies and other groups

receiving federal funds to procure items composed of the highest

percentage of recovered materials practicable and to delete

requirements that products be made from virgin materials.

Subtitle C of RCRA regulates the generation, transportation,

and treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous wastes. Wastes

designated by RCRA as hazardous are excluded from Subtitle D

incinerator and landfill facilities and must be discarded at facilities

permitted under the Subtitle C regulations.

Clean Air Act of 1970: Under the Clean Air Act, incinerators

must meet performance standards that limit emissions of

individual pollutants to the air. Facilities must meet these

standards by using the best available technology.

Clean Water Act (1972): The Clean Water Act applies to

waste disposal facilities generating ash-quench water, landfill

Ieachate, and surface water discharges. Disposal of ash-quench

water and landfill Ieachate can present problems for solid waste

facilities because many wastewater treatment plants cannot





a, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, D.C., Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Ma

Appendix B
Solid Waste Management:
State-by-State



a, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island
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Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, Total
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Includes some industrial waste.
Includes significant industrial waste.

Includes out of state disposal.

Includes construction and demolition waste.
Includes construction and demolition, and sewage sludge.

Data from BioCyc/e’s 1992 “State of Garbage in America” survey.
Source: “1993 Nationwide Survey: The State of Garbage in America,: BioCycle,

May 1993.
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Municipal Solid Waste Management:
State-by-State
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Appendix C
Compounds and Metals

for Groundwater Detection Monitoring

CAS No. *

(Total)

(Total)

(Total)

(Total)

(Total)

(Total)

(Total)

(Total)

(Total)

(Total)

(Total)
(Total)

(Total)

(Total)

(Total)

67-64-1

107-13-1

71-43-2

74-97-5

75-27-4

75-25-2

75-15-0

56-23-5

108-90-7

75-00-3

67-66-3

124-48-1

96-12-8

106-93-4

95-50-1

106-46-7

110-57-6

75-34-3

Common Name**

Inorganic constituents:

Antimony

Arsenic

Barium

Beryllium

Cadmium

Chromium

Cobalt

Copper

Lead

Nickel

Selenium

Silver

Thallium

Vanadium

Zinc

Organic constituents:

Acetone

Acrylonitrile

Benzene

Bromochloromethane

Bromodichloromethane

Bromoform;Tribromomethane

Carbon disulfide

Carbon tetrachloride

Chlorobenzene

Chloroethane; Ethyl chloride

Chloroform; Trichloromethane

Dibromochloromethane; Chlorodibromomethane

1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane; DBCP

1,2-Dibromoethane; Ethylene dibromide; EDB

o-Dichlorobenzene; 1,2-Dichlorobenzene

p-Dichlorobenzene; 1,4-Dichlorobenzene

trans-1,4-Dichloro-2-butene
1,1-Dichloroethane; Ethylidene chloride
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Toxic Characteristic Leaching Procedure 43
toxicity 24, 37, 43
used oil 31, 34, Appendix B
utilities 38-39
variation 9-10
waste-to-energy 35-40, 42, 43
white goods 31, Appendix B
yard and food waste 28
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