
KF27 
.15589 



'O-o'^ -cV^ 

' • •« 

y^ .v'-^-^h   -it^ ^  •V'k:':^ 
•r 7 

?• y% '-ms^^vtl-^ vK v*#^ «?"-• .<i^ 

i ^•::;P'-\ %/ ^^«:^ '-^c^' ^;:«^^\ %/ ^•«^' 
I'^^V      V'-/;.'*^-'     ^?^*»^"-*>'      V*':-:.^ 

'-.:•*   .0^' 
"-"•••••/^...•..'•'^ 

:Xi^^fe %.^^;^#& %/-/:^*^. %..^;*--' 
^•%.'v:^Sif^  /"-   -"-^-'-^   ^-^-   ^^ ..-^^'•:   ^-^^   -^^^^^'•.   ' 

-^ '-^ 

• '•     '^^    A'*'    •-.---•''••••     •?„    •••^     •'•-       A'-     "^^    A-    -V  "./-••   "^^^    •'• 



>'^^ 
;^'"f:v-.  '-^.^    v^Mf'-''. 

\. • • /»• 

•V^'' 
.0- 

..-.;;:      Kf^':-     2t'^     #-       r'       :-i$>!^T:'v    .       f^ 

>:> 
0' 

;.<'\v'^ 
V       -5V, ^       » 

« V. ->-        \% 
. .;; ; 

•-      * .vV^     ••-.,   V ' .              * 
'   •    k                < 

.0" •      c ' " - .      '-^J 
*u •                 •   •               • 

'•>. .< "» •      .                           * 
.< '-^ •   • 

•f-;^     ;v.f.   r.    ^ov^    .•     •.-.-    ^•'-o'     :••-•;       •      --'V      .-•     ;     - 

o. .•-^'''••:-'-.*^X''>'#v .^-^^•o 

,V     V*.- v •^-     , 

>.,>'« 
% '-i. 

,»•* •   '^^ - 

c V 
•? • - 

• • • V » 

O > 

^.^'    ^i^ 

,0" 

r^        » -  -'      .•     ,• 









"        J,y«^/<NJ-\«->    • ',<-f ^^ .^tXt t,       r;        '^.•-ft..Lp,-r^-.^,.^^    ,1^^    ;',^^    .,•••.» , 

RECOVERY OF ENERGY FROM MUNICIPAL 
SOLID WASTE 

HEARING •"  '"     ' -•^^.-.f^P' 

BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
TRANSPORTATION AND COMMERCE 

OP THE 

COMMITTEE ON 

INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
NINETY-SIXTH CONGRESS 

FIBST SESSION 

AUGUST 10, 1979 

Serial No. 96-96 

Printed for the use of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 

O.8. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

67-4172 0 WASHINGTON :  1980 



COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 

HARLEY O. STAGGERS, West Virginia, Chairman 
JOHN D. DINGELL, Michigan 
UONEL VAN DEERLIN, California 
JOHN M. MURPHY. New York 
DAVID E, SATTERFIELD III, Virginia 
BOB ECKHARDT, Texas 
RICHARDSON PREYER, North Carolina 
JAMES H. SCHEUER, New York 
RICHARD L. OTTINGER, New York 
HENRY A. WAXMAN, California 
TIMOTHY E. WIRTH, Colorado 
PHILIP R. SHARP, Indiana 
JAMES J. FLORIO, New Jersey 
ANTHONY TOBY MOFFETT, Connecticut 
JIM SANTINI, Nevada 
ANDREW MAGUIRE, New Jersey 
MARTY RUSSO. Illinois 
EDWARD J. MARKEY, Massachusetts 
THOMAS A. LUKEN, Ohio 
DOUG WALGREN, Pennsylvania 
ALBERT GORE, JR., Tennessee 
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, Maryland 
RONALD M. MOTTL, Ohio 
PHIL GRAMM. Texas 
AL SWIFT, Washington 
MICKEY LELAND, Texas 
RICHARD C. SHELBY, Alabama 

JAMES T. BROYHILL, North Carolina 
SAMtTEL L. DEVINE, Ohio 
TIM LEE CARTER, Kentucky 
CLARENCE J. BROWN, Ohio 
JAMES M. COLLINS, Texas 
NORMAN F. LENT, New York 
EDWARD R. MADIGAN, Illinois 
CARLOS J. MOORHEAD, California 
MATTHEW J. RINALDO, New Jersey 
DAVE STOCKMAN, Michigan 
MARC L. MARKS, Pennsylvania 
TOM CORCORAN, Illinois 
GARY A. LEE, New York 
TOM LOEFFLER, Texas 
WILUAM E. DANNEMEYER, California 

KENNETH J. PAINTER, Acting Chief Clerk and Staff Director 
ELEANOR A. DINKINB, First Assistant Clerk 

THOMAS M. RYAN, Professional Staff 
J. PAUL MOLLOY, Minority Professional Staff 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND COMMERCE 

JAMES J. FLORIO, New Jersey, Chairman 
JIM SANTINI, Nevada EDWARD R. MADIGAN, Illinois 
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, Maryland GARY A. LEE, New York 
JOHN M. MURPHY, New York JAMES T. BROYHILL, North Carolina 
MARTY RUSSO, Illinois (Ex OfTicio) 
HARLEY O. STAGGERS, West Virginia 

(Ex OfTicio) 

CurpoRO, EuuNS, Staff Director 

(U) 

•.^o-^o'_7'^- 



ri- V-^ 
^;' 

^       •     \ \ o \ 
\ 

i ^ CONTENTS 

Statement of— P««« 
Jacobson, Joel R., commissioner, New Jersey Department of Ehiergy        10 
Liss, Gary B., solid waste and resource recovery program. New Jersey 

Department of Energy        10 
Mazur, D. Bennett, chairman. Freeholder Committee on Planning and 

Public Works  6 
Nichols, Douglas R., vice president, Widmer-Emst, Inc  40, 73 
Rambo, Herbert R., administrator, department of solid waste management, 

Camden County, N.J   10, 18 
Sheehan, Patricia, executive director, Hackensack Meadowlands Develop- 

ment Commission  10, 16 
Snider, Basil, Jr., president. Garden State Paper Co., Inc         40 
White Alvin, chairman and vice president. New Jersey Chapter, National 

Solid Wastes Management Association   40, 71 
Additional- material submitted for the record by— 

Garden State Paper Co., Inc., attachments to Mr. Snider's prepared state- 
ment: 

Proposed amendments to include additional petroleum substitutes in 
the entitlement program, with forwarding letter        44 

Refuse plant to resume testing work in August, reprint from Bridge- 
port Post, July 28, 1979        66 

System energy profiles of virgin and recycled newsprint manufacture...       67 
Statements submitted for the record by— 

Environmental Protection Agency        91 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection        97 

(UI) 

f^ 





RECOVERY OF ENERGY FROM MUNICIPAL 
SOLID WASTE 

FRIDAY. AUGUST 10, 1979 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND COMMERCE, 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Hackensack, N.J. 

The subcommittee met pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m., in room 
427, Bergen County Administration Building, Hon. James J. Florio 
chairman, presiding. 

Mr. FLORIO. The subcommittee will come to order. 
I would like to welcome everyone to this meeting of the Subcom- 

mittee on Transportation and Commerce. 
At the outset, I would like to express my appreciation to all of 

the local officials, and particularly the county officials in Bergen 
County who have been very helpful in making the arrangements 
for these hearings. 

I would also like to officially thank my colleagues for taking part 
in these hearings: Congressman Roe, Congressman Maguire, and 
Congressman Hollenbeck. Each of them has a high degree of exper- 
tise in this field, and I am sure that the hearings will be better as a 
result of their having taken part. 

New Jersey is uniquely qualified to take part in a solid waste-to- 
energy congressional hearing. We, in Congress are in a position to 
benefit from New Jersey's expertise. This subcommittee has held a 
series of joint hearings in Washington. In fact, this is the third day 
of hearings that this subcommittee has held. The hearings in 
Washington focused primarily on the viability of resource recovery 
systems, with emphasis on their energy-generating capabilities. 

It is clear that the recovery of materials and energy from solid 
waste is technologically feasible. It is equally clear that the eco- 
nomic conditions which exist in this Nation are increasingly attrac- 
tive for adopting new meams of disposing of solid waste and deriv- 
ing some benefits from such disposal. 

With the cost of traditional fuels skyrocketing and the costs of 
disposing wastes in landfills, and other more traditional ways 
rising with the enforcement of program regulations, it is time for 
us to reconsider the economic potential of these resource recovery 
systems. 

Although we are having more favorable economic conditions, I 
am convinced that there remains an overriding need to stimulate 
and insure the economic viability of resource recovery systems. We 
can expedite the growth of private sector activity by removing 
some of the institutional and economic obstacles which serve to 

(1) 



hinder the development of this economic system. One such obstacle 
to the development of energy generating solid waste facilities is the 
availability of markets for the energy produced by resource recov- 
ery facilities. 

To this end, I have recommended that the New Jersey Board of 
Public Utilities require utilities within the State to compare the 
cost of conventional fuels with the cost of fuels and energy derived 
from municipal solid waste. I feel very strongly that such a cost 
comparison will force the utilities in this State to evaluate the 
economic feasibility of such alternative fuel sources. 

I think we are all aware of the fact that the existence of the 
automatic fuel adjustment factor system is not really a great incen- 
tive for utilities to look for the least expensive type of fuel, inas- 
much as the cost of fuel can virtually be passed on to the 
consumer. 

New Jersey has a unique opportunity to move toward a creative 
and beneficial solution to alleviate the solid waste disposal prob- 
lem. We should not pass up the opportunities that these times 
provide to us. Inasmuch as fuel costs in New Jersey are a major 
factor in escalating utility rates, the use of fuel derived from solid 
waste may provide for the potential to stabilize the rapid rise of 
electric rates. 

In addition, I intend to strongly recommend to the New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection that they in turn urge 
local solid waste planners to evaluate the viability of codisposal 
systems, that solid waste and sewage sludge to be disposed of 
together as a means of reducing the volume and magnitude of the 
solid waste special problem that sewage constitutes. 

As we all know, ocean dumping is rapidly coming to a halt, and 
in a desirable way. We are happy about that. However, that does 
not detract from the fact that we have to deal with the problem of 
sludge disposal. 

I am looking forward to these hearings, and I know they are 
going to be productive. At this point, I would like to introduce the 
other members: First, to my right. Congressman Robert A. Roe, of 
New Jersey, who has been very active in this field, and is a very 
important member of the Public Works Committee, which has 
jurisdiction over certain aspects and elements of this question. I 
would like to ask Congressman Roe to say a few words. 

Mr. ROE. Thank you, my dear friend £ind colleague, Mr. Florio. 
I want to first of all welcome all of the witnesses who are taking 

the time to participate. I think we know most of the witnesses 
personally. This hearing gives us a marvelous opportunity to open 
up the dimensions and get a real response from government offi- 
cials Euid people in our State. 

Certainly, Joel Jacobson and Pat Sheehan are distinguished wit- 
nesses, and I certainly want to thank my good friend from Camden, 
Congressman Florio, chadrman of our Transportation Committee, 
together with Mr. Maguire and Mr. Hollenbeck. 

All the members are from New Jersey, bringing our folks togeth- 
er and saying, "What should we be doing in the State of New 
Jersey and throughout the Nation on the conversion of so-called 
trash into energy in the Meadowlands area of New Jersey?" 



I am pleased to advise you today that I introduced legislation 
about 1^2 months ago to establish a $30 million demonstration 
project in the Meadowlands area. The purpose of that was to con- 
vert our garbage into alcohol, as Mr. Florio was pointing out. We 
find that there are technologies available but some modifications 
will have to be made. We are dumping about 50 tons, as I under- 
stand it, a day of solid waste and garbage disposal into the 
Meadowlands, which could be converted into at least 3,500 gallons 
of alcohol. 

None of us are suggesting that the solution to all of our energy 
problems is going to be converting everything into alcohol and 
from there to gasohol. You know, gasohol is where they have added 
10 percent alcohol to gasoline. 

Hopefully, we can cut and save about 2 million barrels a day of 
imported oil when we get to this point. 

So, we feel that New Jersey is out in the forefront. I am very, 
very proud of our New Jersey delegation. They are doing superb 
work. We are going to break new ground on the environment and 
energy situation in getting this program really moving solidly in 
the northern part of our State and southern part of our State, for 
that matter. 

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for inviting me to partici- 
pate and welcome the opportunity to join with you today in these 
fact-finding hearings. 

Mr. FLORIO. Thank you very much. I now call upon the reinking 
member of the Science and Technology Committee, which shares 
jurisdiction with this committee. Congressman Harold C. Hollen- 
beck, of New Jersey, has been very helpful in planning these 
hearings, and continues to express a very active interest in this 
whole field. Mr. Hollenbeck? 

Mr. HOLLENBECK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you 
for giving those of us from the Bergen County area the opportunity 
to participate in your hearings today. 

As a member of the Science and Technology Committee, I am 
pleased that your committee is exploring some of the aspects and 
potentials of solid waste management and resource recovery, and I 
commend you for holding the hearing in such an appropriate loca- 
tion as this. 

As you know, for at least a decade, northern New Jersey and the 
New York metropolitan area have been facing a crisis in the area 
of solid waste disposal. The scope and the magnitude of that crisis 
grows larger every year. The need to find alternatives to the pres- 
ent disposal patterns in this region is most evident as those of you 
here know. 

The Hackensack Meadowlands open landfills will reach their 
capacity in the early 1980's. The Environmental Protection Agency 
has announced a ban on ocean dumping effective in 1981. Every 
day some 8,000 tons of garbage are disposed of in landfills in the 
Hackensack Meadowlands area. That is about enough to fill a giant 
stadium once every 6 weeks. 

Our neighbors to the east of New York City must dispose of some 
20,000 tons of solid waste each day, and to further accentuate the 
problem, our wasteful consumption problems increase the amount 
of waste to be disposed of in each successive year, while at the 
same time the amount of land available has obviously diminished. 



In the Hackensack Meadowlands region alone, some 2,500 acres 
that served as landfills 10 years ago, today only 550 acres are used. 
After this, the embarrassing fact is that as the cost of producing 
new energy increases dramatically, we are continuing to buy poten- 
tially valuable resources. Approximately 150 million tons of urban 
waste were discarded in the year 1978 alone. 

The potential for converting municipal waste, including sewage 
sludge, to energy represents a valuable and extensive resource. I 
believe that we should explore this more fully. Of the various 
disposal techniques available, as you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, 
considerable attention has been given to the codisposal of garbage 
and sewage sludge. In this method, garbage is used as a fuel to dry 
sewage sludge, the objective of codisposal being to use the heat 
released by burning the garbage to dry that sludge, which can then 
be burned along with the garbage. 

This process can reduce the total amount of waste which eventu- 
ally has to be disposed of, and that can help our Nation solve its 
ever-growing waste disposal problem. 

The outlook for codisposal appears to be promising. I know seri- 
ous technical problems would be used for the processing at this 
time, amd I am hopeful that this can provide a safe and efficient 
alternative for handling the growing amount of sewage sludge. 

In operating costs for sludge disposal, I think it is low enough 
and economical enough that we may be able to find a means of 
disposal through that process and a means for controlling any 
pollutants. 

As a part of its authorization activities this year, the Science and 
Technology Committee has authorized the construction and oper- 
ation of a demonstration facility in Pompano Beach, Fla., to con- 
vert up to 100 tons per day of solid waste and sewage sludge and 
methane gas, and I am anxious to learn of the success of that 
project. 

Although solid waste can only ultimately contribute a small 
fraction of our total energy needs, I feel it might provide cheap 
industrial energy available to attract industry backing such areas 
as the northeastern United States, including New York and New 
Jersey. It has long been my belief that the United States must 
move toward a more effective use of its resources insofar as possi- 
ble; complete recycling, and after that recapture of their energy 
value, is an absolute necessity. 

I think that in some regions, particularly the energy-starved 
Northeast, that the use of waste materials as a source of energy 
can be an economic boon. This process will take a long time, but a 
realistic timetable must be worked out and agreed upon. This 
would require local municipalities and regional organizations 
throughout the Nation to move forward in resource recovery in an 
efficient and well-planned manner, and without causing unneces- 
sary disruption. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like permission to insert this 
statement. 

Mr. FYoRio. Without objection, your entire statement will be 
entered into the record. 

[Mr. Hollenbeck's prepared statement follows:] 



STATEMENT BY HON. HAROLD "CAP" HOLLENBECK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I commend you for holding this timely and 
important hearing in New Jersey, where the problems of resource recovery and 
solid waste management are vital to this region's economic and environmental 
viability. 

For the last decade, Northern New Jersey and Metropolitan New York have been 
facing a solid waste disposal crisis, the scope and magnitude of which grows larger 
each year. The need to find suitable alternatives to the present dumping patterns in 
this region is most evident in light of EPA'S 1981 ban on ocean dumping and the 
reaching of capacity of the Hackensack Meadowlands landfills later this year. 

In the light of increased energy costs, resource recovery seems to be a necessary 
alternative to outmoded, conventional, ecology-disturbing means such as open land- 
fills and ocean dumping. The fact is that less energy is used to recycle certain 
materials than to produce them originally, and it is embarrassing that, as the cost 
of producing new energy increases dramatically each year, we are continuing to 
bury potentially valuable resources. 

One possible alternative is co-disposal. In this process, which we will hear more 
about this morning, garbetge is used as a fuel to dry sewage sludge. The object of 
this process is to use the heat released by burning garbage to dry the sludge, which 
can then burn along with the garbage. 

I have long been a proponent of waste to energy proposals and am pleased to be 
here in Hackensack toiday to continue an examination of the need for and feasibility 
of this scientific process—an inquiry into which I began last September in Washing- 
ton, before my science subcommittee. Present conditions in New Jersey demtmd that 
both the private and public sector involve themselves in the search for a solution to 
the solid waste problem. Likewise, the entire nation must commit itself to finding a 
solution to the energy crisis. It may be that the remedy to these important problems 
is closely linked, and I am glad that Congress is taking a leading role in this 
discovery. 

Lastly, I would like to compliment you, Mr. Chairman, on having assembled a 
panel of public sector witnesses and another of private industry representatives to 
offer testimony on the potential for converting waste into energy, and I would like 
to thank the panel members for their interest and presence, and I look forward to 
hearing from each of them this morning. 

Mr. FLORIO. Our next Congressman and colleague is Andy Ma- 
guire, who is a very active member of the full Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee, on which I serve as well, and of the 
Energy and Power Subcommittee, which, of course, makes his com- 
ments particularly knowledgeable and particularly relevant to 
what we are talking about today. 

Mr. Maguire? 
Mr. MAGUIRE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Our country is at a unique point right now. We have increased 

our consumption of oil to 20 million barrels of oil daily, and we 
must now face the fact that this level of consumption cannot 
increase further. In fact, we need to find ways to reduce our 
dependence. We are heavily dependent not only on a finite re- 
source, but on one that is dominated by foreign powers, making our 
homes, our industries, the whole economy vulnerable to the deci- 
sions of foreign producers. 

We could go on for a while longer more or less as we have been, 
conserving a little more or perhaps wasting a little less, putting off 
in our minds today when we simply will have no choice but to 
drastically change our habits, but the problem will only get worse. 
We need to do something now to explore the alternatives to our 
dependency on a limited and increasingly costly resource. 

At the same time that we are exhausting resources that we badly 
need, we are generating vast quantities of waste materials that we 
do not want, and we are running out of ways to deal with them. 



This is an environmental crisis of almost the meignitude of the 
energy crisis. Both of these are major problems which we cannot 
aiford to think about in small terms. We are essentially discussing 
how our society will live and produce, not just until the year 2000, 
but for decades beyond that. 

To date, we have had the luxury of having apparently limitless 
energy supplies, of having areas available for landfiUing, and, re- 
grettably, oceans to pour our waste into. All of this is changing. 

There are escalating costs in terms of inflation and our balance 
of payments. There are also increased costs in terms of water 
contaminated by landfills, of ugly mounds of industrial waste and 
garbeige littering our neighborhoods, and all too often as Love 
Canal and so many other examples have shown us, the threat to 
our health, the extinction of marine life, and the pollution of 
oceans by our dumped waste. 

As these costs have risen, we are finally starting to act positively 
on both the energy and the environmental problems that we face. 
It seems too ideal to think that these two problems could solve 
each other, but waste-to-energy conversion is possible, and as ex- 
periments are demonstrating, it is a viable solution to both prob- 
lems, at least in part. 

We are expected to generate 175 million tons of municipal solid 
waste a year by 1980, of which about three-quarters is combustible, 
and in one way or another usable to produce energy. All together, 
this may amount to fulfilling perhaps 3 to 6 percent of our energy 
needs. It does not sound like much, does it? 

However, in the context of the positive effect on our economy 
and on the environment that this could have, waste-to-energy con- 
version takes on added significemce. The problems that we are 
discussing call for imagination and sensible responses. We cannot 
continue to rely so heavily on fossil fuels, and we must look for 
alternatives. The concept of converting wsiste to energy is a par- 
ticularly attractive one, because of the positive side effects for the 
environment. It is a partial solution and a definite alternative to 
what we are doing now in our own Meadowlands, in our nearby 
rivers, and in our ocean waters, and of course, we are doing that 
now, very shortsightedly. 

I am pleased to participate in today's hearings to further explore 
this important subject. We welcome Chairman Florio and the sub- 
committee to Bergen County, where the solution of these problems 
will be particularly important to our citizens. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. FLORIO. Thank you very much. 
At this point I would like to recognize the few welcome remarks 

of Mr. Bennett Mazur, the chairman of the Freeholder Committee 
on Planning and Public Works. 

STATEMENT OF D. BENNETT MAZUR. CHAIRMAN, FREEHOLDER 
COMMITTEE ON PLANNING AND PUBLIC WORKS 

Mr. MAZUR. Mr. Florio, members of this very distinguished 
panel, it gives us great pleasure to have you here in our chambers. 

I will say it is a little unusual to stand on this side of the rail 
and talk to that. 



We are very pleased to have you here in Hackensack today for 
this hearing on conversion of solid waste into energy. It certainly is 
a pressing problem. 

I have bieen the freeholder in charge of solid waste in Bergen 
County for 8 years off and on so I am familiar with the problems 
that you are going to explore here today. Bergen is an urban 
county with nearly 1 million residents, so we generate a great deal 
of solid waste. For many years the landfills in the Meadowlands, 
which lie in part within Bergen County, have handled the solid 
waste not only from our own municipalities but also from those in 
other counties as well as parts of New York. 

We have literally built mountains of garbage right here in this 
county, and the northern sections of neighboring Hudson County. I 
might take the liberty of joking that you have come from the 
capital of the country to another capital, that is rapidly becoming 
the garbage capital of New Jersey. 

Discussions of resource recovery are not new in Bergen County. 
Talk of making use of solid waste to help alleviate the energy 
problems has been going on here for many years. We are well 
aware of the conflict between economic growth and protection of 
the environment, between the need for consumer goods and clean 
£iir and water. We face the problems of diminishing landfill space 
and of the energy needs of industry and of individuals. We are 
searching for methods we can employ to help with these problems. 

We have reached a few conclusions and I would like to make the 
following suggestions; 

One, environmental costs be taken into account in the computa- 
tion of costs and benefits of any action to extract, transport, proc- 
ess, use, or dispose of any material, and that such principles 
become a basic element of legislation and administrative practices. 

Two, except where social benefits are paramount, the extraction 
or harvesting of materials be limited to areas where the ecosystem 
can be rehabilitated or enhanced. 

There is insufficient knowledge, awareness, and understanding of 
the basic interactions in the materials-energy-environment system. 
Science and technology must provide methods to measure, as an 
aid to prevention, the deterioriation of the environment, as well as 
develop equipment to cope with noxious effluents. 

Three, the Federal Grovernment must support extensive research 
and development on the dynamics of materials-energy-environment 
interplay and its effect on human, animal, and plant life. 

Four, pursue an equilibrium between the supply of materials and 
the demand for their use by increasing primary materials produc- 
tion and by conserving materials through accelerated waste recy- 
cling and greater efficiency of use of materials. 

We recommend that a national resource recovery system be es- 
tablished through public and private sector cooperation to achieve 
three objectives: 

One, discourage dumping and encourage resource recovery as a 
means of turning waste into a national resource; 

Two, encouraige disposers to prepare waste for recovery rather 
than dumping; and 
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Three, create markets for recovered materials by recycling tech- 
nology, by Federal procurement policies, and by equitable tax and 
transportation rates for virgin and secondary materials. 

In summary, while the United States is consuming an increasing 
amount of materials and generating larger amounts of solid waste, 
the percentage of materials recycled is declining, even though the 
absolute volume is increasing. Because the principal means of solid 
waste management is dumping and sanitary landfill, reusable ma- 
terials are treated as wastes instead of as a national resource. They 
are, thereby, lost to the economy. 

In addition, the disposal of postconsumer waste can imperil 
public health, degrade land vedues, create visual insults, and pose a 
financial burden on municipal budgets and land use. 

When the United States began to industrialize, the nation en- 
joyed abundant natural resources and energy. Since then, taxes, 
legislation, consumer and industrial practices, and the economics of 
scale of the primary industries have created a preference for virgin 
materials over recycled materials. At a period when solid waste 
management is becoming a national problem and the country is 
relying increasingly on materials imports, the question is being 
asked; Why does it not make good sense to treat waste as a re- 
source? The major barriers to greater recycling are the lack of 
markets for secondary materials, the low level of inplace recycling 
technology, and difficult technology transfer in the industry. 

A functioning recycling system would benefit the economy, envi- 
ronmental quality, land use, and health. Eventually, as the volume 
of reusable solid waste becomes large enough, recycling may offset 
depletion of nonrenewable resources, reduce reliance on foreign 
sources, and improve the U.S. balance of trade and international 
payments. 

Goal; to pursue the opportunity to turn waste into a national 
resource by returning materials to the stream of the national 
economy through economic and technological incentives and by 
changing the linear flow of the materials systems into a circular 
flow. 

Another goal; to formulate materials, energy, and environmental 
policy in such a way that laws, Executive orders, and administra- 
tive practices reinforce this policy, not counteract it. 

I would rather like to tell a little story that points up some 
problems that perhaps have not really been adequately addressed. 

Solid waste has traditionally been disposed of on marginal lands. 
In this area of the country, it is usually deposited on unused 
marshlands in direct contact with the ground and surface waters of 
the State and in direct contravention of State laws. 

Recognizing the undesirability of this method with its inevitable 
pollution of those waters over a long time, I attempted 13 years ago 
to launch a project whereby we would have created an incinerator 
with a water tube boiler in its throat to generate sufficient steam 
to create enough energy to power an indoor swimming pool and ice 
skating rink. That proposal became a political issue and was de- 
feated, and, I might add, so was I. 

In retrospect, I am glad that the project never got off the ground 
for it would have been unused, the reason being simply that the 
cost to dispose of a ton of garbage in that manner would have been 



far more expensive than disposing of it in a private sanitary land- 
fill, over which we had no control. An iron law of economics would 
have asserted itself and doomed the project to failure. 

There were actually two lessons to be learned. One was econom- 
ic, the other political. Even if the technology is adequate to accom- 
plish the purpose, the economics of the marketplace must be ac- 
counted for. Ways must be found to control that marketplace and 
force the flow of solid waste into the desirable channel. To some 
extent, New Jersey is attempting to do that by establishing solid 
waste disposal as a utility, but New Jersey is the only State in the 
Union which has done that. 

The second lesson is political. What kind of agency or jurisdiction 
should be encouraged or allowed to perform this task? Should it be 
insulated from political pressures by requiring an authority to 
administer such an enterprise, rather than an elected body. New 
Jersey has, I think arbitrarily, assigned that function to counties, 
but an elected body is sensitive and open to political pressures 
which bend its decisions. What community wants to be host to any 
kind of resource recovery or other solid waste disposal facility? As 
far as the public is concerned, a rose is a rose is a rose, and 
garbage by any other name is just as undesirable. 

And what size jurisdiction can provide the necessary economy of 
scale? A municipality? A county? A regional agency? Or a State? 
Which is best able to provide the enormous capital investment 
within its bonding limits to construct such a facility? 

Bergen County has completed a solid waste master plan which 
calls for a resource recovery facility 5 years hence. The cost of such 
a project is in excess of $100 million, far beyond our ability to 
reasonably provide for it. Clearly, heavy Federal funding will be 
required for such an enterprise. 

I realize that the purpose of your investigation is to explore 
technological avenues available, but perhaps my remarks would 
provide a backdrop to your inquiry which would underscore the 
reality that technology, economics, and political or institutional 
realities interpenetrate each other in any decisions that may be 
made in a field that is far more sensitive than most legislators 
realize. 

I want to thank you once again for coming here and for your 
interest in this particular matter, and I wish you continued health, 
success, and whatever else goes with it. Thank you. 

Mr. FLORIO. Thank you very much. 
I would now like to introduce the first of the two panels we have. 

I would ask that all three panelists come forward, Commissioner 
Joel Jacobson, New Jersey Department of Energy; Patricia Shee- 
han, executive director of the Meadowlands Development Commis- 
sion; and Herbert Rambo, administrator, Camden County Solid 
Waste Management Department. 

Commissioner, perhaps you could introduce your colleagues for 
the record. 
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STATEMENTS OF JOEL R JACOBSON, COMMISSIONER. NEW 
JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, ACCOMPANIED BY GARY 
B. LISS. SOLID WASTE AND RESOURCE RECOVERY PRO- 
GRAMS; PATRICIA SHEEHAN. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, HACK- 
ENSACK MEADOWLANDS DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION; HER- 
BERT R. RAMBO, ADMINISTRATOR, DEPARTMENT OF SOLID 
WASTE MANAGEMENT, CAMDEN COUNTY, NJ. 
Mr. JACOBSON. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my name is Joel 

Jacobson. I am the commissioner of the New Jersey Department of 
Energy. I am accompanied by Mr. Gary Brian Liss, who has been 
my expert for solid waste and resource recovery programs. I put 
that in the past tense because regrettably Mr. Liss is leaving the 
State of New Jersey for greener pastures and wider horizons as an 
expert for the U.S. Conference of Mayors. I commend to you his 
vast knowledge and expertise in this problem, and frankly, he is 
here to correct any stupid statements that I may make. 

May I, at the be^nning, express my appreciation of appearing 
before this distinguished pamel? I am very much impressed with 
the bipartisan, ecumenical spirit manifested by the presence of the 
four Congressmen here. I also am aware, as you are, and those of 
us who have the burden of attending political dinners, how danger- 
ous it is to introduce one person at a meeting, running the risk of 
alienating everybody you left out. 

With that as a background, I would like to say it is an honor to 
be in the presence of this room of New Jersey's next Governor, 
knowing I am making at least 10 people happy, certainly 3. 

Mr. FLORIO. Congressman Hollenbeck has an announcement to 
make. 

Mr. JACOBSON. I will be very brief, because it is apparent to me 
from your statements that all four of you made that you are well 
aware of the problem. 

New Jersey municipalities generate solid waste in the quantity 
of 17,000 tons every day. Mr. Liss has taken out his calculator and 
computed the fact that as a consequence of this generation of solid 
waste, at the end of 2 weeks we could fill a giant stadium with the 
waste generated by municipalities. I am not sure whether the 
contents at that time would be any more than we would normally 
see during the football season, but the point is, it is obvious that 
there is a huge quantity of solid waste which is being generated. 

As you know, the existing process of landfilling utilizes some- 
thing like 10,000 acres throughout the State and an average evalu- 
ation of about $5,000 an acre, a total investment in land of $50 
million for the less esthetic approach of landfUling. It becomes 
perfectly obvious that because of environmental reasons and evalu- 
ation reasons and esthetic reasons, there must be an ultimate 
me£ms of disposing of our solid waste. 

The fact of the matter is that the amount of waste is increasing, 
our capacity for disposing, diminishing, and on that basis alone 
there must be an ultimate plan to pursue. 

I would set forth from my perspective an additional reason, and 
that is the reason of creating a liability of a smelly, carcinogenic, 
hazardous, distasteful, unesthetic disposal of waste into landfills, to 
convert that liability into the asset of energy resource. For these 
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two reasons alone, it appears to me that what you are doing here is 
significant and certainly merits the accommodation of everybody 
who is concerned with these problems. 

We would like to recommend that resource recovery offers the 
optimum solution for solid waste disposal in our State. As a net- 
work of programs for both resource recovery and source separation, 
which we believe should be balanced properly, and within that 
context, we will be making that first important step in the proper 
direction. 

Let me just conclude with one mayor point, with several subcom- 
ments. First, there is the question of cost. Ck)ngressman Florio, you 
in your statement referred to the fact that you are asking the 
board of public utilities to take the proper role with regard to 
price. The evolution of landfiUing to resource recovery in this State 
is obviously going to be a function of economics and timing. 

The average landfill tipping fee in 1979 reached $3.32 per ton. 
We estimate that the average tipping fee today at 2,000 tons per 
day, resource recovery facility, is $10 to $15 per ton. In the next 
few years, we anticipate that landfill fees in New Jersey will 
probably escalate $6 to $10 a ton as a consequence of enforcement 
of environmental controls and a decrease in filled space. 

Obviously, as you indicated in your statement, there is a need to 
bridge the economic gap. 

My only point in emphasizing this is that while it is very nice to 
recommend to the board of public utilities to increase rates, having 
served in that position for a couple of years, I know how distasteful 
it is for any commissioner to do so. My point is not that it should 
not be done, not that the bullet should not be bitten, and not even 
swallowed. The point is, if we make these recommendations, we 
have to make sure, of course, that the consequences for them are 
faced and that the responsibilities are shared, and hopefully also 
the benefits are shared. There are important tradeoffs to be made. 

Point two, under economics, the Elepartment of Energy in the 
State of New Jersey has formed a resource recovery financing 
panel consisting of some several imminent citizens throughout the 
State representing the resource recovery industry, the solid waste 
industry, environmental groups, investment communities, utilities, 
local government. State agencies, and the real estete industry. 

This group is currently at work in developing a paper on finemc- 
ing for resource recovery. I have a draft of it here. It is not 
completed, and it has not yet been voted by the panel, but it 
indicates several interesting roles in the future, and I suspect at 
some point the panel will ultimately conclude its report, hopefully 
end its report. 

My point is that the panel is considering the methods of financ- 
ing and the projects to be financed. Just to give you an indication 
of the parameters of the problem, here are some of the facilities, 
they say, in the preliminary draft, which will have to be financed if 
we are to pursue this road to its ultimate conclusion. 

They estimate by 1990 we may have to spend from $800 million 
to $2.2 billion for energy recovery facilities, source separation 
equipment, transfer stations, and transfer equipment, intermediate 
processing facilities, the conversion of industrial boilers, the expan- 
sion of industrial capacity for materials, the industrial park devel- 
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opment, landfill, closure, and environmental improvements, plan- 
ning, enforcement and demonstrations, financing recommendations 
yet to be agreed, and capital scarcity competition. 

Obviously, this is a massive problem. 
Now, my last point is, if these are the amounts of money to be 

raised for those subjects, it appears to me that there is a logical 
role for the Federal Government, which I presume is one of the 
purposes of holding these hearings, to hear our suggestions. 

If I may he bold, in the past the Federal Government has pro- 
vided cautious leadership in this field, and they have used scarce 
resources wisely, but I am afraid in the process that they have set 
hopes rather high for persons and individuals and agencies inter- 
ested in this field. 

It appears to me that now in the true terms of the vernacular, it 
is time to fish or cut bait. The Federal Government must assume a 
more significant role. It must assume full leadership or else de- 
crease the level of expectations for those who are out there looking 
for it. 

That is No. 1. No. 2, I would hop>e that there would be more 
significant Federal allocations for research and development, the 
details of which are well available to you as to anybody else. 

Finally, there may be some means whereby the Federal Govern- 
ment can participate through evolving loan funds for high risk 
project costs through constructing financing or initial feasibility, 
planning, engineering. Thereafter, project revenues could be self- 
supporting for a majority of projects. There could be industry loans 
for high risk portions of investment. 

I would offer the rather crass comment that if it is all right for 
the Congress of the United States to bail out Penn Central, Lock- 
heed, New York City, and maybe even Chrysler, perhaps the time 
has come for the Congress to do the same with regard to resource 
recovery, resource separation. 

[Mr. Jacobson's prepared statement follows:] 
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Mr. FLORIO. Thank you very much. 
Ms. Sheehan? 

STATEMENT OF PATRICIA SHEEHAN 
Ms. SHEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
For the record, I am Patricia Sheehan, executive director of the 

Hackensack Meadowlands Development Commission, a regional 
planning agency with the responsibility of orderly development and 
environmental protection within the 32 square miles which make 
up the district, which comprise parts of Bergen and Hudson Coun- 
ties and a portion of 14 different individual municipalities of New 
Jersey. 

We are charged by our legislature with finding a solution to the 
quantity you mentioned several times already this morning of some 
50,000 tons of garbage per week that come into this district from 
much of northern New Jersey. 

The citizens of Bergen and Hudson Counties have been host to 
this problem, which I hope in the future will become a resource for 
frankly all people, and we are anxious to work not only with those 
counties and the individual municipalities, but certainly with this 
distinguished panel that is here this morning. 

I am sure many of you in your travels have heard Mayor Gibson 
say, wherever the cities are going, Newark will get there first. 

Well, I think on another subject it is equally true, whatever we 
are going to decide to do or not do with solid waste, the Hacken- 
sack Meadowlands Development Commission, given the volume 
and intensity of the problem, also will get there first or will be 
buried in the process. 

The purpose of your hearing, through your invitation, was to 
present some of our experiences with the conversion of waste to 
energy. While we do not have any direct experience with waste to 
energy, I think we are clearly working in that direction, and I 
would hope sharing some of our experience with you and indicating 
a little bit of the crisis that we face—which through your introduc- 
tory remarks each of you are very well aware of—nonetheless, 
might tend to develop some solutions or ways of assisting you in 
recognizing and implementing some solutions to the problem. 

The Meadowlands landfills are choked with garbage. By many 
standards, they were filled some time ago, and yet they continue 
each and every day to receive some 8,000 tons of solid waste. 

We have built, through the Federal Public Works Act, a 1,000- 
ton-per-day garbage baler which will help alleviate the problem. 
When additional funds are available, we would expect to expand 
this capacity to 2,000 tons per day, but it is only a very small part 
of the solution. It buys time and it buys some space. It certainly 
does not allow for either source separation or energy recovery, but 
as I say, very significantly, given the intensity and the volume of 
the problem, time and space is no small gift in terms of the 
utilization of the baler facilities. 

Nonetheless, at the heart of our solid waste management plan is 
a resource recovery system, actually two of them, which would take 
the municipal and commercial waste to produce energy and other 
useful products. It is in this area that we hope and expect a 
committee such as yours to be most helpful. 
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Resource recovery takes standard household commercial wastes 
and reclaims the glass, aluminum, ferrous metals, which can be 
resold and with the remainder produce what is called refuse de- 
rived fuels. When combusted, it has about one-half the Btu content 
of coal and thus would make an excellent fuel source, either onsite 
or for major users, either through electricity or steam. 

Recently I visited a facility such as this in Long Island where 
they expect to be able to produce energy onsite, saving some 25 
million gallons of oil each year. Energy produced from Meadow- 
lands garbage could save millions of gallons of fuel each year. In 
addition to the direct production of energy from garbage, there are 
other advantages. 

Aluminum requires about 95 percent less energy to recycle than 
to produce from raw ore. Steel and iron are recast at substantial 
savings in energy. Previous actions by the Hackensack Meadow- 
lands Development Commission to implement its solid waste man- 
agement date back as far as September 1969, at which time we had 
a study commissioned by the Zern Environmental Engineers, who 
selected mass burning for a most viable option for solid waste 
disposal. 

This was followed in 1971 by an Arthur D. Little study identify- 
ing mass burning as the most acceptable approach to providing 
solid waste capabilities for the Hackensack Meadowlands Develop- 
ment District. This report recommended the construction of mass 
burning facilities devoted to combustion of refuse to produce elec- 
trical power. This would have the capacity to handle the waste 
generated within the Hackensack Meadowlands Development Dis- 
trict, and, I might add, three to four surrounding counties over and 
above the district. 

After a 1973 study, the solid waste management plan was adopt- 
ed by the commission based on resource and energy recovery. A 
preliminary design study was authorized by Burns & Roe to evalu- 
ate the fesisibility of processing methods. The completion in 1976 
resulted in a preliminary design of a resource energy recovery 
system for the district. 

The joint project of the Hackensack Meadowlands Development 
Commission and Bergen County anticipates that due to further 
recent advances in the industry, certain modifications, expansions, 
and revisions in the design may be necessary. 

The technicid effort to be undertaken will review the alternative 
technologies, including the onsite power generation, and codisposal 
of RDF for sewage sludge. Throughout this effort, the goal is the 
disposal and handling of solid waste. 

As far as the commission is concerned, obviously, that is our 
primary problem. The beauty, as Commissioner Jacobson indicated 
earlier, is, there is also an opportunity of turning a liability into an 
asset and a resource. The use of the byproduct of what has been a 
blight on the landscape, a health hazard, and a waste of a lim- 
ited resource in a State the size of New Jersey is in fact energy 
production. 

The Hackensack Meadowlands Development Commission solid 
waste management plan now under review by the State depart- 
ment of environmental protection, like those plans produced by our 
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counties within New Jersey, see resource and energy recovery as 
the heart of the solution to the garbage crisis here. 

The cost of construction for two resource recovery units would 
clearly be at least in the area of $120 million by today's costs. E^ch 
year's delay adds tremendously to those costs. So, I would like to 
suggest, Mr. Chairman, that in finding a solution to the solid waste 
crisis, it can be linked to finding a partial solution to the energy 
crisis, saving significant amounts of energy, in some instance as 
high as 10 percent, by making use of, rather than polluting the 
landscape with our solid waste, solving environmental and health 
problems as well. 

The funding of such magnitude in an area highly capital inten- 
sive, given the state of the art and a great deal of risk, requires 
some support, not only by the private sector and local and county 
and State governments, but I venture to say by the Federal Gov- 
ernment as well. 

I would suggest that one area that this committee might review 
would be a consideration of the establishment of a trust fund 
similar, perhaps, to the highway trust fund. For one example, 
perhaps based on a surcharge of 5 cents per ton of garbage dumped 
to be used for the capital financing or loan guarantees necessary to 
build the extremely expensive resource and energy recovery sys- 
tems. 

The Federal Government could provide this same type of backing 
or support of guarantee such as has been provided over these many 
years for the national highway network only on a much smaller 
scale. I believe that the technology and the will and the crisis is 
with us and we could help solve this problem. Thank you. 

Mr. FLORIO. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Rambo? 

STATEMENT OF HERBERT R RAMBO 
Mr. RAMBO. Mr. Chairman, my name is Herbert R. Rambo, ad- 

ministrator of the Camden County Department of Solid Waste 
Management and I am appearing before this subcommittee hearing 
to offer our opinion that conversation of solid waste into energy is 
in the best interests of our Nation and to urge that the Federal 
Grovernment embark on a program, not nearly as massive in spend- 
ing but with every bit as much zeal and determination as has been 
shown in the area of sewage management, so that we can realize 
the full potential of solid waste as a natural resource and eliminate 
it as a serious cause of land and water pollution which can be 
converted as an energy source. 

The United States is far behind countries in Europe which have 
been converting trash to energy for several years. While we would 
not wish to imply that this solid waste conversion process is the 
total answer for every part of our Nation, we do feel strongly that 
in the urban areas and elsewhere where high population density 
exists, resource recovery is a viable alternative that becomes more 
cost effective with each increase in the price of oil. 

We feel there is a need not to overreact during this energy crisis 
by launching massive capital funding programs to build resource 
recovery facilities in every town and village. For now we must 
proceed cautiously, we must first demonstrate the ability to build 
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resource recovery plants that work, are manageable, and most 
importantly, cost effective. 

We have all read of the waste that has existed in many of the 
programs funded by 201 moneys. We must not allow ourselves to 
make the same mistakes twice. Pouring in Federal dollars in mas- 
sive amounts is not the answer to this, or to any other problems. 
Selectively targeting areas after careful research will allow us a 
better chance of success. 

Here in EPA region II, there are some 18 awardees of coopera- 
tive agreements under the President's urban policy for resource 
recovery and we are among some 68 nationally. I feel strongly that 
these 68 projects may be the seeds of the successful establishment 
of a national effort in resource recovery. While we don't know how 
others feel, Camden County is pleased that the EPA officials with 
which we are dealing have realized that "big is not necessarily 
better." These EPA ofdcials are no longer talking about 2,000-ton- 
a-day plants as being the starting point on an Uncle Sam shopping 
list. 

They seem to have a good grasp of the issues and realize that to 
date, there is not a single ' big' resource recovery plant in this 
Nation that can truly be called efficient and cost-effective. 

They are counseling us to size plants that have a reasonable 
chance of succeeding. But we also feel that EPA is mistaken in 
assuming that we can have a national system of resource recovery 
facilities financed through private or local and/or State resources. 
As you well know, the cost of these plants can range from $5 
million to $50 million. A joint public/private effort is needed. 

It is unrealistic to expect that given current economic conditions, 
that we can achieve this goal of building cost-effective resource 
recovery facilities if we include the debt services on multimillion- 
dollar expenditures. 

If we had used this strategy in sewage management, I doubt that 
we would have anywhere near the current number of planned and 
operational treatment plants. 

We strongly suggest that you continue the President's urbeui 
policy for resource recovery planning, do the investigation and 
then, and only then, provide Federal funds to construct facilities 
that have a high chance of success. If this procedure is followed, we 
can eliminate marginal plants and naturally, those plants that are 
reported as unfeasible. 

Additionally, we are convinced that much of our solid waste 
problems can be dealt with by expanding the scope of eligibility 
under the 201 funding pr(^am, to include solid waste facilities 
using coincineration. 

Presently, capital funding is available for the portion of the 
resource recovery facility used to handle sludge that will be burned 
with trash through coincineration, to create energy. We believe the 
funding under this program should be enlarged. If this funding 
formula can be liberalized to include a greater portion for resource 
recovery at a facility, it would be beneficial and we would support 
the committee's efforts to make it come to pass. 

However, it is imperative that Federal legislation be enacted for 
funding of solid waste resource recovery facilities and that we fully 
make use of all opportunities offered through coincineration. 
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The coincineration of solid waste and sludge may well offer us 
the opportunity to be in that proverbial position of killing two 
birds with one stone. What we particularly desire is that the pur- 
chase price of that stone not bankrupt the taxpayer. 

Certainly, I think it is safe to say that we have finally realized 
the evils of landfiUing solid waste as a cause of pollution to our 
ground waters, but I have frequently wondered why we are spend- 
ing so many millions of dollars on sewage treatment facilities to 
clean up our water, and at the same time virtually ignoring solid 
waste as such a serious problem that also needs our attention. 

I have often thought of sewage pollution and solid waste pollu- 
tion as being similar to two fully opened faucets running into a 
bathtub filled with our drinking water. We have turned off the 
sewage faucet. When will we turn off the other? 

Up until quite recently, we have ignored solid waste, both haz- 
ardous and nonhazardous, as a serious cause of pollution. The 
incident at the Love Canal in New York State has shown us quite 
visibly that we have been mistaken, but in addition to making the 
commitment to resource recovery for environmental reasons, our 
friends in the Arab nations are making us take a look at our own 
energy needs. This examination must include solid waste as an 
alternative energy source. 

In Csmiden County, we like the concept of coincineration of solid 
waste and sewage sludge. We think it has strong possibilities. 
While there is a great deal of study necessary before Camden 
County can discuss concrete scenarios, our very preliminary 
thoughts indicate we could size a resource recovery plant that 
would generate enough energy to provide all of the sewage treat- 
ment facilities electricity and then be used a second time to power 
some of the machinery and perhaps a third time to further dry the 
sludge before incineration. 

We estimate that we could use trash to replace a little over 
200,000 barrels of oil each year in our area alone. 

In conclusion, we urge the Federal Government to expand its 
commitment to resource recovery funding for both environmental 
and energy reasons, but we also urge caution and careful planning 
to avoid any grandiose white elephants. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity of offering this 
testimony, and if you will excuse me for being just a little provin- 
cial, I would like to tell you that we in the First Congressional 
District of New Jersey are quite proud of your accomplishments in 
Washington and we are particularly pleased with the leadership 
role you are playing in the field of solid waste. 

Thank you. I would be happy to answer any questions you may 
have. 

Mr. FLORIO. Thank you very much. 
I think by way of housekeeping, the committee will proceed 

under what we speak of as the 5-minute rule, under which each 
member will present questions for five minutes. We hope the re- 
sponses would be as succinct as possible, and then we will continue 
to go around until the committee members have exhausted their 
need for further questioning. 

Just by way of an introductory observation, perhaps I would ask 
the panel to respond. I know I speak for my own committee, and 
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the full membership—we have discussed this in some detail—in 
saying that the committee is virtusdly of one mind in that the 
experience with sewage treatment facilities is not able to be dupli- 
cated. Perhaps identifying with some of the comments of Mr. 
Rambo's, we have not the inclination, the desire, or the feasibility 
to come up with a multibillion-doUar program to finance solid 
waste facilities. We do not think it is possible; we do not think it is 
desirable, at least the full subcommittee does not. 

We also think, as I indicated in my opening remarks, that the 
economics are such that we can induce the private sector to play a 
much more active role. As the cost of energy rises, as the cost of 
landfill dumping goes up, as the technology comes on line, there 
are already viable technological options as to how we want to 
approach this problem. In terms of operating costs, it is virtually 
comparable at this point. 

The big problem, of course, is the initial capital outlay. The 
hearings that we have held have convinced me that this is the 
major problem we have to face in terms of getting the private 
sector more involved. The major factor that will induce the private 
sector to become involved in the financing of the large capital 
outlay at the front end is the security of the market for energy 
generated at the back end of the entire process. 

I would just like to ask the panel to respond to an observation 
that our committee has made: That to a degree we can assure a 
secure market at the back end in terms of the energy that is 
generated, to that degree, we c£m induce the private sector to come 
up front with the money. 

There have been two approaches suggested. One approach is 
being pushed by the Port Authority of New York, and that is the 
industrial park approach, which proposes the use energy of gener- 
ated generally in modular plants for steam, for industrial parks. 

The point has been made, however, that this is a bit speculative 
in the sense that we are hopeful that we can attract industry. We 
are hopeful that there will be this continuing long-term commit- 
ment, and therefore to the degree that it is in any way speculative, 
it detracts from the certainty that private investors will need to 
put a large amount of money into the process. 

An alternative which would provide, we think, a higher degree of 
security is reliance upon public utilities. Public utilities are obvi- 
ously in business on a long-term basis. They are here to stay, to the 
degree that they C£in agree to accept energy generated by solid 
waste, so it is on an ongoing basis, to provide that measure of 
security needed to induce private people to become involved in 
solid waste facilities. 

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission is already in the 
rulemaking process for requiring small amounts of energy to be 
accepted by public utilities from small generators of solid waste 
derived fuel. I have made the suggestion that the New Jersey 
Public Utilities Commission, the board of public utilities, should 
require the utilities to at least do comparable cost analysis to find 
out what it costs to convert over, to be able to accept solid waste 
derived energy, and how that compares with the utilization of 
traditional fossil or nuclear fuels. I would just like the panel to 
respond as to what they think the prospects are for a greater. 
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perhaps even mandatory use of solid waste-derived fuel or solid 
waste-derived energy, for our public utilities in New Jersey. 

Perhaps I would ask the commissioner, with his extensive back- 
ground in the public utilities field, to make an observation. 

Mr. JACOBSON. If you do not mind, I would like to ask Mr. Liss to 
give his perspective on this. He is an expert in this field. 

Mr. LISS. I am glad you asked the question. The question of 
utility versus industrial energy markets is clearly one of the larg- 
est issues in the evolution of resource recovery today. The implica- 
tions of going to the industrial energy market is that not only at 
the same time we are solving energy problems and environmental 
problems, we can contribute to economic development as well. 

Clearly, the Congress has to address that issue, whether eco- 
nomic development issues, and particularly urban economic develop- 
ment is a key concern which can be addressed to resource recovery. 

One of the problems in stressing the utility energy market is 
that utilities, as they presently are regulated, do not have any 
economic incentive for using resource recovery derived energy. In 
fact, there have been a number of reports documenting many 
institutional barriers which have to do with the way the utility 
industry is structured. Although under PURPA, Public Utilities 
Regulatory Policy Act of 1978, there were goals established by the 
Congress to shift directions, to use alternate energy sources, they 
were, one, not specific enough; two, not tailored to different types 
of alternate energy needs; and three, was not by any means far 
enough into restructuring the entire utility economic framework. 

Now, if you want to revise the entire economic framework under 
which utility companies are regulated as the basis for then getting 
them involved in resource recovery, you might be doing a good 
thing, but it is highly questionable whether such a major change is 
warranted in this case, particularly if the needs of industry could 
be met through the use of energy derived from resource recovery 
contributed to economic development in our urban areas. 

The issue, therefore, is one in which we would strongly urge, and 
in our energy master plan adopted last year, urged a shift from the 
utility market to the industrial energy markets, and that the secu- 
rity in the marketplace that you talked about as being necessary 
be helped by congressional and State action in providing an energy 
market and also having a matching of industrial energy markets, a 
clearinghouse mechanism by which in the event that one industry 
moves on or goes bankrupt or has any other problems, you would 
have £mother matching industry able to fill the need in a given 
area. 

You can do this where you have a highly developed industrial 
complex such as the Northeast. Around the country, we need to 
look at the viability of doing it that way. 

Mr. JACOBSON. Could I just add one word? With r^ard to the 
public utility approach, you are aware, of course, that the obliga- 
tion of the public utility commission is to guarantee a utility, a 
rate of profit determined by the competition on the market for 
security. While this is a proper method for regulating monopolies, 
the point is that there is built into this absolute guarantee a sort of 
cost-plus. 
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What concerns me, Congressman, is the problem at the time we 
were all concerned with controlling inflation whereby we talk of 
providing incentives and guarantees for the private sector and a 
built-in profit for the public utility. The consequence is per- 
fectly obvious. We cannot make this fly until we raise rates on 
consumers. 

This apparent paradox is one of the things that we must wrestle 
with. 

Mr. FLORIO. I observed that there is some suggestion that refuse 
derived fuel can provide energy at costs that are comparable to and 
perhaps even lower than traditional sources of fuel for utilities. So, 
in a sense, we su"e not jeopardizing the ability to have the utility 
earn an appropriate rate of return on its investment. All we are 
saying is that the existing system of the automatic fuel a4justment 
pass-through will provide an incentive for the utility to initiate a 
new or cost-effective or possibly even cheaper way of utilizing fuel. 

It has no bearing on their rate of return, and therefore the 
suggestion has been made that maybe there is a need for the 
appropriate governmental entity, which in this case is the Board of 
Public Utilities in this State, to require at least that cost compara- 
tive study to be done so the decision can be ultimately made by the 
public body as to whether or not there should be some further 
exploration. 

Mr. JACOBSON. What I am doing is projecting mjrself beyond that 
consideration to indicate what the consequence is. There is no 
question we are going to have to raise rates of the consumers, and 
everybody is unhappy about that. 

Ms. SHEEHAN. Congressman, I just wanted to add that in addition 
to the question of the ultimate market, whether it is steam or 
electricity or powder or pellets or whatever, in terms of refuse 
derived fuel or a fuel supplement, that I think another key issue in 
terms of getting t(^ether the financing at the front end is the 
control of the garbage. 

There is a little bit of a mystique in this world that if we can just 
wait until tomorrow, there is going to be some magic solution that 
does not require a lot of money or pressure, and so there is a 
hesitancy, if you will, to sign up for 10 years or 5 years or 20 years 
to provide a guaranteed garbage stream to help assist in the fl- 
nancing. 

SO, I think that it is not only the back end but the front end that 
has caused some problems in getting together the capital needed to 
move forward. 

Mr. FLORIO. Those are the points that Mr. Rambo and I dis- 
cussed as the political problems in terms of getting everyone to 
participate. 

Mr. Liss. If I may, I would just like to echo director Sheehan's 
comments. The other issue, when you look at utility versus indus- 
trial markets, is the question of concentrating energy benefits. 
When you talk about having energy derived from resource recovery 
provided to the utilities, you are basically dispersing the energy 
benefits derived from resource recovery in the grid and the energy 
benefits are diffused throughout a vast system, although it would 
have virtually a negligible impact on the system, whereas, if you 
concentrate those energy benefits in the industrial marketplace 
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where it can have a significant contribution to stimulating the 
decisionmaking by industry to either expand their operations or to 
come to a new location, particularly our urban centers, you will 
have contributions to economic development rather than dispersing 
those benefits. 

Mr. FLORIO. Congressman Roe? 
Mr. ROE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to first compliment the members of our distin- 

guished panel on a very knowledgable, well thought out, coordinat- 
ed presentation. Therefore, I do not believe that we have to dwell 
and take our time today on what the problem is. We know what 
the problem is. The question is, "What is the solution?" 

I have participated with my very distinguished colleague, Mr. 
Florio, on these hearings we have been holding in Washington as a 
member of the Science and Technology Committee. Unfortunately, 
or fortunately, whatever the case may be, we vary in our observa- 
tions of how this type of program should be funded. It seems to me 
that there is a school of thought that maybe private industry can 
achieve these goals. 

Then we have to go back a little bit in history, and we have to 
look at the problems. When it came to providing a water supply in 
the State of the Nation, the water supply was supplied by the 
government because there was not any private enterprise that 
could take that responsibility. I thijk when we talk of the transpor- 
tation aspects, we can talk possibly of an alternative method of 
funding, maybe to provide for 5 cents a ton or something of that 
nature to create a trust fund. 

It is absolutely apparent that no State or private industry could 
put together a transportation industry. That is a major problem we 
are faced with now. 

We have learned, at least from what I observed recently, that the 
State heis to consider taking over the buslines because private 
enterprise could not really get the job done with all of the prob- 
lems they are faced with. 

Sewage disposal, it would have been impossible for any State 
economically to be able to go in and provide the funding that is 
necessary to clear up our water supplies in rivers and so forth. 
That is why the multi-billion dollar Clean Water Act program was 
developed, to provide aid for the State to develop a sewage disposal 
program. 

There was just no other way of doing it. 
Now, when you look, in fact, upon the solid waste disposal prob- 

lem, and I admire the testimony by Bennett Mazur in his opening 
remarks, it is very clear that we have been working on this for the 
last 25 years. This is not a new problem. All of the rhetoric and all 
of the discussions notwithstanding, the only substantive work we 
have done in the State and throughout the Nation at all, other 
than the point of the landfill aspect referred to in the testimony of 
Mr. Rambo from Camden, are these demonstration programs going 
on by government, whether it be a combination of State and/or 
Federal sponsorship. 

So, I believe that unless we move with the greatest of dispatch, 
with a national commitment in this area, we are just not going to 
achieve the resolution of the problem. 
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One of the problems of the Environmental Protection Agency in 
implementing the Clean Water Act for sewage disposal was that 
the institutional mechanisms in the respective States, between the 
States, we might say, and within the States and between the States 
and the Federal Government were constantly contravening as to 
the policy direction and the goal to be achieved in the first place. 
This has been part of the major problem. That is exactly what 
exists in these States today. 

I would assume that in any industry, they are going to come in 
and say, OK, this is a great bonanza, and it is. It is a treasure that 
belongs to the people of the States. Garbage, as it is, can be 
another form of energy. How do we convert it? How do we use it 
for the optimum yield? That is what it amounts to. 

But to assume that industry is going to come in with a magic 
wand, with or without Federal guarantees or particularly with 
Federal guarantees of loans, and have to circumvent all of the 
institutional problems that exist—whether it be the rate structure, 
how do you put it back in the grid, whether you generate the ends 
of the process—we are generating energy that is not just free 
energy coming back in the grid. There has to be a profit end to it 
for industry. 

What I am trying to get at is, we were able to do something 
through our local public works bill a couple of years ago, and one 
thing that the Meadowlands commission wanted to get achieved 
was to get something in here. We had our design work going on, 
the bailer. We could at least get that much moving. 

So, the fundamental question to ask is, one, do you believe, any 
of you collectively or individually, that, first of all, the State of 
New Jersey per se has any visilsle mechanism they could use 
financially to put a statewide program into effect similar to the 
green acres open space land conservation program from the point 
of view of 50 percent State-Federal matching funds aspect? 

Two, did we come to say, well, we think that if we are dealing 
with private industry, with long-term guarantees from the Federal 
Government, that that is the direction to go? 

Three, would it be necessary that we start thinking along broad- 
er lines in invoking the program as we did with EPA on providing 
substantive 70, 80 percent grants or better for regional sewage 
disposal plants? 

I think to get to the heart of the mechanism as to what roles 
Government should play, one way or the other, is the nub of the 
question. 

Mr. JACOBSON. Congressman, one of the areas in which the panel 
is considering—again I have to emphasize, this is not a final 
report—is that a loan grant program be established through the 
New Jersey Economic Development Authority, and the initial capi- 
tal is provided through the tipping tax, a special legislative appro- 
priation, or through a general obligation bond issue of the States. 

It appears that the panel favors a tax on tipping that would raise 
approximately $20 million a year to pay the interest on a revolving 
fund of $300 million to be established by the State and loaned on a 
proportionate no interest basis to projects authorized by State- 
approved county solid waste. 



26 

Mr. ROE. Are you talking about any input from Federal Grovern- 
ment at all? 

Mr. JACOBSON. That would be in addition to that. I thought you 
asked the question about what New Jersey was doing. This is one 
suggestion that New Jersey could offer. 

Mr. ROE. Could New Jersey go it alone? 
Mr. JACOBSON. NO, of course not. 
Ms. SHEEHAN. Congressman, I was just going to add that I think 

that all of us at various levels of Government have recognized, if 
you will, the limits, the finite limits, on both the Federal and the 
State purse and do not look necessarily to large bonanzas, hand- 
outs, no-strings-attached grants, and all the rest of it that perhaps 
some of us had an opportunity to participate in at one time or 
another. 

What we are trjdng to do is solve a very real problem and at the 
same time reap some advantages in terms of the energy. So, I 
believe that two things that are happening in New Jersey that 
relate to this, and a third would be a suggestion for the future. 

The two things that are happening that relate to it are, first we 
are establishing a new set of guidelines, a new arena through the 
State Solid Management Act, which in effect says to the 21 coun- 
ties of the State and the HMDC, "Hey, gang, get your act together. 
What are you doing now? And what can you reasonably do over 
the next 10 years?" 

The implementation of that State law, I think, has brought 
better information, if you will, to the fore. We have had to look at 
what is going on, what it costs us and so on. It has dispelled some 
myths and gotten some hard facts on the table. It also leads to the 
commissioner of the department of environmental protection 
having final approving authority over these plans, some latitude 
and certainly some discretion as to what his or her power might be 
in determining what we do with solid waste. 

That may begin for the first time to give someone other than the 
disposers some control or regulation over the flow of garbage. I 
think that that will be of some great assistance. 

Second, I think that there is a role for the private sector. I for 
one do not believe that we in Government have to keep learning 
how to do things we do not know how to do. If someone in the 
private sector already knows how to do it and can do it very well, I 
would look toward joint arrangements, both at the county and in 
our case the regional level, with industry if there were some way 
not to guarantee them a free ride or an excess profit, but at least 
to accommodate itself to the very real problem of high risk and 
high capital intensive needs. 

Mr. RAMBO. Assuming we can find a way of coming up with a 
capital cost through private industry or through some kind of 
combination of State and Federal Government, I think one of the 
serious problems we are facing, as the director has pointed out, is 
the control of trash coming in. The Federal Government is in- 
volved, as well as the State of New Jersey is very actively involved. 
They have passed legislation giving this responsibility to the 
county. 

Unfortunately, the county is not pa3ang for the disposal of trash. 
The municipalities are controlling it, and it is very difficult from a 
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political standpoint, from just the facts of economics, to tell one 
town what to do when that town is paying the freight. It is very 
difficult to convince them to go from a $3 landfill to a $10 research 
recovery station. 

The way the cap laws are written now, until there is some kind 
of contractual arrangement between two units of Government to 
get outside the cap, there is no way a town of any reasonable size 
can afford to add that kind of increase to its local purpose budget. 

I think there are a lot of things that we can do. I think we are 
starting to make some headway. Cbmmissioner Jacobson's panel is 
the first serious effort here in New Jersey to try and address that 
issue. I think that the Federal Government is going to have to play 
some kind of role. 

Mr. ROE. Are we not saying in these hearings today that basical- 
ly with the fundamental institutional problems we are faced with 
in the State of New Jersey, that it just is not possible to put that 
together? You cannot get two towns to agree on smything, and I do 
not mean that unkindly, so some place along the line, we must 
move with dispatch to make the decision which was so well testi- 
fied by all of you. Every day that goes by is critical—never mind 
the tipping fees, because that is just part of the whole. When you 
get into the whole picture with disposal areas being closed up all 
over the State, what is going to happen when you get to the 1981 
mandate of no sewage sludge dumping in the ocean? What are you 
going to do with it? 

Now the question is going to be, can we dump it on the land 
instead of polluting the water supplies? So, I consider the sludge to 
be a viable economic element of the whole system that we are 
talking about. 

It seems to me that we should move with dispatch in the way the 
commissioner is now moving, or at least coming out with a policy 
position and something that is feasible and workable in the State 
of New Jersey, bringing all of these things together. If we were to 
wait for 10 or 15 years to come to grips with the sewage disposal 
end of it, we would be literally drowning in our own swill, and in 
some ways we are. 

I hope with the leadership of my good friends at today's hearings 
that as we go around the State and the Nation, let us not nitpick 
who is going to play what role or whatever. Let us get together and 
say that these are the realities of the facts that we are faced with, 
and what direction do we go from there? 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. FLORIO. Congressman HoUenbeck? 
Mr. HoLLENBECK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I might remark, Ben, that you have been vindicated after all of 

these years. 
Mr. MAZUR. Yes. 
Mr. HoLLENBECK. I think that the panel is beginning to focus in 

on some of the shorter range problems and the everyday problems 
that we are facing right now. We do all agree on the scope of the 
crisis. I think that we have had some discussions, some good ones, 
as to how to meet that in future years, 5 and 10 and 15 years down 
the road. 
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I would like to, if I may, ask the panel to comment on the 
everyday problems, issues, barriers that we are facing now. Mr. 
Rambo alluded to the problems that have apparently arisen be- 
cause the individual counties have jurisdiction over solid waste 
disposal, those possibly creating insurmountable barriers. 

There have been statements made on the role of the Federal 
Environmental Protection Agency, the Department of Commerce, 
and the U.S. Department of Energy. I would like the panel to 
comment, if you will, on the frustrations that you are facing now 
with regard to this problem and what we may do in the Federal 
Government to begin to cope with those frustrations and those 
everyday barriers so that we can go forward with some of these far- 
reaching and possibly sound solutions that we have heard. 

Mr. JACOBSON. I grabbed for the microphone. Congressman, be- 
cause I am an expert on frustrations. Apparently I have no monop- 
oly on that either. I think I can probably summarize it in one or 
two sentences. Congressman Roe also just referred to it. We have 
institutions of government; we have examples of the private sector 
and of individuals, all of whom share a proliferation of authority of 
interest, of risks and burdens, and the problem is obviously getting 
this heavily contentious group to move in the same direction. 

While Congressman Roe was talking, it just occurred to me, and 
I do not know that this is the answer, but it struck my mind while 
he was talking about it, you are currently in the process of consid- 
ering for a resolution of our national energy problems an Energy 
Mobilization Board with the authority to take direct action, per- 
haps some time in contravention of local governments, and maybe 
that is exactly what we need here. 

Mr. ROE. There is no possible way for any President to imple- 
ment an energy program unless he moves in that direction, be- 
cause of the institutional constraints. 

Mr. JACOBSON. I am drawing the same parallel, Congressman. 
That is precisely what we should do here with this matter. 

Mr. FLORIO. If the gentleman would yield, at the last hearing, we 
had officials from the Federal EPA before us. They testified that 
they had an elaborate system of tracking a proposal, and stated 
that it would take anywhere from 3 to 5 years to complete the 
planning phase before beginning of the work. So, it will be a 3- to 
5-year period to plan for the existing mode of operation, and as we 
all appreciate, that is a long period for a problem that needs an 
immediate response. 

Ms. SHEEHAN. If I could just add to that, perhaps on behalf of the 
mayors, the 567 in our State and countless others across the coun- 
try, I think that they are prime candidates to share the frustration 
that Commissioner Jacobson referred to, because although they 
have to deal with the cost, they really do not control any part of 
this situation. In some communities, yes, there are local depart- 
ment of public works trucks that do the pickup, the hauling, but 
they generally rely on privately operated landfill sites. 

In other communities, they rely exclusively on contracts. Grener- 
ally, at least in New Jersey, they get one bid at one price that is 
always higher than the price before. So I do not think that you can 
leave the feeling that the mayors control the situation or control 
the flow of garbage. I think that part of the service that this 
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committee can provide is some real factual information as to what 
are actual costs now and who is paying the costs and who is 
profiting by those costs. 

Mr. ROE. Will the gentlelady yield for a moment on that point? 
One of the things that became apparent in our hearings down in 
Washington was when they talk about costs, they do not put all of 
the costs together. They will come along and they will say, well, 
here is what the input capital is to be, and try to minimize it with 
what the output will be to those cost-related factors. 

When you take into consideration that we allow them to keep 
dumping the material in the Meadowlands and it continues to 
pollute the ground water—and we are still using some groundwater 
from that area—the very same thing is occurring that we are 
tyring to cure by expending billions of dollars to correct sewage 
disposal outflow going into the bays and so forth. We are dumping 
the garbage and the rain is coming down and it is going right back 
into the same area. 

There are a great many intrinsic costs that are not factored into 
the social costs that are there. The problem is there, and we are 
spending the money on it, but it is not factored into the mosaic of 
the problem from the cost-effective point of view. 

Mr. RAMBO. Assuming that there is no Federal aid or no State 
aid, I think the thing we have to do, the agency or unit of Govern- 
ment is going to have to be responsible for building and running 
those facilities and is going to have to be the one that has it in its 
budget. If it is going to be a county, that means that the cost of 
disposal, not collection, but disposal, comes off the local purpose 
budget and is transferred to the county budget, and it is paid for on 
a countywide basis. 

One of the things that we have to remember here in New Jersey, 
I think our own county, is, we are talking about a 600-ton-a-day 
maximum, probably more on a 3- to 4-ton a day maximum. There 
is 1,200 tons of trash each day in this county. How do we go to 
those towns comprising 300 tons and say, OK, next year your cost 
is going to be $10 a ton, and the town next door, they are going to 
stay at $3 a ton? 

By transferring it to the overall unit of government, those costs 
can be levied over the entire county. It is important also to get it 
out of the cabinet, treat it as a true utility, make it accountable to 
the board of public utilities or some other agency to justify its 
costs, but it cannot be paid for within a 5-percent cap. 

The last thing that I think is important is, we are tyring to bite 
off more than we can chew. I think we should leave private indus- 
try alone for now. Our first attempt should be to control municipal 
trash, get that under control, show them we can do it, and I think 
industry will be a lot more cooperative. 

I do not think it is logical to say that a landfill across the county 
line should not be used and a county facility 10 miles away should 
be used. The political boundaries of the county are not the logical 
way of disposing of trash. 

I realize the State had to make some representation, some units 
of government had to be assigned to it. I would like to see the State 
keep it, but if it is assigned to the county, I think there have to be 
variations of what is being done. We have provisions in the 326 law 
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that talk about franchising, rate averaging, and it is difficult, 
impossible to get answers from the State agencies that are involved 
on how this is to be done. Is it legal? Nobody wants to talk about 
these things. 

I am a member of the New Jersey Solid Waste Officials' Associ- 
ation for district people in each of the counties, and we asked the 
solid waste administration over 1 year ago to ask the attorney 
general to tell us how rate averaging would work and franchising 
would work. There still is no reply, and I think there are some 
1,000 licensed trash haulers in the State. How are you going to 
franchise the State? Who are you going to put out of business. 
There are so many things that sound nice on paper, but when you 
try to apply them there are a lot of unanswered questions. 

Mr. HoLLENBECK. I will just wind up the questioning in the 
interest of time. The thought came to my mind that Connecticut 
for one, and I think Puerto Rico, have established State resource 
recovery authorities. I do not know how this would square with the 
panel that Mr. Jacobson has discussed, the resource recovery panel, 
which I am sure is not a body with any legislative or rulemaking 
authority, but do you see any benefit in possibly converting that 
concept into a statewide authority, sort of reversing the trend that 
we have had? 

Mr. JACOBSON. First, as you pointed out, the panel is just an 
advisory panel to the commissioner. Frankly, there are political 
considerations attached which always present a real problem. At 
the present time, I am determined to await this report and hope 
there will be a unanimous vote and it will pave the way for us. 

Ms. SHEEHAN. I would say that the question of controlling the 
flow of waste at the front end and establishing firm markets at the 
back end, as this subcommittee has clearly identified, are the basic 
problems, that a new structure is not necessarily needed. Some- 
times I think we get ourselves too tied up with form and forget 
about the substance. 

While we may have been kind of creeping along in New Jersey, I 
have perhaps too high but nonetheless high expectations for seeing 
this Solid Waste Management Act implemented. We are at the 
very early stages of that, and I would rather see that system put 
into place and see if we cannot make that work rather than estab- 
lish another new authority. 

Mr. RAMBO. I think maybe there is merit to having an authority 
that crosses lines based around towns that have common interests 
in rural areas, bringing them together, or urban areas, not making 
use of county boundary lines. I am impressed, and I think there are 
53 towns that are in that project, that they can get 53 towns to sit 
down in the ssune room and come up with a consensus on anything. 

Mr. FLORID. C!ongressman Maguire? 
Mr. MAGUIRE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
In Palos Verdes, Calif, methane gas is tapped from existing 

landfills and they provide gas there to 2,500 homes. Some 500,000 
cubic feet a day of gas is recovered. Is this something that the State 
of New Jersey has looked at with respect to the Meadowlands or 
other landfill sites in the State? Is this the sort of thing that could 
be done across the country? 
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Mr. JACOBSON. This is something that was recommended and 
encouraged in our master plan. I am happy to inform you that the 
public service elected to take an experimental step in this area. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. YOU see, one of the things that is interesting about 
this as far as the Meadowlands are concerned, is that it is very 
close to the interstate pipeline. So, presumably the gas could be 
taken right out of the landfill and put in the pipeline. Ms. Shee- 
han, did you have a comment? 

Ms. SHEEHAN. Yes, Congressman. As Commissioner Jacobson in- 
dicated, public service is now conducting that kind of experiment 
in Cinnaminson to in effect trap, if you will, mine I guess is a 
better phrase, the methane gas following along on the experiments 
that you indicated are in the demonstration that is in place in 
California. A lot of it depends on the configuration. One of the 
problems with methane gas is, it travels everywhere, and what we 
have been trying to do thus far is vent it so that it would not build 
up, not explode, not cause fires, and not pollute the atmosphere, 
and so on. 

We are hoping, and our engineering staff is following quite 
closely the P.S.E. & G. experiment in Cinnaminson, that in some of 
the landfill area now in the Meadowlands. This demonstration will 
have some applicability. We have been fortunate enough to have a 
foundation grant to do some architecture and landscape planning, 
to convert those mountains of trash, as Congressman Roe referred 
to it as, into DeKorte State Park. And because of the height of so 
much of it, it appears, and we certainly do not have any way of 
knowing that yet, that rather than establishing an elaborate meth- 
ane venting sjrstem, that the technol(%y that you suggest may well 
be a resource. 

We like the idea not only because of the safety and environmen- 
tal factor and the energy, but over and above that it would provide 
some funds, if you will, to further develop DeKorte State Park, 
which we think is something that the citizens of Hudson and 
Bergen Counties are entitled to. 

So, we are following it very, very closely, but no, we are not 
mining methane gas at the moment. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. Mr. Rambo, have you given any thought to that in 
your area? 

Mr. RAMBO. We think it is a good proposal, and we have a grant 
in now before the EPA to do that along with some other things, to 
aid abandoned landfills in Camden County. The city of Camden 
yesterday announced that they were going to do it in urban areas. 
We think that if there are large industrial customers near these 
landfills, that there is a good possibility that we can get that 
methane and sell it to the industry. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. YOU tie it directly to the industries using it rather 
than putting it into the pipeline first? 

Mr. RAMBO. From what I understand, and I am not an expert on 
it, the cost of cleaning up the methane so it can be mixed with the 
natural gas almost makes it prohibitive. Now, that was before all 
this nonsense started with the oil, so that situation is probably 
changing daily, but we are looking to bypass that step and set it up 
with a sole customer, so it will not be a demger to anybody. 
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Mr. MAGUIRE. I think codisposal is regarded by many experts as 
perhaps one of the best ways to go. In our area, we have the 
problem of having to phase out of ocean dumping. We have all this 
sludge from the sewage treatment facilities. We have all the gar- 
bage stacked up in the Meadowland. It just so happens that in our 
area the Meadowlands are right next to the existing sewage treat- 
ment facility and right next to that, very close by, is the Ridgefleld 
generating plant, P.S.E. & G. 

So, I wonder if that does not make a very nice triangle there for 
the development of a codisposal facility. I know Ms. Sheehan men- 
tioned this in her statement, that this was one of the things that 
the State is considering. Specifically, can you tell us whether that 
arrangement in Bergen County and the Meadowlands area recom- 
mends itself to you, having looked at that one specifically? 

Ms. SHEEHAN. Yes, indeed. Congressman. We think that that 
probably has the best potential for us and for Bergen County over 
the long term. We have been working closely with the staff of the 
Bergen County Board of Freeholders as well as the Bergen County 
sewage authority. Frankly, in both the Bergen County solid waste 
management plan and in the HMDC solid waste management plan, 
it identifies the Ridgefield site, which is directly across, as you so 
aptly pointed out, from the generating station of Ridgefield, as a 
site that makes sense for the needs of both meeting the sludge ban 
in 1981 and also meeting the disposal crisis for the county. 

What I think we do not see enough of, and I am proud to report 
to you, is that the HMDC as a regional body and Bergen County, as 
a county entity, have jointly applied for and have been successful, 
although I might add parenthetically we do not have the check yet, 
nonetheless we are going to receive a grant under the EPA plan- 
ning proposal to do the financial and engineering update, if you 
will, with regard to a resource recovery unit which conceivably 
could include cogeneration at the Ridgefield site. 

So, we are looking forward in that regard. 
Mr. Liss. If I may. Congressman, on the point of codisposal, our 

energy master plan clearly supported the idea of codisposal as a 
good mechanism for dealing with two problems at once. However, 
we did have a caution that I would like to mention, that a careful 
analysis must be made in each location to determine whether this 
would be the best utilization of valuable waste resources. 

The question is, again, one of whether we are going to use the 
energy drive from resource recovery for economic development. If 
that is our primary goal, then by using energy from solid waste to 
dry sludge, which is being subsidized to a large degree, particularly 
in the capital expenditures and basically artificial economics, you 
will have an area where you are essentially throwing good waste 
after bad sludge. 

The issue becomes one of, again, not getting the most economic 
development benefit out of your solid waste, which we have a 
unique opportunity to do today. 

Mr. FLORID. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MAGUIRE. Yes. 
Mr. FLORID. It is my understanding, however, that the dried 

sludge with a high organic content is in and of itself an energy 
generating potential vehicle. 
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Mr. Liss. Exactly, so that the point is, a careful analysis has to 
be done in each situation to make sure that the net energy benefit 
of combining the two waste resources, the sludge and the soUd 
waste, yields a net energy benefit that can be productive for the 
total region. 

In a given area that is rural, where you have just your sludge 
and solid waste and you really do not have industry, that would be 
a perfect solution. In an area where you have high industrial 
concentrations, the net energy benefit might be to have the waste 
energy go directly to the industrial customers. 

Again, you are correct that there can be a net energy benefit, but 
it is not necessarily so, because what happens to get that net 
energy benefit, you have to get the sludge first to a level, autogen- 
ous level, where it is energy producing, which means you have to 
dry the water out of the sludge, and that takes energy to dry that 
water. 

So, if you are taking the sludge at the point that it is autogenous, 
at the point that it is producing energy, and then you combine that 
energy resource with the solid waste resource, you have a package 
that works, but I am concerned, and our energy master plan ex- 
pressed that concern, that that may not be the approach being 
taken or being suggested at this time. 

Mr. ROE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MAGUIRE. Yes. 
Mr. ROE. The fact still remains, however, that where the Bergen 

County sewer program is involved, and the Passaic County regional 
program is involved, they are already moving ahead with their 
sludge disposal facilities. They are being funded right now. I know 
that as a fact. So, the tragedy of the discussion is that the Federal 
Government, and others, including the State governments, are not 
going to be spending $150 million, which they are, to get rid of that 
sewage situation. 

So, there is just no possibility, almost, at this point of cogenera- 
tion vis-a-vis what is already being done. In other words, govern- 
ment is moving in five different directions, and their time frame is 
not there to put it together. 

Now, conversely to that point, I might add, there are processes 
now—and I am well aware of this technology engineering wise— 
where in order to mix the sludge material with solid waste, it pays 
you not to dry the material, that you need a certain amount of 
hydrous material to be able to make that system work vis-a-vis the 
production of methane. 

One more point. The problem is that government fiddles while 
Rome burns. All three of my colleagues have done splendid jobs on 
the floor of the House of Representatives fighting to resolve the 
energy problems we are faced with. When we were all done with 
the great debate that was held just a week or so ago, many of us 
got up and observed, including Andy and Jimmy, and said, my God, 
we have been talking for 6 months, but not one kilowatt of energy 
has been provided for in the 6-month period of time. 

Pardon my enthusiasm, but I am just trying to get across the 
point that we do not have our act together in the State. How can 
one department, and I do not mean this critically, go in one direc- 
tion, spending $150 million on solving the sludge problem in those 
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particular areas, when we are sitting over here on the top of 
Mount Trashmore with an enormous resource of value to the 
people, and the cost to us is constantly increasing? How do we put 
it together? Where does the authority institutionally lie, where you 
say, this shall be done, rather than the point of view that every- 
body play their own games because we are all plajing to a different 
drummer? 

Mr. MAGUIRE. I think the gentleman makes a very good point. 
The present situation, as I understand it, the waste treatment 
facilities are managed by one set of regulations and one set of 
departments at the Federal and State level. If we are going to go 
the codisposal route, it is going to mean we have to do some talking 
across these traditional jurisdictions. 

Let me go back to the problem, if I may quickly, Mr. Chairman, 
to how we are going to get our hands on the garbage in the first 
place. Obviously, we have to have someone use it at the end of the 
process. In Ames, Iowa, they have 25-year contracts with the mu- 
nicipalities to turn the garbage over, and they produce something 
that looks like this, and it is useful. 

This is Ekiofuel II. This is the same outfit that hopefully is going 
to come into Newark and do a 3,000-ton-a-day—you have yours, 
too? 

How are we going to get our hands on the garbage? There are 
clearly legal issues, as Mr. Rambo says, which have not been 
solved. We are not going to get municipalities legally to do the job 
unless somebody comes crashing down on them, are we? We are 
not going to resolve the financial differences of what we are doing 
now and what we are going to do to have these social economies 
built into our calculations. 

Who has to make what people move in order to get our hands on 
the waste so that we can put it into all of these schemes that have 
been so thoughtfully presented by the panel? 

Mr. JACOBSON. I have a real quick response. In New Jersey, you 
simply do it by directing the flow to franchise territories for solid 
waste disposal. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. But you have 68 or 70 municipalities per county 
with their own disposal contracts. What do you do about that? 

Mr. JACOBSON. YOU can establish a franchise territory. 
Mr. MAGUIRE. YOU have to come crashing down on the munici- 

palities, do you not? 
Mr. JACX)BSON. That is right. 
Mr. MAGUIRE. Who does that? Do we need a Resource Recovery 

Commission on that? 
Mr. JACOBSON. Under the existing regulations, it probably can be 

done by the board of public utilities. On the Federal level, you 
might want to have an interstate contractor. We sometimes resent 
being the dumping grounds for out-of-State garbage, but the point 
is, if we were able to get a handle on this, we could very well 
convert that and use it for our own. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. We are not going to get this until we get the legal 
problems resolved. That is my point. 

Ms. SHEEHAN. I think. Congressman, one hope that we have is in 
terms of controlling that flow, because as you indicated, the mu- 
nicipalities do not control it, either. I think we have all been 
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victims of the industry for a long, long time, and they have been in 
charge. One of the concerns now is pwwer and control. Through the 
Solid Waste Management Act, at least some of us believe that upon 
review by the Commissioner of Environmental Protection, that he 
or she will then have the ultimate say in terms of directing the 
garbage within the communities or witnin the counties if the com- 
munities within that individual county have not been able to come 
up with a viable plan themselves. 

What it has done, as I indicated earlier, is force all of us—all of 
us being the 21 counties plus in the district—to look at what was 
happening and for the first time to recognize that we did not know 
what solid waste was costing us or who was being paid or how it 
was being controlled. Now, we do have that choice coming before 
us. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. FLORIO. Let me just raise another observation that perhaps 

makes a complicated problem even a little more complicated. We 
have emphasized energy generations and all too frequently that is 
regarded as almost synonymous with combustion, and yet in the 
larger sense, we should be talking about the resource recovery. 
That, of course, connotes extraction. So, what we are talking about, 
to a large extent, is burning versus extraction of some materials 
which can be very energy efficient to extract; aluminum, for 
example. 

If we recycle aluminum, we are saving tremendous amounts of 
electricity by virtue of not using raw materials and converting 
them into aluminum rather than using the recycled aluminum. All 
that I am suggesting to you is that we have to deal with the 
planning process in a way which will maximize the benefits, the 
energy benefits, as well as the overall social benefits, from using 
recycled materials. 

However, if we take all the solid waste we have now and put that 
into an energy generating facility, emphasizing combustion, and at 
a later point in time decide that there are materials in that stream 
that should not be burned, you are jeopardizing the stability of the 
source of supply, and that puts into question the financial ramifica- 
tions of these facilities. 

Is anyone—perhaps the Commissioner might be the appropriate 
I>erson to respond—doing any option planning at the State level 
and rather than exclusively relying upon combustion as energy 
generation, looking at the extraction components? 

Mr. JACOBSON. First, in terms of markets, if you will pardon our 
bureaucratic lack of modesty. New Jersey can really be considered 
a recyclist's paradise. Over 150 of the 567 municipalities have some 
program. We have the third largest number of programs in the 
country, according to the EPA. We have over 30 curbside collection 
programs, some at 10 percent of the solid waste recycled. 

Within our department, we have provided, from the very capable 
leadership of Gary Liss, as you have already observed nrsthand, 
technical assistance, r^onalization, recycling awards, recycling 
briefs, conferences, worhahops, speeches. We have jawboned signifi- 
cantly, and I really regard the program that was developed in New 
Jersey, and let me say under Gary's leadership, as one of the most 
significant in the Nation. 
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Mr. FLORIO. That is really an interesting thought, because the 
prevailing wisdom in Washington is that voluntary efforts nation- 
wide are not going to work very effectively in terms of source 
separation. People are not inclined to want to take those extra 
measures designed to separate sources at the outset. I think that it 
is fair to say, based on the testimony we have heard in this com- 
mittee. 

An alternative approach is perhaps one which was taken in 
Pompano Beach, where source separation takes place. Magnets are 
used to extract metals and glass is separated from the mechanical 
work. 

Mr. Liss. If I may respond to that, clearly the question of source 
separation versus resource recovery is the one that has been de- 
bated for many years, 5 to 7 years throughout the land. I believe 
there has been developed within the technical establishment some 
consensus that the two can coincide. 

The two can be in fact developed together. It just is a question 
then of whether you believe source separation is important. 

If you look at the cost of resource recovery and you see that 
there is a capital investment required of $50,000 on the average 
today per ton of waste per day to be processed through resource 
recovery facilities, if you take that ton out and recycle it, you are 
saving on the cost of capital necessary to build resource recovery 
facilities, which means if you meet our Department of Energy 8 
master plan goal of recycling 20 percent of the solid waste, the 
municipal solid waste, that means you can have a facility sized at 
80 percent of the total, saving 20 percent on the total capital cost 
for that facility. 

Now, if you look at the energy conservation, the environmental 
benefits of resource depletion, balance of trade, in our energy 
master plan we cite that 62 percent of this country's newsprint is 
manufactured in Canada. This is a flow of money just like the flow 
of oil money which is going out of this country, that the materials 
that could be recovered through recycling are of an important 
beneflt to the economy, and because of those benefits, it is essential 
as well and should be supported in a balanced approach in conjunc- 
tion with resource recovery. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. Mr. Chairman, would you yield for just a moment? 
I think the question of reasonable size of the plan also enters in at 
this point. Mr. Rambo indicated that EPA in the past has talked 
about 2,000-ton per day and up, but now they are talking about 
reasonable size. My understanding is, the bigger these things are, 
the more difficult it is to solve all the technical problems. 

I wonder if anybody has some notion now of what reasonable size 
would be. We have problems going from pilot experimental designs 
to commercial projects that actually are producing energy. Ames, 
for example, where the Ecofuel II is produced, has 400-ton8 per day 
passage, as I understand it. The Newark plant, which is under 
discussion, would be 3,000-tons per day. What is the optimum size 
for these plants? 

Ms. SHEEHAN. Congressman, in our review of resource recovery, 
we also are looking at the 3,000-ton per day unit as a reasonable 
size. I think that this whole question ties in with the question of 
Congressman Florio. There is in each instance almost a modular 
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tjrpe of component so that you can size them to fit both the supply 
at the front end and the demand at the back end, and as Mr. Liss 
indicated, you can reduce the size somewhat because source separa- 
tion has worked, and because conversion has worked. 

I think that you have reduced the cost, but we use 3,000-ton per 
day as a reasonable and manageable size. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. I thought Mr. Rambo was implying that less than 
2,000-ton per day facilities were unreasonable and not to be consid- 
ered. 

Mr. RAMBO. I think it depends on the given situation in any 
particular area, depending on what your market is, how many tons 
you have to dispose of. If you have an industry that can handle a 
15-ton a day plain steam production, that is very beneficial. 

We have scenarios that run along those lines, too, but we cannot 
look anywhere in this country with big plants that are working 
every day for 6 or 7 months at a clip without a breakdown. We 
want smaller because we want to see how cold the water is before 
we put it all together. 

Mr. LISS. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to comment on one 
further point about recycling. In your remarks, there was a com- 
ment on the fact that people do not believe that the general public 
wants to participate in these recycling programs. I just want to say 
that I believe that in part that is a moot point, because we do have 
150 programs throughout this State in New Jersey, which should be 
an indication that there is significant interest in the public to 
participate in these programs. 

Mr. FLORIO. Excuse me, is the type of program you are talking 
about for bottles or cans? 

Mr. LISS. Exactly. One type of program or smother, either recy- 
cling centers where you ask people to bring their materials to, or 
curbside collection programs where they have newspapers and bot- 
tles, put them at the curb, that type of program. The point is that 
the public not only is not adverse to doing this, but in fact they are 
looking for a way that they can make a contribution. 

If you look at the motivating force behind recycling programs, 
you find that so many people are looking to contribute to meeting 
our energy and environmental and economic problems, and they 
see recycling as a way of contributing in their own way. 

New Jersey, as you travel around, it is a potent political force. 
The constituency of all of those people who want to have recycling 
programs is amazing, and all it is looking for is some leadership 
from Grovemment to provide just those programs. 

Mr. FLORIO. For a final comment. Congressman Roe. 
Mr. ROE. Maybe it is unfair to ask this question, but I think it 

has to be asked. In view of the discussion this morning on the 
interrelationship and interaction among all levels of Government, 
and being aware of its institutional problems, why did the State 
decide to establish the solid waste program on a county-by-county 
basis? What was the underpinning rationale of that whole deci- 
sion? 

Mr. JACOBSON. YOU see, I have been informed that this was as a 
result of a direct suggestion from the Moscow Commission. That 
was the Commission that strengthened the county government. 
That was the rationale behind it. 



Mr. ROE. Under that legislation do the 21 counties have the total 
authority, and the responsibility, and the jurisdiction under the. 
State laws? 

Ms. SHEEHAN. NO. The final authority rests with the Commis- 
sioner of the Department of Environmental Protection. The respon- 
sibility for developing a plan for today and the needs of the next 10 
years rests with each of the 21 counties and the Hackensack Mea- 
dowlands. They are at the front end of that process now, Congress- 
man, in that the northern end of the State, region 1 or district 1, I 
guess they call it, has submitted their plans to the Commissioner of 
Environmental Protection, and they are under review. 

What they are looking for, obviously, are interlocking coopera- 
tive agreements or complementary plans as opposed to competing 
plans among the counties, and they look to the Commissioner to 
resolve those differences where they exist. In fact, we have been 
party to several meetings, because, as you might guess, there are 
some differences. 

Mr. ROE. Can the State of New Jersey provide any aid whatso- 
ever under the State law? Is there any funding or financial aid 
provided whatever? 

Ms. SHEEHAN. There have been minimal dollars, I think some- 
thing like $50,000 for the whole 22 districts, a little bit of xeroxing 
help. 

Mr. ROE. Does New Jersey have any legislation now that pro- 
vides for any financial aid to the counties or any other public 
group responsible for these kinds of implementations? 

Mr. RAMBO. Under the law that allows under franchises and 
allows under rate average, it also allows them to provide money. It 
is in the legislation. They can do this, but like the first two items, 
it has not been done. 

Mr. FLORIO. Will the gentleman yield for an observation? I was 
in the State legislature when it worked on this matter, and though 
it is correct that the State DEP has the ultimate monitoring and 
coordinating authority of the State and county planners, there is 
great discretion and authority on the part of the counties to come 
up with these plans, sometimes in a way that is not in accordance 
with the objective evaluation as to what is appropriate. 

For example, in one county there is now a political controversy 
over including one of the existing private recycling facilities in a 
particular plan because it is part of a controversy over some recy- 
cling that is going on. If the chosen board of freeholders decide that 
they do not want to include this facility for whatever reason, and 
sometimes it involves reasons that have nothing to do with the 
appropriateness of the facility, they are excluded from this plan. It 
then remains a question of whether or not DEP can override or 
overrule it. Perhaps the plan will be approved and you would have 
eliminated one of the prime recycling facilities in the area from 
being included as part of the countrywide approach. 

So, I think there is really a need for the State legislature to 
review the basic statute that authorizes the counties to come up 
with these plans, and perhaps review it with an eye toward a 
higher degree of coordination and authority on the part of the 
State to play a more active role in directing the objective consider- 
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ations, paramount concern being the formulation of the require- 
ments. 

Mr. ROE. When was that law passed, what year? 
Ms. SHEEHAN. It was passed in 1976, but it was held in limbo for 

at least a year, if not longer. 
Mr. ROE. The law passed in 1976. The second part of that ques- 

tion, has any county of the 21 counties moved ahead in any way to 
finance and establish a new program? 

Ms. SHEEHAN. Could you take out the finances part of that 
question? 

Mr. ROE. It is not going to be implemented if it is not financed, 
that is for sure, no matter what they put on paper. 

Ms. SHEEHAN. Many of them have moved forward in terms of 
adopting a plan, and those plans are before the Commissioner. 
Implementing the plan, no, we are not in that time frame. 

Mr. ROE. IS it part of the requirements, without belaboring this, 
when a county adopts a plan under the existing l^islation 
statewide, that they also have to provide an economic analysis as 
to how they are going to put the plan into effect? 

Ms. SHEEHAN. They have to provide an analysis of the current 
situation. Whether that ends up in a solution as to how they can 
implement the plan has still not been answered. 

Mr. ROE. That was a 360-degree turn from the question that I 
started out with in the beginning of this hearing. What I am trying 
to get at is, to your knowledge, and believe me, I am not pinning 
anyone down, it seems to me that unless we have some methodolo- 
gy of implementing the plan vis-a-vis the power to finance or how 
it is going to be financed, it is only an exercise in review. Is that 
reasonable or unreasonable? We have to figure some way to 
finance it. 

Mr. RAMBO. Just one thing you might not be aware of. Since so 
many of the members of the committee are from New Jersey, the 
Department of Environmental Protection is now in the process of 
demoting the Solid Waste Administration from administration 
status down to bureau status, which it was a few years ago. I think 
that if that connotes the purpose that Government is putting on 
solid waste, we are in trouble in the future. 

I would hope that members of this panel would express their 
interest to strengthen the administration and not water it down. 

Mr. ROE. I think, as the chairman pointed out, our purpose today 
is to do indepth review. Also, it seems to me that we should 
individually and jointly present our views to EPA when our solid 
waste proposals are presented even for demonstration grants. It 
seems to me that some place along the line, if I may say this, that 
we have to get our own house in order to determine exactly what 
the thrust is going to be. 

In other words, what is the State policy emd what direction are 
we going to go, and how can the New Jersey congressional delega- 
tion and Congress itself help to bring it to fruition? 

Mr. FLORIO. Let me conclude with the panel by making an obser- 
vation that this committee has looked at other States. As much as 
we lament the situation in our State {md feel a sense of self- 
criticism. New Jersey, and this may be more of a commentary on 
others than on New Jersey, is one of the States in the forefront of 
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addressing this problem. So, you can rest assured that though we 
may be a bit critical of ourselves, I think there is also a need to 
appreciate the fact that we are far ahead of many other States in 
th& Nation. 

I therefore would like to express my appreciation to this panel. I 
speak for all the members when I say they have been very helpful, 
and that the information provided to us will be used in an appro- 
priate way. 

Our last panel of distinguished representatives is comprised of 
Mr. Basil Snider, president of Garden State Paper Co.; Mr. Alvin 
White, chairman of the New Jersey Chapter of the Solid Waste 
Management Association; and Mr. Douglas Nichols, vice president 
of Widmer-Ernst. I would ask that the gentlemen come forward. 

Your prepared statements will be entered into the record in their 
entirety. 

You may feel free to proceed in the fashion that you see fit to do 
so. I would ask Mr. Snider to identify himself and proceed. 

STATEMENTS OF BASIL SNIDER, JR., PRESIDENT, GARDEN 
STATE PAPER CO.. INC.; ALVIN WHITE, CHAIRMAN AND VICE 
PRESIDENT, NEW JERSEY CHAPTER, NATIONAL SOLID 
WASTES MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION; AND DOUGLAS R NI- 
CHOLS, VICE PRESIDENT, WIDMER-ERNST, INC. 
Mr. SNIDER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Congressmen. My 

name is Basil Snider. I am the president of the Geu-den State Paper 
Co. We certainly do apppreciate this opportunity once again to 
appear before you, especially Congressman Florio, as we did last 
March on a similar discussion. 

The waste to energy issue is vital because current emphasis on 
the energy production potential, as we have heard a great deal 
about here in the last hour or so, of municipal solid waste threat- 
ens the life of important segments of Americem industry, and that 
includes us, who recover and reuse approximately 17 million tons 
of wastepaper annually. 

I am speaking of the total recycling indust^ who uses waste- 
paper. The significance of this statement, Mr. Chairman, rests on 
the proposition that the energy conservation and or economic bene- 
fits of recovered wastepaper far outweigh the net energy that is 
derived from burning wastepaper as garbage in an energy recovery 
system. Moreover, wastepaper recovery programs operate in a free 
competitive market while energy recovery systems are proposed to 
be heavily subsidized. 

In the matter of the energy conservation benefits of recycling 
newsprint, for example, it has been determined that fossil fuel 
savings range from 12 million Btu's per ton to 20.3 million Btu's 
per ton compared with fossil fuel consumption of virgin newsprint 
mills. On the other hand, net recoverable energy as steam pro- 
duced from burning newsprint in an energy recovery facility 
amounts to 8.58 million Btu's per ton. Recycling of newsprint, 
therefore, represents a net energy gain ranging from 28.5 percent 
to 57.7 percent over the process of producing energy from burning 
newsprint as a fuel. 

Moreover, the energy value of the recycled newsprint remains 
for later recovery when the paper ultimately enters the solid waste 
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stream as a result of consumer contamination. Attached as an 
appendix to this statement is a four-page summary prepared by 
Franklin Associates, a well-known consulting firm in the field, 
which provides background data on the energy values noted above. 

It is in the matter of proposed subsidies for energy recovery 
facilities which has fueled the mounting concern of the wastepaper 
recycling industry about maintaining continuing economic access 
to the municipal solid waste stream for raw materials. The pleth- 
ora of legislative proposals for encouraging the domestic develop- 
ment and production of synthetic fuels invariably include solid 
waste in the definition of synthetic fuels. These proposals, together 
with pending rulemaking proposals of the DOE, under existing law, 
include the entire range of financial incentives such as direct 
grants, loan guarantees, and price supports. 

Even the Department of Energy's crude oil entitlements program 
is under consideration, in a pending rulemaking proposal, for 
extension to energy recovery facilities. We are concerned that 
granting entitlements to energy recovery facilities would burden 
wastepaper recyclers, such as ourselves, with an unfair economic 
disadvantage. We would be competing, in effect, against a public 
subsidy ranging from $12 to $15 per ton. Because of this apparent 
threat, Mr. Scudder, who is the chairman of the board of our 
company, testified before DOE in opposition to the granting of 
entitlements to energy recovery facilities. 

It is not only the threat of subsidies and other economic devices 
which threaten the future availability of valuable energy efficient 
waste material resources. There is the further and equally serious 
threat of the economy of scale syndrome as applied to energy 
recovery facilities. Facilities are being designed in contemplation of 
receiving every pound of solid waste in the area covered by the 
contract. Participating communities are bound under the terms of 
the contract to provide a guaranteed minimum volume of solid 
waste or suffer the assessment of penalties for their failure to 
comply. 

How does this affect wastepaper recyclers? In Dade County, Fla., 
for example, recyclers could be foreclosed from entering into con- 
tracts with municipalities for the collection and purchase of waste 
newspapers. County officisils are concerned that the removal of 
recoverable used newspapers from the municipal solid waste 
stream will create a shortfall in available solid waste to feed £m 
energy recovery facility now under construction. Here we have an 
educational problem. There is a prime market for used newspaper 
in Dade County, Fla. Long-term guaranteed floor price contracts 
are now being offered to the county's municipalities, yet their 
participation could be foreclosed in 2 years by an unfortunate edict 
of the county government. 

What is the effect on the local ttixpayer of a facility that is 
overdesigned? The Bridgeport, Conn., resource recovery facility has 
a contract with nine municipalities which requires that they fur- 
nish to the facility a minimum of 1,500 tons of refuse per day. The 
municipalities are penalized in higher tipping fees than would 
otherwise be assessed for this 27-percent shortfall in garbage 
generation. 
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Mr. Chairman, in this brief overview we have highlighted con- 
cerns which we reviewed with you last March during the course of 
hearings on the reauthorization of the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976. At that time we reviewed with you our 
perception of the lack of overall direction and coordination in the 
Federal Government of agency plans and programs for resource 
recovery. We were gratified by the response of yourself and other 
members of the committee to these revelations. 

Approved committee amendments to the RCRA will have the 
effect of tightening up the Federal Government's structure for 
increasing effectiveness in operations and achieving greater cohe- 
sion, hopefully, among the several agencies in resource recovery 
planning. A key element is the proposed authorization to the De- 
partment of Commerce for activating its statutory role for identify- 
ing and assessing markets for recoverable waste materials. The 
Department's proper exercise of these functions would be of invalu- 
able assistance to municipalities and the energy recovery industry. 
There would be a sound basis for scaling waste to energy facilities 
in consideration of marketable waste material resources required 
by recyclers operating in that market. 

The orderly and balanced approach envisioned by RCRA to maxi- 
mizing the materials and energy conservation potential of munici- 
pal solid waste would be negated by the imposition of anticompeti- 
tive devices such as subsidies which interfere with the operation of 
free market mechanisms. This would threaten the survival of the 
recycling industry and be disastrous to the Nation's economy. 

If subsidies are to be granted to energy recovery facilities to 
make them economically viable, then restraints should be placed 
on their application and use so as to protect from incineration 
waste material resources which would otherwise be recovered for 
reuse and recycling. This would apply to construction subsidies, 
operating subsidies, and price supports for the energy product of 
the energy recovery facility. Legislation which provides any form of 
financial incentive for the development and production of fuels 
from solid waste should require the applicant who seeks such in- 
centive to certify that his process will not interfere with the mar- 
keting of recoverable waste materials. The legislation should pro- 
vide appropriate civil or criminal penalties for any improper 
certification. 

As you may know, Mr. Chairman, Garden State Paper Co.'s 
principal recycling mill is just a few miles from here in the State of 
New Jersey, and we are very pleased that the State has provided 
an environment in which we can exist. 

New Jersey's energy master plan sets goals for the recovery for 
recycling of 20 percent of the solid waste generated annually and 
for processing the remaining 80 percent for its energy value. This 
forward-looking program could well be emulated by other States to 
substantially enhance the growth of the national economy by maxi- 
mizing the conservation of its materials resources. 

Parenthetically, in Bergen County, I believe we have one of the 
highest, if not the highest, recycling rates of used newspapers in 
the United States. It runs between 40 and 50 percent. 

We hope our testimony today has been responsive to the commit- 
tee's request for information on the experience of the Garden State 
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Paper C!o. with the waste to energy issue. Our testimony has drawn 
upon material that is contained in a statement dated August 1, 
1979, by Richard Scudder to the Department of Energy on the 
extension of crude oil entitlements to solid waste and a news 
clipping of the Bridgeport Post, dated July 18, 1979, which discusses 
the status of the Bridgeport resource recovery facility. We would 
appreciate it if these materials would be incorporated in the record 
of these hearings. 

We will be pleased to answer any questions you may have. 
[Testimony resumes on p. 71.] 
[Attachments to Mr. Snider's prepared statement follows:] 
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GARDEN STATE PAPER COMPANY, INC. 
PABK 80 PLAZA EASf. SADDU BROOK. NEW JERSEY 0?662 (lELEPHONE (2011W3. H50 

RICHAHH S SCUOOEA 

August 1st, 1979 

Department of Energy 
Economic Regulatory Administration 
Office of Public Hearing Management 
Washington, D. C. 

Re:  Docket # ERA-R-7928 

Gentlemen: 

The enclosed papers are: 

1. Tables and a brief analysis by Franklin 
Associates comparing the energy efficiency 
of recycling versus virgin newsprint mills. 

The entire report by Franklin Associates 
will be submitted when completed. 

2. An extension of the statement by Richard 
Scudder, Chairman of the'Garden State Paper 
Company, before DOE July 17th. 

These documents illustrate that recycling of waste news- 
papers into newsprint saves more energy than can be derived from 
burning them. 

Further, they show that most of the time recycling old 
newspapers into newsprint does not materially reduce the amount of 
old newspapers available for burning. 

Source separation, recycling and then burning, provide 
the maximum energy return from old newspapers.  Entitlements would 
disrupt this process by pre-empting waste for burning before the 
recycling use.  Entitlements to burners of waste newspapers would 
subsidize a waste of energy. 
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Because recycling into newsprint is Garden State's field 
of expertise, these studies are confined to that area.  The points 
made, however, will apply in varying degrees to other recycling 
specialties making up this 17,000,000-ton industry. 

It is argued that entitlements to burners of waste paper 
wouId: 

1. destroy the 17,000,000-ton paper recycling 
industry; 

2. subject the country's economy to an intoler- 
able burden; 

3. place demands on our forests which they 
cannot meet; 

4. waste energy. 

In view of the above. Garden State opposes entitlements to 
those who would burn recyclable waste paper.  We suggest that the 
emphasis of government be on source separation prior to burning. 

Page two. 

57-672 0-80 



August 1, 1979 

"Proposed Amendments to Inclule Additional Petroleum Substitutes 

In the Entitlements Program," Docket No. ERA-R-79-28. 

There ^ no dependable, up-to-date and objective study of 

the energy efficiencies of newsprint mills, recycling or virgin. 

The DOE sponsored Research Planning Associates study, intended to 

Bet recycling goals, also includes energy efficiencies.  Th>;se, 

however, are taken from an ADL study done for EPA in 1975.  Some of 

the data in this part of the study i? five years old.  Some of it 

was inaccurate to begin with.  Some elements are omitted. 

Five years ago, virgin newsprint was 70-80X groundwood 

produced by the mechanical groundwood process, and 20-30% chemical 

fibre.  However, no mechanical groundwood mill has been built in the 

United States for more than two years.  Today's conditions are 

quite different.  The new virgin mills, or paper machines built or 

being built—Weyerhauser and Publishers on the West Coast, Bear Is- 

land in Virginia, Calhoun (Bowaters) and DeRidder Boise in the South, 

Southland (pulping only) in Texas—are thermo-mechanical pulp mills. 

Host of them add a minor percentage of chemical pulp (10% maximum). 

One new recycling mill. Southeast, in Dublin, Georgia, has 

been built; recycling capacity is being added at Publishers. 

DOE decisions should be baaed on today's conditions and 
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biased toward tomorrow.  They must be based on uniform analysis by 

an objective outsider. 

There are thirty-eight newsprint machines in the United 

States.  Four of them use 100% recycled newspapers.  One (SE) uses 

90K old newspapers.  Two others use 30% t.  recycled fibre.  Five of 

them are TM?.  Almost a fifth of the newsprint to be produced in 

the United States in 1980 will be TM?. 

TMP yields a better fibre than does mechanical grinding. 

It is, however, about 50% more energy intensive than the mechanical 

groundwood process.  To the extent it is substituted for kraft 

(chemical) fibre, it is even more energy intensive.  TMP mills are 

50 to 80% more energy intensive than the mechanical groundwood mills 

studied in the ADL report, depending in part in the amount of kraft 

fibre replaced. 

New virgin newsprint mills, foi; the im-nediate future at 

least, will surely be TMP mills, because the economics are favorable 

in spite of the cost of fuel. 

Whole tree chipping was also not a factor at the time of 

the ADL study.  Progressive mills are now chipping the whole tree in 

the field and using the branches for pulp, not energy.  The RPA 

report gives virgin mills credit for energy "recovered" by burning 

branches, etc., and kraft liquors. 

With these factors in mind. Garden State Paper asked 



48 

Franklin Associates, recognized authorities in the field, to study 

use of energy in both virgin and recycling mills today, and to com- 

pare their energy efficiencies.  Thair preliminary report is 

enclosed herewith. 

Garden State manufactures newsprint from old newspapers. To- 

gether with its associates, it makes 13% of the nerwsprint manufac- 

tured in the United States.  It lessens oar balance of payments 

deficits by reducing imports of both newsprint and oil.  It supplies 

hundreds of jobs.  Garden State is, nevertheless, very small indeed 

compared with other companies dependent on waste paper.  Waste paper 

made up about a quarter of total United States paper production in 

1978—about 17,000,000 tons.  The companies using this waste paper 

are a major segment of American industry. 

We feel that entitlements to companies which will burn 

waste paper for energy would seriously damage the waste paper market 

and threaten the existence of those companies which are dependent on 

it. 

The Franklin report damonstrates, for newsprint at least, 

that recycling waste paper is more energy efficient tha.n burning it 

for en'^rgy.  It is a waste of energy to burn old newspapers which 

might otherwise be recycled. We assume that the points the 
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Franklin study makes about the energy efficiency of recycling news- 

print will apply in varying degrees to the manufacture of other 

grades of recycled paper. 

Garden State and other companies are now competing in the 

purchase of waste paper with companies which do, and will, burn 

waste newspapers for energy.  The Entitlements proposal would subsi-- 

dize their purchases, thereby burdening us and other recyclers with 

an unfair economic disadvantage.  We feel this would be harmful to 

the economy, and would stimulate a less efficient use of energy 

itself. 

Entitlements to burners of waste paper may destroy the 

17-odd million-ton waste paper recycling industry by subsidizing 

other purchasers of the raw material they need.  It is essential 

that this possibility be considered with the most grave concern, for 

the implications go far beyond the fate of this very important and 

very large segment of American industry. 

Extensive destruction can occur even if only a small per- 

centage of the material now available to recyclers is pre-empted. 

Most paper recycling ventures are not high profit enterprises.  Re- 

moval of a substantial part of the material in a finite market (there 

would be no way to replace the missing tonnage) would cause dramatic 

price increases.  The waste paper market has always been volatile. 

Supply short falls estimated at 5% have caused extreme price 
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increases on many occasions.  But in those cases, higher prices 

"brought out" more paper, eventually providing a cure.  That would 

no longer be possible. 

Should this industry be destroyed in whole or in part, it 

seems unlikely that Americans and American businesses will reduce 

their use of paper products—writing papers, packaging, building 

papers, newsprint and all the rest—substantially.  It is doubtful 

that they can.  where, then,will the wood come from to substitute 

for this huge environmental saving which recycling represents? 

Certainly American woodlands do not have this capacity. 

What would happen to the price of lumber? The cost of housing? And 

indeed, the cost of paper products? 

Newspapers and magazines would be severely damaged.  Most 

of the nation's major newspapers are dependent, in part at least, on 

recycled newsprint.  They have been suffering for a year now from a 

shortage of newsprint.  They cannot afford to have it worsened. 

Surely no decision by DOE will entirely wipe out the re- 

cycling industry.  Nevertheless, D02's decision on entitlement must 

consider both the effect of their action on the economy and the true 

place of vood in our future economy.  Wood, itself, is a major part 

of th? biomass.  It is a source to which we can look for fuel 

substitutes.  It is hard to believe that our wood resources will not 

be fully used.  While woodlands are a renewable resource, they are 

also approaching limits of use under present management practices. 
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To push use beyond those limits would be disastrous on many levels. 

The demand potential of wood is very large.  A recent study 

by the New England Congressional Caucus Energy Task Fores estimates 

9;'" of New England's energy needs can be mat from wood by tha mid- 

193D's. 

Energy considerations, particularly energy cost, have always 

determined the availability of other raw materials basic to the 

economic strength of the country.  Tha United States has almost un- 

limited supplies of all the essential materials, except phosphorous 

and chro-nlum.  Their extraction, however, is energy-limited.  Copper, 

lead, zinc, iron, aluminum—all of these—have a point at wMch the 

energy needed to extract thsm exceeds their Intrinsic value. 

Hitherto, these thresholds have seemed more rediote.  Rising 

energy costs and scarcities are changing this picture.  Wood will 

play an essential part as part of a total energy co:nponent.  It can- 

not b.; regarded as expendable or disregarded as a fuel. 

There is legitimate debate about the place of wood burned 

58 fuel by manufacturers of virgin newsprint.  Should the BTU's from 

burning wood be deducted from the energy requirements of virgin mills 

when coniparing their energy use with that of recycling mills? 

A few newsprint mills are adjuncts of huge lumber operations. 

Scrap from these operations can supply a large part of their energy 

needs, 

Recycling mills can burn scrap paper in much the same way. 
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oth^r waste paper, to any extent desirable.  Indead, the Homosote 

Company '.las contracted with M^^rcer County, New Jersey, to fuel its 

recycling mill with solid waste.  Economics indeed favor this 

option, while economics do not favor burning of wood by virgin mills 

except for some scrap and some hard wood. 

Garden State feels that the burning of wood waste by virgin 

mills to save fossil fuel, or burning of unrecyclable waste pape,: by 

recyclers, to the same end, serve a vital national purpose.  However, 

we do not feel they should be considered in coniparing the energy 

efficiencies of virgin and recycling mills.  To do so is to play a 

numbers game in which the numbers can be altered at will. 

About half the wood used in the manufacture of virgin news- 

print comes from small holdings and private wood lots.  Some co::iJ3 

from nation.^1 for-ssts.  Conversion to pjilp is by no mea-ig its most 

energy-efficient use.  Stael joists are 50 times as energy intensive 

as wooden opes.  Aluminum framing and uprights are 20 times as energy 

intensive as wood.  Lumber, sugars, butanol, and methanol are among 

possible end products. 

It also seems inconsistent, as other studies have done, to 

credit virgin mills with energy saved by burning wood, and not to 

credit recycling mills with the energy potential of wood they save. 

If recycling of paper is materially reduced because the 

paper is being burned, the resultant demand for wood fibre will 
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Insure that no wood resources are wasted. 

Franklin Associates present tables comparing the energy 

used by virgin and recycling newsprint mills on both bases.  One 

table credits virgin mills with energy saved by burning wood, and 

credits recycling mills with nothing.  The other considers the total 

fuel requirements of each. 

In both cases, recycling is shown to save more energy than 

is available from burning old newspapers for fuel. 

An additional factor in comparing the desirability of re- 

cycling or burning old newspapers is that 80% of the time recycling 

into newsprint returns into the burnable pool of waste paper all but 

9X of tho fibre it takes out.   Most of the time, in other words, 

only 713,835 BTU's can be subtraoted from the energy saved by manu- 

facturing recycled newsprint; the average deduction would be 

2,157,368 BTU's . 

The Franklin report shows the number of BTU's required to 

make a ton of newsprint at three locations as: 

Garfield. New Jersey    Pomona, California    Dublin, Georgia 

23,800,000 17,800,000 22,100,000 

The Franklin report shows the number of BTU's required to 

make a ton of virgin newsprint containing 22 to 30% chemical fibre, 

as follows:  (The figures are for mills nearest to Garfield, Pomona 

(1)  See Page 14 

(2) See Pages 16 and 17 
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and Dublin.) 

Mill nearest Garfteld Pomona 

22% chem fibre 30% 
22%           30 

39 6 M to 40. 8 M 42.1 M to 42.8 

Dublin TMP 

22% 30% 

Deducting fuel generated Internally, the fossU fuel requirements are shown as: 

36.0 M to 35.8 M 38.6 M to 38.1 M        38.9 M to 38.3 M      42.2 M 

a) 
AU these figures Include most attributable      fuel costs Including energy used 

to refine fossU fuel burned. 

The energy value of burning a ton of waste newspapers Is calculated at 93% of 

the bone dry BTU value of a ton of newsprint multiplied by a conversion &ctor of 
P) 

54.7%.    This is 7,931,500 BTU's.      Host of the time, however, recycling of news- 

print returns to the waste stream almost as much waste news as It takes out.   On 

the average, recycling newspapers, per ton produced, takes only 2,157,368 BTU's 
(3) 

from the waste stream, while saving several times that amount. 

(1) Delivery of newsprint, calculated at one million BTU's per ton per thousand miles 

is not Included.   Use of this figure would adversely affect the virgin mills serving 

California and New Jersey. 

(2) See Tables Page 12 

<3)  See Page 17 
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The RPA report uses 8,400,000 BTU's as the energy value 

of a ton of waste newspapers in the solid waste stream.  Taking 

16.000,000 BTU's as the energy value of bone dry newspapers, and 

12,000,000 BTU's as the energy value of a ton of old newspapers 

containing 10?6 moisture, they apply an efficiency factor of 0.7 and 

arrive at 8,400,000 BTU's. 

There is validity in using a theoretical approach to the 

3TU value of burning paper in garbage.  Paper absorbs more water 

than the wood or plastics or rubber, etc., in garbage.  Accordingly, 

the BTU's recovered by burning garbage or the combustibles in 

garbage do not accurately reflect the BTU's in the paper fraction. 

So far as we know, no empirical figures exist showing the BTU value 

of newspapers extracted from garbage. 

There axe several things wrong with the 8,400,000 figure, 

however, 

1. The Engineering Handbook lists 15,600.000 as the 

BTU's in bone dry paper, not 16,000,000. 

2. Newsprint coming to publishers, cuid subsequently 

entering the solid waste stream, is 93% fibre and Tji  water, not 

100% fibre.  Unless newsprint is considered on this basis, there 

is an exaggeration of the number of tons of fibre in solid waste. 

Accordingly, the energy value of a ton of newsprint entering the 

waste stream is 15,600,000 x 93%, or 14,500,000 BTU's minus the 
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energy needed to burn off 140 pounds of kratex, 154,000 BTU's^ 

leaving a total of 14,346,000 BTU's. 

3.  Ten per cent is the average noisture content of 

clean, bundled, sorted newspapers, Icnown as 'super news* in the waste 

paper trade.  This is what is used by nills which recycle newspapers. 

Ten per cent is the minimum possible moistuze content of waste news- 

papers in the garbage stream.  Thirty-tvro per cent is a minimum 

reasonable figure for waste news in garbage.  Waste newspapers ex- 

posed to 100% humidity will absorb a 32% moisture content.  Water is 

(2) 
20-40% of the content of the nation's garbage streams.  Paper is the 

most hydrophillic major component of garbage, and newspapers are the 

most hydrophillic part of the paper component.  In addition to water, 

they absorb coffee, orange juice and other liquids in the garbage. 

This is why it is difficult to recycle old newspapers once they be- 

come part of the garbage stream. 

Failure to recognize the water content of the garbage has 

led many garbage burning facilities to miscalculate their potential 

yield of BTU's and therefore their profitability.  Water content 

in daily samplings of the Americology plant in Milwaukee, for example, 

averaged 32% for a full year.  Moisture values vary by season and 

by area. Grass and leaves add to it materially. 

(1) Edwin Suterraeister - "chemistry. Pulp & Paper Making." 
(2) EPA Office of Solid Waste Management Programs—"Recovery and 

Utilization of Municipal Solid Waste" SW IOC, Page S 
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4. For old newspapers as a component of garbage, it 

is valid to deduct frcm 14,346,000 BTU's only that energy required 

to burn off 2S% additional moisture (500 pounds @ 1100 BTU's per 

pound), or 550,000 BTU's, leaving 13,796,000 BTU's, 

5. From this figure must be deducted energy required 

to prepare garbage for burning, haul residues to landfills, etc. 

6. The conversion rate of 70% used by RPA can now be 

replaced by more precise figures. The figure under "Net Energy 

Available as Steam" below are the most accurate data on this subject 

available at this time. They come from EPA's "Mixed Waste Processing 

for Materials & Energy Recovery"—4th Report to Congress, 1977, 

page 59, Table 21, reproduced below. 

TABLE 21 
COMPARISON OF ENERGY RECOVERY EFFICIENCIES FOR SELECTED 

SOLID WASTE ENERGY RECOVERY PROCESSES 
(Percent of higher heat value contained in input solid waste) 

Net energy in fuel    Net energy avail- 
Process produced **        able as steam 

Fluff RDF 74 58 
Oust RDF 80 63 
Wet RDF 76 48 
Waterwall combustion furnace - 39 
Purox gasifier 64 58 
Monsanto gasifier 78 42 
Torrjix gasifier 65 37 
Occidental Petroleum Co-pyrolysia 26 23 
Biological gasification 

With use of residue 29 24 
Without use of residue 16 14 

** This is the higher heating value of the fuel product 
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less the heat value of the energy used to operate the system (in the 
case of electric power consumption it was assumed that the electricity 
was produced on site using the system's fuel product), expressed as a 
per cent of the heat value of the input solid waste. 

In order to compare all the processes on an equal basis, 
the net energy available as steam was calculated using the boiler 
efficiency for each fuel product. 

Includes energy recovered from sewage sludge." 

The waste news market of Garden State Paper's mill at 

Garfleld, New Jersey is the location for three waste burning plants: 

one water wall combustion furnace, 1200 tons at 59% conversion 

efficiency (Saugus, Mass.); one wet RDF plant,3000 tons at 48X 

efficiency (Hempstead, L.I.); and one Dust RDF plant, 1800 tons at 

63% efficiency (Bridgeport, Conn.).  The average conversion rats (per 

ton) is 54.7%.  Alternatively, it could be assumed the area would b« 

served by all energy systems in equal numbers.  This would give an 

•nergy conversion rate of 42.6% 

(1) 
Applying the 54.7 figure to 14,500,000 BTU's, the average 

BTU's realized by burning a ton of waste newspapers in the North East 

is 7,931,500 BTU's per ton'2)_ 

The only burning facility in GSP's California market la the 

Occidental pyrolysis plant with a conversion efficiency of 23%. 

Applied to 14,500,000, the result is 3,335,000 BTU's from burning a 

ton of waste newspaper. 

Southeast will compete for paper with the Wet RDF plant Iseing 

built by Dade County, Florida, by Parsons & Nhittemore.  Conversion 

efficiency of this plant will be 48%, yielding 6,960,000 BTU's 

(1) The EPA table on page 12 uses "higher heating values'; a theoretical 
procedure in which there is little or no heat loss in burning off water. 
For simplicity, the bone dry BTU value of the fibre is used. 

(2) It would be equally valid to use 42.7%. 



per ton of waste paper burned. 

Prom the above. It Is clear this is not the simple matter 

visualized in the RPA report to DOE.  It emphasizes that entitlements, 

if there are to be any in this area, should be based on energy con- 

served. 

The RPA-ADL study used a factor of 1.25 tons of waste paper 

to make a recycled ton of newsprint.  This is not an acceptable figure. 

Garden State's fibre loss is 9%.  Its water loss—the difference 

between the 10% water content of typical waste news and the 7% water 

content of its newsprint—is 3 per cent.  Two per cent of the weight 

loss is ink.  Paper clips, staples, steel bale strapping, and debris, 

are a per cent or so.  Total loss in production at Pomona is averag- 

ing 15%.  Fibre loss is 9X. 

Existing studies, including a recent one for DOE, and the 

figure above, do not take cognizance of the difference between a re- 

cycling use which returns a burnable product to the market, as does 

newsprint, and one which does not, such as paper used in construction. 

Yet, it must be considered.  It is a major factor in the energy 

equation. 

Whenever the supply and demand figure Is In balance, or when 

demand for newsprint exceeds supply, as has been the case for about 

a year not, and was the case in 1973 and 1974, the manufacture of 

recycled newsprint is a net addition to the newsprint market. 
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Assuming, for example, that 11,000,000 tons of newsprint are 

consumed by American newspapers, about 10,800,000 tons would enter 

the waste stream.  About 600,000 tons of this paper is newsprint 

produced by recycling mills.  If recycling mills were to be deprived 

of their raw material, there would be only 10,400,000 tons of news- 

print available for newspapers, and only 10,200,000  tons of waste 

news in the waste stream, and theoretically available to burners.  In 

such times, recycling does not reduce the amount of newsprint produced 

by virgin mills,  virgin mills are operating at capacity. 

In times when supply and demand are in equilibrium, or when 

demand exceeds supply, therefore, recycling does not materially de- 

crease the iunount of waste paper available for burning.  It removes 

600,000 tons from the waste stream and returns 541,000 tons after 

a deduction of a  9% fibre loss in production. 

To deprive recycling mills of their raw material would not 

materially increase the amount of waste newspapers available for burn- 

ing whenever this marketing condition exists.  It is not appropriate 

therefore to deduct from the energy savings in recycling the total 

energy derived from burning  a ton of waste news:  The ton would not 

have been there except for recycling.  The corredi figure would be 

9K of that energy,representing the fibre loss in producing a ton of 

recycled newsprint, or 713,835 BTU's. when supply does not exceed 

demand 

(1)  The average energy recovered by burning a ton of waste in the Gar- 
field mill's market - 7,931,500 BTU's - is the base figure used. 
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The recycled newsprint will eventually be burned, however. 

Waste news has many uses.  More than 50% of it usually remains in 

the waste stream. 

Recycling and burning for energy can co-exist, therefore, 

provided the recycling use comes first.  Source separation, in which 

clean waste newspapers went direct to a recycling mill and were 

burned later in the chain after reaching an unrecyclable form, would 

provide society with the greatest energy benefit. 

When supply is in excess of demand, recycling may displace 

some virgin newsprint which otherwise would flow to the market. To 

the extent, but only to the extent, that this occurs, would it then 

be appropriate to measure the energy efficiency of recycling against 

burning for energy. Only if a market condition should occur in which 

recycled newsprint totally replaced 600,000 tons of virgin paper, 

thus shrinking the pool of waste newspapers available for burning, 

would it be appropriate to deduct the energy value of burning a ton 

of waste newspapers from the energy advantage in recycling. 

It is estimated that supply exceeds dera2uid about one-fifth 

of the time. Assuming that supply exceeds demand by 600,000 tons 

during this period (which it clearly would not do) and using the 

(1)  Dr. John Udell, University of Wisconsin economist, and news- 
print statistician for the American Association of Newspaper Publishers 
estimates that demand for newsprint exceeds supply 40% of the time, 
that supply and demand are in rough balance 40% of the time, and that 
supply exceeds demand 20% of the tijiie. 



figures from the 6SP narket area, the BTU'a deductible for burning 

waste paper would average 2,157,368 BTU's per ton.  If it is assumed 

that all types of waste burning facilities will be represented 

equally in all p^rts of the country, the conversion efficiency would 

be 42.6%.  Using this figure, the energy realized by burning a ton of 

waste paper would be 6,177,000, the actual loss to burners would be 

555,930 BTU's 80% of the time, and would average 1,680,144 BTU's. 

The 600,000 tons of waste newspapers recycled into newsprint 

is only a small part of the waste newspapers recycled.  Other re- 

cyclers of waste newsprint bring the total to over 3,000,000 annual 

tons, a figure approaching the total amount of newsprint manufactured 

in the United States. Many of these users, and many recyclers of 

other grades of waste paper (using 17,000,000 tons in all) are a net 

addition to the volume of paper manufactured, and only detract from 

the amount of waste paper available foi^ burning when supply exceeds 

demand, as Is the case with recycling newspapers into newsprint. 

It seems essential to analyze each grade before arriving at 

summary and mistaken judgments of energy balances. 

Nothing above gives euiy consideration to the energy value 

of wood not consumed to make that virgin newsprint which may be re- 

placed by recycled material. This replacement may take place when 

supply of newsprint exceeds demand and virgin mills operate below 

capacity. 



It: is doubtful, however, that American wood could replace 

the fibres gained by recycling when demand is strong and virgin mills 

are operating at capacity. 
*   *    * 

We urge you to approach the matter of entitlements to burners 

of waste paper with extreme caution. 

The encouragement of recycling and of materials recovery 

is a recognized policy of our Government, as evidenced in the enact- 

ment of the Resource Recovery Act of 1976, as well as a number of 

legislative enactments related to the Department of Energy.  Recycling 

has its own merits aside from energy efficiencies.  These benefits 

must not be lost.  It seems paradoxical to set new and increased 

recycling goals, as directed by the Congress, and at the same time 

to promote policies which will destroy recycling. 

Burning plants are being built without your help. They are 

already subsidized.  At DOE hearings July 17th, Wheelabrator-Frye 

testified that 50% of their income comes from subsidies (tipping fees) 

and 50% from sale of steam.  Annual statements of companies building 

them project their profitable operation.  Tipping fees are fixed to 

insure their profitable operation.  Intervention in a very complex 

market may be harmful.  Economic damage may outweigh putative energy 

stimulation. 

will existing subsidies be withdrawn if DOE provides 

additional subsidies? Will they be reduced? 



since the present subsidies axe Intended to guarantee a 

profit, what are entitlements supposed to contribute? A windfall? 

If present subsidies are withdrawn, what benefit in sub- 

stituting different ones? Are Federal subsidies to be preferred to 

local ones? If not withdrawn, is the purpose to add to the profit 

of already profitable enterprises? 

He feel that entitlements to burners of solid waste will 

disrupt a major economic miurket. We feel they may stimulate more in- 

efficient use of some energy sources.  We do not feel they should be 

extended to waste materials for which there are recycling markets.  If, 

nevertheless, DOE does extend entitlements to the burning of vraste 

paper, we i.ecommend that entitlements also be extended to recycling 

of waste paper i.' the following manner: 

1. Entitlements would apply only in locations or 

areas which provide solid waste to an existing energy 

recovery facility.  This would exclude entitlements to 

recycling mills which do not have to compete with an 

energy recovery facility for the recoverable waste 

material, 

2. Limit entitlements eligibility to recycling 

mills which consume at least 90K waste paper in the fibre 

furnish of the vraste paper recycling mill. The Energy 

Tax Act of 1976 provides the precedent for this pro- 

posal. 

3. To be eligible, recycling mills must have 
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signed contracts for three years or more, or must have 

made firm contractual offers for three years or more 

for the waste paper for which entitlements are being 

sought. 

4. Failure to comply with contract terms would 

result in forfeiture of eligibility and recission of 

entitlement payments. 

5. The entitlements for recycling waste paper 

should be based on the value of the energy conserved by 

the recycling process. 

Importation of newsprint (7,000,000 tons t)   causes a $2.5 

billion deficit in our national balance of parents.  Recycling 

newsprint reduces that deficit. 

We realize that newspaper recycling is a small part of 

the national economy.  However, the energy and economic factors pre- 

sented here probably apply to other paper recycling markets.  And 

paper recycling is a very large and constructive part of the economy. 

Other paper recycling businesses must be analyzed objectively and 

thoroughly. • 

It is a waste of energy to burn waste newspapers for energy. 

It may waste energy to burn other papers and will probably prove to 

be so if the factors presented in this paper are fairly computed. 
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Bridgeport Post,. July  28,   1979 

Refuse plant to resume 
testing work in August 

'. A spokesman for the prime contractor of the Bridge- 
port Resource Recovery Facility on Howard Avenue said 
Thursday that the plant would resume testing operations 
in August, and would be. likely to becqme Tully opera- 
tional before winter.       '-' 

The spokesman, Edward Kelly, said the plant would 
be running "Three full shifu" if the city approved it for 
testing, which is expected in early August.    -^ . 

Testing at the plant was halted by the city after a June 
20 explosion inside one of the six 20&-ton-capacity fuel 
silos at the plant site. Investigations revealed that the 

• explosion had been caused by a spark from a fuel-level 
•ansor inside the silo. 

Kelly also said that the plant would be able to run at 
full capacity prior to its official certification for full com- 
mercial operation. He explained that the plant would not 
be certified by the state until the second boiler at United 
Illuminating's Bridgeport Harbor Power Station had 
been convened to bum the refuse-derived fuel (RDF) 

..produced by the recbvery plant.' Currently, only boiler 
mmiber one at the power |Mant can accept RDF. a grey 
powdery fuel. , 

Certification is not expected until mid-ltN. Under the 
contract between the contractor, Combustion Equipment' 
Associates, and the Connecticut Resource llecovery Au- 
thority, a sute agency, certification Is required before 
the nine communities contracted to supply the plant with 
rafUse can benefit from the sale of fuel to UI. 

•The contract also requires a minimum of 1.900 tons of 
•olid waste per day to be processed by the plant before 
the communities benefit through reduced "tipping fees" 
— the per-ton fee they are charged for depositing their 
garbage there. The nine municipalities only produce 
about 1.100 tops of refuse per day. 
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SUMMARY 

SYSTUI  l-NURCY   I'KOKILES  OF  VIRCIH 
AND RECYCI.r.D NEWSPRINT MANUFACTURE 

OVERVIEW 

Included In this brief suaoaary are two tables which show the 
energy requlrenents for the uanufacture of newsprint from virgin and 
recycled fiber. Also Included Is a brief description of the methodology 
for decerainlng the recoverable energy froa oiw ton of newsprint as shipped 
(7 percent moisture). 

TOTAL ENERGY REQUIREtlENTS FOK NEWSPRINT MANUFACTURE SYSTEMS 

Table 1 shows the energy requlrenents for the manufacture of 
recycled newsprint. The energy values represent actual data for each mill 
and appropriate adjustments have been made to account for boiler efficiencies 
and secondary energy requirements (that ls,_ the energy required to obtain and 
process fuels). 

Table 2 shows the energy required to manufacture virgin newsprint 
at locations near the three recycle mills.  Theiie data are more complex than 
that shown In Table I.  Energy Impact ranges arc shown for manufacturing 
operations to represent the assumed range for the groundwood/kraft mixture. 
This range is 70 to 78 percent for groundwood pulp manufacture and the 
complimentary 22 to 30 percent for kraft.  It Is important to note that when 
total energy is examined, the lower percent of kraft manufacture results in 
less energy consumption but In terms of fossil fuel only, the higher utili- 
zation of kraft results in less energy consumption.  This results from the 
fact that about half the energy consumption in kraft manufacture is self- 
generated, produced from wood wastes. 

The data shown In Table 2 liave also been adjusted by factors which 
appropriately account for boiler efficiency, steam pressure, and secondary 
energy requirements. 

Table 1 

ENERGY KE(}U1KKHEWS TOK MANUFACTURE OF RECYCLED NEWSPRINT 
AT THREE GARDEN STATE MILLS 
(Mllllun Btu per ton product) 

Garfleld    Pomona    Uublln 

Waste Newsprint, Recovery, 
Processing and Transport 

Newsprint (bnufacture 

Chaiilcal Additives 

Newsprint Transport 

Total Energy 

0.23 0.2S 0.24 

22.39 16.30 20.38 

0.90 0.90 0.90 

0.26 0.40 0.38 

23.78 17.85 22.08 
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Table 3 suimarlzes total newsprint system energy requirements for 
both virgin and recycled systems.  In all Instances recycled newsprint manu- 
facture requires considerably less energy than all of the virgin fiber systems. 
At a maximum difference, the recycle system at Pomona, California consumes 
25.3 million Btu per ton less than the total energy required for virgin newsprint 
manufacture in the Dublin, Georgia area.  In terms of fossil energy only, 
the difference is 21.1 million Btu per ton, which makes the virglr system 
Bore than twice as energy intensive. 

At the minimum difference, the recycling system at Garfleld, New 
Jersey can be compared with the virgin system at Garfleld.  Even under this 
comparison recycling saves 12.0 million Btu per ton of fossil energy and 15.8 
•llllon Bcu per ton if wood energy is included. 

Table 3 

TOTAL NEWSPRINT SYSTEM ENERGY REQU IREMENTS 
FOR VIRGIN 

(Million 
AND RECYCLED SYSTEMS 1/ 
Btu per ton product) 

C 
Virgin Systems 

roundwood-Kra ft TJff Recycled 

Garfleld 
Total Energy 
Total Fossil Energy TJ 

39.6 to 40.8 
36.0 to 35.8 

23.8 

Pomona 
Total Energy 
Total Fossil Energy 2/ 

A2.1 to 42.8 
38.6 to 38.1 

17.8 

Dublin 
Total Energy 
Total Fossil Energy 1] 

42.4 to 43.1 
38.9 CO 38.3 

42.2 
42.2 

22.1 

\l    Conventional newsprint was assumed to be manufactured from a mixture of 
stone groundwood pulp blended with semibleached kraft.  The percentage 
of semibleached kraft*in this mixture was assumed to range from 22 to 30 
percent and the ranges given in the table correspond to these figures. 
At. Dublin, the thennochemlcal pulp option was also assessed. 

II    Approximately one-half of the energy requirements of a semibleached kraft 
mill is met by recovery energy from wood wastes.  The difference between 
total energy and fossil energy is equal to the quantity of energy generated 
from wood waste for each virgin newsprint system. 

S7-672 0-80-6 
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RECOVERABLE ENERGY FROM THE COMBUSTION OF USES NEWS 

Tha task of developing reliable astlaatea of the energy which la 
recoverable by burning used newsprint is complicated by several factors. 
The Boisture content of the waste paper, boiler efficiencies, and accurate 
heating values are required and such data must be consistent to sssure 
reliability. 

For the purposes of this analysis. Franklin Associates selected data 
presented in two Environmental Protection Agency publications. These data ap- 
pear to be conalstent In that all values represent higher heating value con- 
ditions. The higher heating value for wet newsprint (30 percent moisture) 
is reported to be 5,980 Btu per pound,* The average efficiency of energy 
recovery systems in the regions where the virgin mills are hypothesized is 
about 54 percent.** This efficiency is reported to represent the net energy 
available as steam with respect to higher heating value. Therefore, it seems 
appropriate to use the higher heating value of 5,980 Btu per pound along with 
the 54 percent efficiency. Utilizing these data, the net energy available 
in one ton of shipped newsprint can be calculated as shown below. 

• 1 ton of newsprint at a 7 parcant moiature content contains 
1,860 pounds dry fiber. 

• 1,860 pounds dry fiber weighs 2,657 pounds at a 30 parcaot 
moisture content. 

Net Recoverable Energy 
as Staam - (2,657 lb newsprint)x(5,980 Btu/lb)x(.S4) 

• 8.58 X 10 Btu per ton of shipped newsprint 

* Wilson, E. M., et al, "Lngineerlng and Economic Analysis of Waste to Energy 
Systems," prepared by The Ralph M. Parsons Company for the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, May 1978. 

** U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, "Fourth Report to Congress, Reaource 
Recovery and Waste Reduction," August 1977. 
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Mr. FLORIO. Thank you very much. 
Mr. White? 

STATEMENT OF ALVIN WHITE 
Mr. WHITE. Grood morning. My name is Alvin White. I am presi- 

dent of the Atlsmtic Disposal Service, Inc., of Mount Laurel, N.J. I 
am also chairman of the New Jersey Chapter of the National 
Solid Waste Management Association and vice president of that 
association. 

I appreciate this opportunity to share the perspective of the 
waste management industry on the subject before this committee, 
the conversion of solid waste into energy to meet the growing 
demands of American society and industry. Private waste manage- 
ment companies have a deep interest in plans to convert wastes 
into energy because of the changes which refuse to energy projects 
will mean to existing patterns of delivering waste collection and 
disposal services and because, due to our experience and expertise, 
we expect to be heavily involved in the construction and operation 
of these facilities. 

The National Solid Wastes Management Association has just 
completed an extensive survey of resource recovery procurements 
throughout the United States and has identified a number of 
common factors that characterize successful projects. I will submit 
with my formal remarks a copy of the NSWMA publication, "Re- 
source Recovery Decision-Maker's Guide" and ask that it be made 
a part of the record of these proceedings. 

The waste management industry has also been diligently exam- 
ining various alternative incentive programs whereby Government 
might stimulate the development of resource recovery. Without 
question, with the increasing stringency of land disposal standards, 
the cost of sanitary landfilling will be going up. Equally apparent 
is the steep rise in energy costs and fuel prices which will continue 
to enhance the revenue potential for refuse-derived energy. Clearly, 
market forces are making energy recovery from solid wastes more 
attractive economically every year. 

At the same time, the roughly 2 dozen operating plants in this 
country are providing valuable operating experience on which to 
base future expansion of resource recovery. This experience will 
allow American industry to implement effective resource recovery 
projects in a rapid and timely fashion when such development 
becomes economically feasible. 

This committee is concerned about the proper role of the Federal 
Government in facilitating development of resource recovery. I 
think it is fairly safe to assume that these projects will be built and 
operated at the local level either by private entrepreneurs or by 
local government. But, inasmuch as these facilities usually repre- 
sent the single largest public works undertaking by a municipality, 
and that in a risky and uncharted area, there remains a hetdthy 
reluctance to risk capital for resource recovery projects. 

We strongly suspect that this reluctance will turn to enthusiasm 
as both experience and economics suggest that these projects can 
provide both economically competitive disposal and a partial 
answer to meeting the Nation's energy requirements. 
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The Federal Government provides investment tax credits for the 
purchase of energy recovery equipment. It provides up-front money 
to communities to study the feasibility of resource recovery. It 
provides matching grants for the development of new technologies. 
It provides loan guarantees that encourage at least some compa- 
nies—those with marginal capacity—to pursue resource recovery. 

The U.S. EPA also provides public sector officials technical as- 
sistance to evaluate possibilities of resource recovery. The Federal 
Government has rejected a strategy of providing construction grant 
assistance for resource recovery such as that used in the 
wastewater treatment program. Thus we have avoided constructing 
a number of costly "white elephants." 

We believe that the hallmark of any Federal program to stimu- 
late resource recovery should be that the stimulus be neutral as 
between the several competing technologies and that it respect the 
basic mission of resource recovery which is efficient and environ- 
mentally sound waste disposal. 

This committee should keep in mind the repeated findings of the 
Department of Energy that, taken by itself, conversion of waste to 
energy is not and will not soon become economically competitive 
with alternative energy sources, but when taken in combination 
with its impact in reducing the cost of waste diaposal, it has the 
potential for competitive economics. 

Waste to energy systems are part of the solid waste management 
system; the value of energy recovered can offset the cost of disposal 
in most cases. Without calculating the costs of disposal, producing 
energy by burning wastes will not be competitive with other 
sources of energy. 

We feel that the Federal Government could make an important 
contribution to the development of resource recovery by helping 
develop markets for the energy which can be recovered. At least 
one resource recovery project in this country has been forced to 
take all of its expensively processed, boiler-ready refusederived 
fuel and cart it to the landfill because it has no energy customer. 

Utilities, which might regularly be considered prime customers 
for refuse-derived energy, have been stripped of any incentive to 
participate by the rate regulation of their operations which dis- 
courages any risk taking on their part. 

And now, a new Federal law threatens to halt private resource 
recovery initiatives dead in their tracks. The Public Utilities Regu- 
latory Policy Act, enacted ostensibly to spur small-scale production 
of electricity in the below 80 megawatt range, appears to contain 
the very seeds of destruction of the resource recovery industry. The 
act helpfully provides marketing advantages to these small produc- 
ers—most resource recovery plants are likely to be in the 30-80 
megawatt range—but combines this carrot with a heavy stick of 
subjecting not only the company operating the facility but also its 
corporate parent to burdensome regulation under the Public Utili- 
ties Holding Company Act enacted during the depression, the Fed- 
eral Power Act, and State regulatory actions. 

Only power production facilities less than 30 megawatts may be 
exempted from these regulatory acts. European resource recovery 
plants of that small size have not proven to be economical by 
American standards. This means that any solid waste management 
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company which might wish to get into the w£iste-to-energy business 
as the natural adjunct to its present collection/disposal operations 
would find its entire operation regulated as a public utility holding 
company. 

If the economic risks alone do not discourage new projects, such 
a new requirement most certainly would. We recommend that the 
Congress amend PURPA to consistently define as small all electri- 
cal power production facilities less than 80 megawatts that use a 
renewable energy source. This will enable the Federal Energy Reg- 
ulatory Commission to exempt virtually all conceivable resource 
recovery facilities from regulations intended to apply to conven- 
tional power production facilities and thus stimulate development 
of this exciting technology. 

The waste management industry is not here today with its hand 
out asking for subsidies to stimulate resource recovery. Resolution 
of the many remaining institutional impediments will facilitate its 
development. More importantly—in fact key to the success of the 
program—effective implementation of the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act will facilitate its development. 

Beyond that, we respectfully request that the Federal Govern- 
ment might more profitably direct its considerable resources else- 
where and let this process move at its own considerable pace. The 
lead in stimulating resource recovery is more properly a role for 
State and local governments and for the private sector. 

In summary, we urge this committee, with its jurisdiction over 
RCRA, to insist that EPA fully and fairly implement that law. 
That single action would create economics favorable to resource 
recovery projects in many communities while preserving the essen- 
tial character of resource recovery as a component of the Nation's 
waste disposal system and avoid introducing bias among the com- 
peting technologies for accomplishing resource recovery. 

Thank you. 
Mr. FLORIO. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Nichols? 

STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS R. NICHOLS 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 

am Douglas Nichols and I am vice president of Widmer-Ernst, Inc., 
a New York-based corporation. We thank you for the opportunity 
to submit our testimony. We would like to express our gratitude for 
the in depth attention that is being given to this field of expertise, 
which will provide the needed source of potential energy from 
nondepletable reserves and also establish a beneficial service to 
communities by alleviating potentially hazardous health situations 
that could occur. 

Widmer-Ernst, Inc., is part of a broader group of companies 
controlled and owned by the firm Alusuisse, Ltd., commonly known 
as Swiss Aluminum, based on both the North American Continent 
and in Europe, with worldwide influence in many areas of endeav- 
or. 

The particular discipline of Widmer-Ernst is in the environmen- 
tally sound reduction of wastes by thermal processes with the 
resulting recovery of energy and other byproducts. Our technology 
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is based upon many proven installations in Europe, including sys- 
tems for codisposal of sewage sludges with municipal solid waste. 

We have been selected for the State of Rhode Island refuse to 
energy project. Widmer-Ernst operates directly in the U.S. market 
via a wholly owned New Jersey corporation. 

We are not here to sell our product, but to provide some 
thoughts as to the direction that could be taken by Government to 
assist this industry in the acceleration of urgently needed success- 
ful projects. We feel that Government must take a strong, positive 
stance to create the proper climate conducive to the growth of the 
waste to energy industry. 

With this background in mind, we are pleased to offer the follow- 
ing thoughts. 

At this point, I am going to depart from my text to try and save 
some time, and I will try to paraphrase the several points that we 
would like to make. There have been discussions here about the 
fact that two of the real bottlenecks of a successful resource recov- 
ery system is having a hold on refuse supply that is guaranteed for 
a long period of time and also have the same situation on the other 
end from the energy user. 

I submit that there are other problems equally as bad. I agree 
that both of those are a definite deterrent. 

The one I would like to bring up first and foremost is the 
problem of siting a plant. I think that all of us know that in 
talking to any private citizen, that everybody says this is a great 
idea, but give it to somebody else, we do not want it in our 
backyard, take it over to my neighbor's. And this, of course, under- 
scores one of the key problems in siting such plants, which is, 
where are you going to put it? 

Now, we would like to suggest that one of the best places for 
locating such plants might be along railroad lines right-of-ways. 
This might solve one of the problems of moving refuse through 
residential communities. We feel also by siting along railroads that 
we could have both transfer stations and resource recovery assist- 
ance supplied by the railroads through a containerized shipment 
program. 

This would allow for larger installations, sited nearer the central 
cities, which may need rebuilding. Therefore, what we would like 
to indicate is that to save traffic problems and help siting, and 
provide for larger, more economical plants, that it might be desir- 
able to get preferential rates for shuttle trains and containerized 
shipments of refuse vis-a-vis the railroad. 

Point No. 2. I believe that there is a need for Government to 
classify now that energy from refuse waste is a reliable, and I 
underscore the word reliable, source of fuel. DOE and EPA have 
done extensive R. & D. programs. They do know now what works 
and what does not work. They do know now what is a reliable 
technology. This does not mean to infer that the R. & D. program 
should be discontinued. They should be continued, but there are 
existing technologies that do work here and have done so for some 
time. 

One of the problems in dealing with public utilities is the fact 
that the type of rates that they want to pay for a refuse^ierived 
fuel energy is really not competitive. Operating costs and the re- 
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capture of capital costs in such plants are not considered in the 
price they are going to pay for this form of energy. We feel that 
the Federal Government, preferably the EPA, should publish now 
operating and pertinent cost data on proven systems, both that 
exist here and in Europe, rather than produce tedious tomes of 
how the system works today. Devise ways of planning how these 
projects can be put on a fast track. 

It now takes somewhere between 3 and 5 years to develop any 
project from its start and before anything can be done about break- 
ing ground. I think this is a considerable waste, and I feel that 
ways should be found to shorten leadtime or, in other words, how 
can the time interval be improved, how can the system be short 
tracked. 

Time is a very important factor, as far as private industry is 
concerned, in chasing these particular projects and making them 
economically viable. 

The third thing I would like to suggest is the possibility that, and 
I agree with the statements made by the port authority in their 
testimony in Washington, about innercity depressed areas and how 
to attract industry back to these areas. We feel that perhaps an 
energy tax credit, a special energy tax credit should be given to 
any fuel user who might go back into such an area and use the fuel 
and guarantee the use of that fuel over a 20-year period for a 
refuse to energy program. 

The next point I would like to make is the fact that codisposal, as 
far as we are concerned, is here to stay. That technology is definite- 
ly proven. There are existing operating plants in use today that 
economically produce fuel from a combination of these two raw 
materials. There was testimony that was made earlier today by Mr. 
Liss, that it is important that in order to get a proper tradeoff it 
depends a lot on the moisture content in the sludge that is going to 
go into the fuel cycle. 

We feel that when the EPA is considering waste water studies, 
that part of these waste water studies should include disposal of 
alternate means, or in other words, the codisposal factor. That 
should be considered much more seriously than it presently is on 
all waste water projects that are coming up for Federal funding. 

In conclusion, although I have mentioned only a couple of items, 
we feel that the general direction of the industry is positive. We do 
not favor handouts, nor do we favor giant experimental projects. 
What we do endorse is to put to work now our existing knowledge 
and expertise with enthusiasm. What is needed from government is 
not money or loan guarantees or experiments or studies. We need 
assistance to break the bureaucratic logjams that are institutional, 
legal, and jurisdictional, that have become entrenched through a 
long period of analysis and development. 

Simplify the process to get a plant approval so it can be built. 
Seek ways to fast-track projects. The long, tedious leadtime that 
now exists has been in part created by several unsuccessful plants 
that have had far too high a profile in the public domain, and then 
in effect curtail the activity or perhaps set back existing technol- 
ogies that do work. In other words, negatives have been stressed, in 
our opinion, and we would like to see positives stressed. 
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We feel that the period has passed, and we must move on to 
successful and proven system implementation. 

Everyone agrees that the sound, proven technology definitely 
exists today, both for refuse to energy and codisposal to energy. 
This industry needs to point to such projects where they do exist, 
and where they do work, and what makes them work. That is the 
story that we should be getting across to people who are interested 
in appljdng these technologies in their own areas. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify. We look forward 
to the mutual reward of working together to alleviate not only the 
artificial pressures of imported energy, but also to clean up the 
neighborhood while so doing. 

Thank you very much. 
[Mr. Nichols' prepared statement follows:] 
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TESTIMONY OF 

DOUGLAS R. NICHOLS, JR. 

Vice President 

WIDMER + ERNST, INC. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we thank 

you for the opportunity to submit our testimony.  We would 

like to express our gratitude for the in-depth attention 

that is being given to this field of expertise, which will 

provide a needed source of potential energy from non-deplet- 

able reserves and also establish a beneficial service to com- 

munities by alleviating potentially hazardous health situations. 

WIDMER + ERNST, INC., is part of a broader group of com- 

panies controlled and owned by the firm ALUSUISSE LTD., based 

on both the North American Continent and in Europe, with world- 

wide influence in many areas of endeavor.  The particular dis- 

cipline of WIDMER + ERNST is in the environmentally sound re- 

duction of wastes by thermal processes with the resulting re- 

covery of energy and other by-products.  Our technology is 

based upon many proven installations in Europe, including 

systems for co-disposal of sewage sludges with municipal 

solid waste.  We have been selected for the State of Rhode 

Island refuse-to-energy project.  WIDMER + ERNST operates 

directly in the U.S. market via a wholly owned New Jersey 

corporation. 

We are not here to "sell" our product, but to provide 

some thoughts as to the direction that could be taken by 

Government to assist this industry in the acceleration of 

urgently needed, successful projects.  We feel that govern- 

aent must take a strong positive stance to create the proper 

climate conducive to the growth of the waste-to-energy industry. 

With this background in mind we are pleased to offer the follow- 

ing thoughts: 
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PREFERENTIAL FREIGHT RATES 

Siting of Resource Recovery plants, in many cases, invol- 

ves developing traffic patterns that will satisfy the concerns 

of local citizens.  Basically, citizens like the idea of re- 

source recovery, "but not where I live'.  One of the major det- 

erants at public meetings is the plan of truck delivery routes 

that encroach upon private homes and streets.  One of the eas- 

iest ways around this problem is to site resource recovery plants 

along rail lines so that rail transfer stations can be utilized. 

Unfortunately, the rates for railhaul of refuse are not prefer- 

ential and also the use of "shuttle" trains or containerized cars 

is not within the present work rules or guidelines of most labor/ 

rail agreements.  If railhaul were used, not only would this al- 

leviate the traffic problems, but it could also save fuel costs 

for the collecting agencies.  Additionally, larger plants could 

be constructed for economy of scale and the developed energy 

could be used for industrial parks adjacent to rail systems. 

RELIABLE FUEL SOURCE 

The EPA and DOE have done extensive research work over 

the years in establishing what is workable and what is not. 

This depth of knowledge should be applied now to establish 

certain technologies as being "reliable" sources of energy. 

Reliability of energy source has a great deal to do with ne- 

gotiating a financially viable rate structure so that debt 

service costs of facilities can be effectively reduced to 

palatable levels for communities with a consequential reduction 

in costs for the disposal of wastes. 

Hopefully the rules proposal by the Federal Energy Regu- 

latory Commission on June 27, will be pushed aggressively as this 

will help to increase the value of energy for waste to a more 

realistic plateau. This proposal outlines rules for detexnloing the 

status of small waste-to energy power plants. 
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A great step forward has been taken by the MOU (memoran- 

dum of understanding) between the EPA and the DOE.  One ofJhe  

first projects that could assist municipalities would be the 

joint publication of a source document of reliable technologies 

to all levels of government in the U.S..  This publication could 

contain pertinent operating and cost data of existing successful 

plants both in the D.S. and in Europe.  Host important, it should 

indicate ways and means to fast-tracJc projects, simplifying the 

process that is far too complicated and unwieldy.  This area of 

time is one which could be aided by bundling all permits into one 

agency at both federal and state levels and setting time limits for approval. 

REDLINE AREAS 

Resource recovery plants can be a source of inner city 

rejuvination.  The output of energy flow from these facilities 

can be utilized to the benefit of cities for the development 

of downtown industrial parks, with a rippling effect of energy 

output for the enhancement of satellite businesses and rejuve- 

nated housing, serviced with district heating and power from 

the resource recovery plant.  These inner-city transformations 

can be planned around the resource recovery plant which will 

also assist in the "clean-up" of these areas.  Inner cities 

need growth and jobs to eliminate their worst form of pollu- 

tion, which is inner city poverty.  A fast and reliably devel- 

oped source of energy from wastes can contribute to inner-city 

rehabilitation.  Businesses that align themselves with a waste-- 

to-energy project in a depressed area should receive special tax 

credits (energy) for contracting long-term for the purchase of 

the energy, for it is only through these contracts that long-term 

financing can be assured (usually 20 years). 



LANDFILLS - OPEN DUMPS 

One of the deterrants to growth in the Industry Is the 

continuation of environmentally unsound landfills that do not 

conform to Federal guidelines.  The result is unrealistically 

low cost disposal service.  Regions have a natural reluctance 

to close these sites because they have no viable alternative. 

Enforcement of regulations is often not uniform because of 

this situation.  One difficulty is in finding ways in which 

those sites that are not sound can be closed and then converted 

econonically into other beneficial uses for the community, and 

to assist the owners of sites to do this.  Low cost loans should 

be provided to landfill owners to allow them to convert their 

sites into industrial land, or even to guarantee the land sale 

back to communities for use as parks. 

CO-DISPOSAL 

The disposal of sewage sludges with municipal waste is 

today a proven technology.  We forecast a prolification of this 

type of plant in the years ahead.  All waste water projects 

should require a feasibility consideration of co-disposal in 



81 

the construction grant process so trade-offs from refuse, includ- 

ing sludge, conversion to energy can be readily assessed in the 

final disposal process. 

CONCLUSION 

Although we have mentioned only a few items, we feel that 

the general direction of the industry is positive.  We do not 

favor handouts or giant experimental projects.  What we do 

endorse is to put to work our existing knowledge and experience 

with enthusiasm right now.  What is needed from government is 

not money or loan guarantees, or more experiments and studies 

He need assistance to break bureaucratic logjams that have be- 

come entrenched through a long period of analysis and develop- 

ment.  Simplify the process to get a plant approved so It can 

be built.  The long tedious lead-time has been in part created 

by several unsuccessful plants that have had far too high a 

profile.  In other words, negatives have been stressed, not 

positives. 

We feel that period has passed and we must move on to 

successful and proven system implementation.  Everyone agrees 

that sound proven technology definitely exists today.  This 

industry needs to point to such projects where success reigns. 

Thank you for asking us to testify.  We look forward to -the 

mutual reward of working together to alleviate not only the 

artificial pressures of imported energy, but also to "clean up 

the neighborhood" while doing so. 
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Mr. FLORIO. Thank you very much. 
I would like to ask a question, perhaps one question of each of 

you. 
Mr. Snider, I was impressed with your concern about subsidies 

being provided which might work to the detriment of the recyclers. 
I just wonder if you do not regard procurement policies of the 
Federal (Jovemment, particularly in the RCRA, as, in a sense, a 
form of subsidy if we are going to set aside a policy that the 
government shall procure a certain percentage of recycled materi- 
als. Is that not a form of indirect subsidy, guaranteeing that re- 
gardless of bidding there will be a mandatory requirement that 
there be these set aside purchases? Aside from the question of 
whether or not it is socially desirable, I think we have to be 
somewhat candid in saying that this is an indirect subsidy of sorts. 

Mr. SNIDER. I would agree with that. What we have found, inci- 
dentally, and of course our product line is confined to newsprint 
type paper on which the congressional report and many other 
governmental documents are printed, that in spite of the fact that 
there are those enticements, we have been unsuccessful in bidding 
on that business. 

As a matter of fact, we view our business as devoted primarily to 
the publishers, such as the Bergen Record, and so forth and so on. 

However, I am aware, of course, that many of my colleagues in 
the paper industry are very appreciative of that kind of emphasis 
to help, if you will, pull through the system and encouraging 
recycling on the front end of their process. They are very well 
aware of that. I could not, of course, say that it is not a subsidy 
form. I think it is probably a mild subsidy, if you will. 

The kind of subsidies that we do endorse are those, and I guess 
many businessmen endorse, and that is in favor of fast tax wri- 
teoffs to encourage us to take higher risks than we might normally 
take in a new technology. It may very well be that some of the 
energy recovery projects that are now evolving could be further 
accelerated that way. 

Mr. FLORIO. When you testified before our committee on the 
RCRA amendments of 1979 you advocated, successfully, I might 
add, that the committee look to giving more responsibility to the 
Department of Commerce as compared with EPA and DOE. Howev- 
er, in all honesty, since that time, the more exposure I have to the 
Department of Commerce, and I am sure they have other things to 
do, the less impressed I am with their capability or with their 
commitment to this particular area. 

Now, I know that they are concerned with world trade initiatives 
and things of that sort, but I am becoming more and more con- 
vinced that the Department of Commerce does not regard energy 
recovery as a major area of concern. I am becoming a bit more 
reluctant than I was at an earlier point to provide them more 
money when I do not see great enthusiasm or interest to utilize 
that money in more effective ways. 

Mr. White, you made reference to the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission's new rules to encourage small producers of energy 
from solid waste to become involved in relationships with the 
public utilities. Your understanding of what those rules are, and 
what they contemplate is different from mine. I sun going to check 
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this out, because it is our understanding that there is a specifically 
planned rule that would exempt such solid waste generating facili- 
ties from being treated as a public utility. 

I agree that this is not a terrible move, but it is our understand- 
ing, and we have spent some time looking at it, that it is the 
intention of this regulatory commission for solid waste facilities to 
get into the production of energy from solid waste and that be 
exempt from public utility regulation as an incentive to do so. 

As I say, there seems to be a difference of opinion as to what the 
rules say. We will make sure that we check this out. 

Mr. WHITE. Our people have checked it. It exempts the 30 
megawatt users, identifying the small ones, and we would like to 
see it up to 80. 

Mr. FLORIO. You think it should be a bit bigger? 
Mr. WHrra. Most of the refuge derived in the energy facility will 

be in that range, so it will put them automatically in that. 
Mr. FLORIO. I understand. 
The last point I would like to make, Mr. Nichols, is that one of 

your competitors—I assume it is a competitor—Wilbur Frye, has 
taken a similar position to yours in not wanting too much Federal 
involvement in terms of subsidies, any kind of assistance. There 
are those cjTiics who say that people in the business are not too 
interested in encouraging other people to get into the business, and 
hence they have sufficient capital to do things themselves. 

I do not totally share that view. 
I would just like to address myself to your comment that what 

you need is assistance, what the private sector needs is assistance, 
in overcoming the institutional and political barriers. Of course, 
the comment about fast-track legislation is, I think, very timely, 
because as you know, we are considering such legislation in Wash- 
ington that I am not sure, and perhaps I can get some assistance 
from Congressman Maguire, that the fast-track projects, and there 
are a number of different approaches, really do address this partic- 
ular type of project. 

Beyond that, we feel that the philosophic difference of opinion as 
to what should be on the fast track, not only the substantive types 
of projects, but should we be talking about merely expediting the 
consideration of different requirements, that is, putting some time 
frames in, that something shall be considered under the Environ- 
mental Protection Act in 30 days, 60 days, or whatever, or should 
we provide for the actual waiving of some substantive require- 
ments? 

I am inclined to say that we should not be waiving the substan- 
tive requirements, but to a degree those requirements have to be 
met. Someone making an application, either public or private, 
should be assured that they will get answers within a reasonable 
period. 

Mr. NICHOLS. First of all, you commented about competition. We 
have plenty of that already. In fact, on a recent project, there were 
over 100 sets of specs taken out. So as far as more competition, 
there is enough there already. 

As to what I was referring to on fast tracking, I was thinking 
more there about the number of permits. On many of those proj- 
ects, we made em assessment of the number of permits that have to 
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be obtained. There were anywhere from 60 to 160 and it involves 
dealing with all kinds of government agencies, both State and 
Federal. 

I understand that in the State of Georgia, and I am not sure of 
this, that on many different projects, the State has bundled a 
permit program into one agency and has given time limits, reason- 
able time limits, on the agency having to react. 

The second point I was referring to was the testimony given in 
Washington by the EPA about the fact that they were publishing a 
tome on the existing waste and steps that must be taken in order 
to get one of these projects off the ground. I feel that we all know 
what the existing approach is. What we need is to find the ways 
and means to improve that so that instead of sitting around until 
1990 or 1995, and cutting down on imported oil, we will be able to 
do it on a much faster pace. I feel very strongly about the need to 
fast track these projects to cut down delayed time. 

Mr. FLORIO. Let me respond just briefly on two points. One is the 
tome, and I have seen it, and you are correct, it is a telephone 
booklike manual. To the degree that we can provide some justifica- 
tion to EPA for this, I have no doubt whatsoever that you have the 
capability and the competence to expedite these procedures without 
the need for these manuals. 

Unfortunately, many of the public bodies that become involved, 
and of course you can appreciate that there are differences, wheth- 
er or not we are going to go public or private, but to the degree 
that there is a need for public involvement, when the private 
sector does not ceire to become involved, there is a need for direc- 
tion because the level of expertise in some areas is not as high as it 
could be. 

That is not to say that we should not be reducing the require- 
ments and the regulations, but the concept of direction from a 
higher level of government to provide local municipalities, coun- 
ties, or regional authorities some assistance, I think, is desirable 
and justified. 

Mr. NICHOLS. I would agree with that. I would like to make one 
other reference to the fact that we have basically three Govern- 
ment agencies involved here, DOE, the Department of Commerce, 
and EPA. I question whether they really have a concrete overall 
strategy that is tied into a timetable. I do not know whether 
deadlines on this happening or that happening or the other thing 
happening is necessary, but it seems to me that that would be a 
very important factor, that these agencies come up with an overall 
combined coordinated plan and strategy and stick to it and adhere 
to it so something can be accomplished. 

I just have the feeling when I deal with three agencies that it is 
very difficult to see how something can come out of that that is 
going to help a great deal quickly. 

Mr. FLORIO. Congressman Roe? 
Mr. ROE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I really do not have any questions in depth. I think all three of 

your presentations have been excellent. I do not want to leave you 
with the thought, or anybody else in here, that I feel big govern- 
ment can solve all of these problems. I think the point that Mr. 
Nichols made is a very solid one, that the only way to get the 
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sewage disposal program going in the country is to concentrate it 
in one way. That is not all perfect, either. 

Now, I think we should start talking about the fast track 
method, about how to get it achieved. So I think you are on the 
right track. I do appreciate your testimony on the point of view 
that there are recoverable items here that should not be bulked 
together. In other words, let us try to get the optimum jrield of the 
refuge material so that we are not wasting and spinning our 
wheels and everybody is saying, we will burn it and this will be the 
answer. 

I think you have also stressed, all of you, an element of caution 
based upon the point of view, let us not rush and jump over the 
fire, or whatever, at the moment, but let us take another good look 
to find definitely what the optimum yield is. All of that notwith- 
standing, the fact still remains that if we do not get on the fast 
track method, if we do not get something done, which is the most 
frustrating thing for us to do, by the way, in the implementation 
vis-a-vis the regulations. We make the law, and we know what we 
said in the law, we know what we meant in the law, but by the 
time you have to analyze implementing regulations you are practi- 
cally destroying what the intent of Congress was in the first place. 

So, as far as I am concerned, Mr. Chairman, I think that the 
testimony has been excellent. It has been very helpful, and it has 
given me some insight into some of the directions we should be 
going. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. FLORIO. Thank you. 
Mr. Maguire? 
Mr. MAGUIRE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Nichols, what has impeded the transfer of European technol- 

ogy to the United States? You have been on both sides of the ocean 
here. Why have we been so slow over here? 

Mr. NICHOLS. The first reason is the fact that the United States 
was prolific in natural resources and fossil fuels. In many of the 
countries in Europe, the Groningan gas fields of Holland and the 
North Sea oil are the only real sources of energy other than 
hydroelectric energy or oil which came from the Ploesti oil fields of 
Romania. 

Therefore, a long, long time ago, the European people, the Euro- 
pean countries, particularly Germany and Switzerland, and some 
of the other countries had to move in these areas and had to move 
into them fast. As a matter of fact, I have seen figures quoted that 
92 percent of the garbage in Switzerland is converted to energy 
today, which is a pretty astounding figure to me. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. Are these pretty sophisticated systems? 
Mr. NICHOLS. Yes, they are. 
Mr. MAGUIRE. Or are they systems that need to be made more 

sophisticated for application on a larger scale in the United States? 
Mr. NICHOLS. I have just been over there. I only returned 6 

weeks ago from Switzerland and Germany, and I saw about six or 
seven plants. They are extremely sophisticated plants. 

In one plant I saw, it was run by a computer. In effect the plant 
manager c£m sit there and look and see whether any particular 
piece of important equipment is down at any given time and where 
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it is and what corrective action is to be taken is right on the 
computer. 

As far as air pollution controls are concerned, I have seen 
$250,000 worth of air pollution control monitoring equipment in 
the stack of one of these plants, which is fed into the computer. 
The codes of Germany, for example, are far more strict on air 
pollution than the United States or the Federal Government here. 

Why has it not come about? Well, EPA commissioned a report by 
the Battella Institute back here about 2 years ago to look into the 
European technology, maybe 3 years ago. That report was supposed 
to have been completed last year. It has not been published yet. 
Now, that report was supposed to look in detail at four or five 
technologies in Europe. It was supposed to come up with operating 
statistics, operating data, cost data, and that kind of information, 
and then that would be passed out to all of the various people and 
communities in the United States who were asking for information 
on resource recovery. That report still has never been turned out. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. DO you happen to know where the most sophisti- 
cated codisposal operations are in Europe? 

Mr. NICHOLS. There is only one that I have really seen, and the 
one that I have seen is the one that we have built in Ingolstadt, 
which is about 50 kilometers north of Munich in Bavaria. TTiat is a 
400-ton-a-day plant for garbage, and it is taking in about 25 to 30 
percent sludge on a dry basis over and above that which it is 
mixing together. 

I am sure there may be some others. 
Mr. MAGUIRE. YOU suggest on page 5 of your testimony that all 

waste water projects in the United States should require feasibility 
considerations of codisposal in the construction grant process. Two 
questions. One, how would you get the people, once the feasibility 
has been determined, to actually act? What requirements should 
there be? 

Second, can you now look at those that are already in the pipe- 
line, like the ones that C!ongressman Roe earlier mentioned, can 
you do something now about feasibility of codisposal with respect 
to those plants which may be in the pipeline but not yet have been 
constructed? 

Mr. NICHOLS. I am not that familiar with the waste water process 
of how they determine feasibility. I know they write a feasibility 
report and then that goes on from there, but I would think that 
they would have to assess from it an overall economic view as to 
the tradeoffs on the pluses and minuses. 

For example, it is interesting in the United States, I am not 
aware of any place in this country where there is a refuse plant 
and a sludge plant side by side acting on tradeoffs. This is common 
in Europe, but it does not exist here for reasons that escape me. It 
may be political; it may be deciding problems; it may be the indus- 
try moves. But I have often wondered why that has not happened. 

Mr. ROE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MAGUIRE. Yes. 
Mr. ROE. I think Mr. Maguire raises an extraordinarily impor- 

tant point, because I am on that committee. We had an indepth 
oversight series of hearings on the 201 program where that very 
issue was brought up.  I think what the gentleman from  New 
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Jersey is suggesting is that, and I made a note to myself earlier, we 
ought to be looking at the parameters and requirements of the 201 
section, because if we take into consideration that EPA as the 
umbrella has the responsibility, then they do not talk to each 
other, and by following some of the suggestions that Mr. Maguire is 
making here to amend that legislation and mandate that, at least 
it would have gotten into the whole mix rather than the point of 
view of somebody going in one direction here and one direction 
there. 

So, I think you gentlemen raise a very important issue which I 
intend to look into. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. I think that is right. I think that we are just going 
to have to deal with this directly, legislatively. 

Mr. WHITE. Congressman, you are now sa3ang that one technol- 
ogy is better than the other. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. NO; I am not. 
Mr. ROE. NO, no. The gentleman has suggested, if I may, that 

when they prepare the feasibility report, they narrow the dimen- 
sion down for EPA, and then relate it to the whole cycle of sewage 
disposal from input to output—DOP reduction of the solid metals 
and things of that nature. The sludge becomes something, and 
what do you do with it? We need to find some way to get rid of it. 

The whole substance of Mr. Maguire's approach is that it is part 
of the whole cogeneration. Now, if they are not doing it as a matter 
of course, which should obviously be done, perhaps it should be so 
mandated by law. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. We are talking about two different problems 
which might be capable of being solved by the same facility. So it is 
not that we are picking one technology over another. 

Mr. White, I would just like to ask you how your industry would 
feel about the franchising of larger geographical areas such as was 
suggested by Commissioner Jacobson earlier. 

Mr. WHITE. My feeling and the industry's feeling is, franchising 
is being done around the country. Franchising has never been 
addressed here in New Jersey, so there has been no leadership, 
there has been no plan of what do you mean by franchising. I view 
franchising in New Jersey as disenfranchising. Someone mentioned 
earlier, what do you do with the 2,000 collection companies? 

Mr. MAGUIRE. But you do not like it? 
Mr. WHITE. NO, I like competition. 
Mr. MAGUIRE. How are we going to get the garbage pulled to- 

gether in one place to go into these facilities? If you do not like it, 
what do you suggest we do? 

Mr. WHITE. Contract. That is the normal way it is being done 
with the only viable economical plant operating under the private 
sector money in the United States today, which is in Saugus, Mass. 
They contract the waste for that plant by contract. They contract 
the other side also. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. Does it not make more sense from an efficiency 
point of view to put all of this together at the front end? 

Mr. WHFTE. I do not think so. First of all, I think waste collection 
companies are veiy efficient themselves, private companies are, 
because that is their business. They very well ought to be, because 
that is how they make their money. 



Mr. MAGUIRE. Why has not your private sector industry been 
more involved in the development of resource recovery? Is it just 
irrelevant to what you are doing? 

Mr. WHITE. NO, it is not irrelevant. Actually, it is an institutional 
problem that presents the biggest problem today. You talk about 
right down the line, procurement is a problem. Procurement is 
typically under competitive field bids to this type of large scale 
resource recovery. I do not think you are going to get companies to 
bid like that. I think you are going to have to possibly address this 
under some kind of negotiating bids. Like in New Jersey, that is 
the only way that you can do it. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. I would only observe that it would seem to me 
that it might be in the interest of your industry to become more 
involved in planning for the future along the lines that we have 
been discussing this morning. Otherwise, you might find yourself 
out in the cold. 

Mr. WHITE. We realize that. That is why we are trying to work 
with not only the State but the Federal Government and local 
governments as well. 

By the way, 326, the planning districts that have been set up, 
have industry representatives in every county, at every level, so I 
have to question some of Ck)mmissioner Sheehan's innuendoes 
about the industry too, about one bidder and all that. That kind of 
puts us down a little bit. It does not help the relationship, I would 
say. If there is a problem, let us address that particular problem. 
But there are people in the industry that are working diligently 
with the problem. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I have a question for Mr. Snider. Then I will be finished. 
Mr. Snider, you talked about municipalities having to meet 

quotas and therefore putting the newspapers in with everything 
else in order to meet those quotas. I wanted to ask you whether 
your statement did not indicate whether in fact there are examples 
where municipalities have abandoned newspaper recovery in order 
to meet those resource facility quotas that you mentioned. 

Mr. SNIDER. IS the question, is there a specific example? 
Mr. MAGUIRE. Yes, has anybody abandoned the separate treat- 

ment of newspapers? 
Mr. SNIDER. Not yet. 
Mr. MAGUIRE. SO you are presuming that this may happen in the 

future, but so far it has not happened? 
Mr. SNIDER. The example that I cited there in Dade County I 

think is the one that is about to impact our company. I think it is 
very real. We have visited with the Commissioner down there. He 
has a very real problem. Frankly, we are for recovering energy 
from the solid waste treatment. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. Of course you are, but you have a higher and 
more sophisticated process which would have certain things sepa- 
rated out. 

Mr. SNIDER. Exactly. We simply say if there are recycled materi- 
als let us work out the totid system. I think we are all really 
saying the same thing. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. What is the situation in Bridgeport? Do they 
separate newspapers there, or not? 



89 

Mr. SNIDER. NO, they do not. Of course, Bridgeport is not what I 
would call a commercially operating unit yet. I think most of us 
know that they have had some real problems. They had an explo- 
sion. They have some problems, and they are working them out. 
They are engineering, technical problems. I am not putting them 
down. I am just saying it is a typical large research project that the 
United States is noted for taking on. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. There was a reference earlier to 150 or so pro- 
grams, presumably voluntary programs, for separating out materi- 
als in the State of New Jersey here. Would you comment on the 
voluntary versus mandatory approach? Mandatory separation, pre- 
sumably that would be helpful to you, would it not? 

Mr. SNIDER. I think it could be. As a matter of fact, we have 
right in this area 32 municipal contracts, and in fact I am sure our 
company has been a leader in this area. We have been offered a 25- 
year contract with a municipality if they wish it. Most of them do 
not, and we understand that, too, but we will guarantee a price for 
that paper. 

So far this year, from the 20-odd curbside programs here, many 
of them have mandatory curbside. You must put your paper out 
and separate it. Montclair is an example, Ridgewood is another 
example. The paper comes out there very nicely. 

The interesting thing is, and we can show statistically that this 
is true, the voluntary programs increase at the same time. The Boy 
Scouts, the PTA's, those people who are generating funds, also 
increase under a mandatory program. 

We had some concern, frankly, because we do promote and spend 
lots of time and so forth encouraging volunteer people to do recy- 
cling and we were a little concerned when the municipfdities 
became interested in the mandatory requirement because it might 
just cut into that, but it has not. Therefore, we see that even that 
is compatible. 

By the way, I might add that the first 6 months I think we got 
something over 4,000 tons of used newspapers in our mill over 
here, which represents close to $100,000 for these municipalities. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. Finally, would it be your judgment, and others in 
your company as well, that higher and higher energy costs are 
going to make it more and more attractive to use recycled products 
of various sorts? Is that not a general proposition that everyone 
would agree with? 

Mr. SNIDER. I think that is generally true. Again, I think it has 
been emphasized, as we have had our discussions here, that one 
must look at each specific situation. It is true that right here 
where we are now is the capital, if you will, of the garbage prob- 
lem, and yet it is also a real potential to go far beyond where we 
are. Our company's concern is that forces could come about be- 
cause we are interested now, really interested in energy genera- 
tion, that we could if we ever decided to put another machine in 
here or expand our capacity, we might have a problem in getting 
access to that raw material, not just us, but there are countless 
companies in this city that depend on that recycling stream. 

We say, gentlemen, when we look at it, let us look at the total 
perspective. That is all we ask. And we will compete for that. We 
are willing to compete for that resource. 
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Mr. MAGUIRE. Mr. Nichols? 
Mr. NICHOLS. Actually, we have looked recently at separating out 

the newspaper fraction and the effect on the Btu value of garbage, 
and it would be very small. Therefore, it would not be a detriment 
as far as we are concerned. It might produce as much as a couple 
of Btu's per pound, something like that. 

Mr. MAGUIRE. I want to express my gratitude to all of the mem- 
bers of the panel for the testimony and for the work they are doing 
in this area. 

Mr. FLORIO. Congressman Hollenbeck. 
Mr. HOLLENBECK. I do not have any questions, Mr. Chairman. I 

would like to thank the panelists also. Mr. Snider, you testified last 
year in a similar hearing which we held in Washington, which also 
was quite informative and worthwhile to my committee, which is 
concerned basically with technology and research. Thank you. 

Mr. FLORIO. Let me express our thanks for your testimony. 
Please note that if my subcommittee can overcome its apprehen- 
sions of being criticized for junketing, we may very well go to see 
some of those facilities in Europe you made reference to, since we 
do feel that there is some knowledge to be gained from that. 

Gentlemen, thank you very much. Your testimony was very help- 
ful. 

This hearing of the Subcommittee on Transportation and Com- 
merce is adjourned. 

[The following statements were received for the record:] 
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COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

AUGUST 10, 1979 

Mr. Chairman, I am appreciative of this opportunity to express 
my views before this Subcommittee regarding an increasingly 
important subject: the conversion of municipal solid wastes to 
energy. 

EPA'8 national policy direction in this matter was previously 
submitted on July 17, 1979, in the statement of Steffen W. 
Plehn, the Deputy Assistant Administrator for Solid Waste. 
I believe, therefore, that any contribution I may make will 
best be achieved through examining the resource-conservation 
initiatives and specifics which have either transpired or 
are in the planning phases within EPA Region II — New York, 
New Jersey, Puerto Rico and the virgin Islands. 

At the outset, however, I would like to re-emphasize the need 
of squeezing both much-needed dollars and energy from the 
tons of valuable garbage which we now literally throw away 
in regrettably huge amounts. 

The typical pattern of the movement of material aoods through 
the American market place has won us the dubious title,''The 
Throw-Away Society".  But that phrase does little justice to 
the degree of wastefulness which our lifestyle has come to 
embrace over the past decades.  By estimates which are probably 
quite conservative, we annually landfill some 48 billion cans, 
26 billion bottles and jars, 4 million tons of plastic, 7.6 
million television sets, 7 million cars and trucks, and 
30 million tons of paper. Adding industrial wastes, the total 
mass is between 3 to 4 billion tons. 

Not only is there no profitable return on this enormous discard, 
but there is the inherent risk of jeopardizing underground 
water resources through leachate, gas migration and other 
deleterious environmental effects. We row pay in excess of 
$6 billion per year nationally simply to collect this refuse. 



By 19S5, that cost could double to $12 billion, while avalleible 
sites for burying our society's rubbish continue to diminish. 

By stark comparison, it has been frequently pointed out that 
by burning mixed municipal wastes from larger U.S. urban areas, 
we could generate energy equal to as much as 400,000 barrels 
of oil per day, or nearly a third of the projected flow from 
the Alaskan pipeline — enough energy to provide lights for all 
of America's homes and commercial buildings. 

These facts are all too well known.  The question which 
immediately confronts us, then, deals with the realistic 
prospects of tapping the energy reserves in our Nation's wastes. 

In this regard, the Subcommittee has asked me to focus my 
observations on three major aspects of that challenge: 1) what 
are the technological feasibility and reliability of present 
refuse-to-energy systems;  2) what are the feocio-economic and 
legal considerations; and  3) what is the Federal Goverrm.ent's 
effectiveness in administering resource recovery programs. 

The feasibility and reliability of refuse-to-energy technology 
are not simple yes-or-no matters.  This may strike those who 
are familiar with the European experience as a bit puzzling. 
The technology currrently employed abroad — primarily water-wall 
mass burners -- would seem amply to affirm the capability of 
turning waste to watts.  Denmark, for instance, successfully 
converts 60 percent of its garbage to energy.  Switzerland 
converts 40 percent.  The Netherlands and Sweden convert 30 
percent.  Germany converts 20 percent.  And England converts 
10 percent. 

As effective as water-wall mass burners are in turning the 
contents of garbage cans into kilowatt-hours, they do not 
incorporate the newer, more experimental means of mechanical 
front-end separation and recovery of saleable materials. 

Saleable materials could figure prominently in the energy 
conservation equation.  For example, a ton of aluminum from 
virgin ore requires the equivalent of over 30 barrels of oil to 
process.  A ton from recovered aluminum requires about 1 barrel. 

Likewise, it takes eight times more energy to mine and produce 
new copper than to recycle it.  Yet, we now throw out three-fifths 
of our copper, and it is projected that our reserves mav run 
out altogether in 4 5 years.  This means, of course, that the 
copper in our garbage is worth as much if not more than what 
little we have left in our mines,  "he sam.e disturbing shortages 
are facing us with regard to iron, lead, tungsten, aluminum, 
nickel, tin and manganese as well. 



For this reason, some American manufacturers of refuse-to-energy 
equipment have chosen to experiment in mechanical front-end 
separation of resaleable materials, lure^ by the prospect of 
obvious advantages over the simpler European systatis. 

Nationwide, energy production from refuse shows modest growth, 
although its contribution to national energy needs is still 
negligibly small. As of January of this year, the United 
States had five large (greater than 100 tons per day) resource 
recovery facilities in daily operation, regularly selling an 
energy product, such as steam or refuse-derived fuel. Of 
those, three are making refuse-derived fuel, and two are mass 
burning plants of the water-wall incinerator variety.  In 
addition, two other waterwall incinerators that have been in 
use since 1972 solely for disposal are now being hooked up to 
steeun markets.  Smaller (less than 100 tons per day) shop- 
fabricated modular combustion units are also available.  Four 
systems have these in continuous use, operating as mass-burners 
of municipal refuse and selling steam. 

Material recovery, for the most part, is still performed to an 
overwhelming extent by source separation, despite the fact 
that governmental educational support programs and ordinances 
promoting source separation are generally lacking nationwide. 
But that situation is beginning to change. 

Today, the mechanical front-end separation methods hold out 
the promise of turning waste into wealth in heretofore 
undreamed of ways.  But it cannot yet be said they have achieved 
the level of reliability of the strict water-wall mass burners, 
whose chief objective is steam or electrical production. 

Although existing U.S. facilities, convert only one percent of 
our wastes to energy, industry expects that within eight 
years about 17 percent of the Nation's garbage will be recovered 
in 20 large plants and 50 small ones. 

Of the plants now up and running, I would like to describe 
briefly the capabilities of one — not because it is the largest 
such U.S. operation, which it is — but because it falls within 
the geographical bounds of my region.  It also involves 
technology more advanced and experimental than mass burning 
incinerators. 

Last spring, through the coordinated efforts of the municipality 
of Hempstead, L.I., and Parsons & Whittemore, Inc., a refuse- 
to-energy facility was put into operation with the potential 
to process 2,000 tons per day of unsorted garbage by mechanically 
separating ferrous metals, aluminum, and color-sorted glass. 
What is left is converted Into an organic fuel which is burned 
to generate steam and electricity. 



M 

In devouring all garbage from the tovm's 850,000 residents, 
the plant hopes to recover 90 percent of the ferrous metals 
which works out to 40,000 tons of saleable iron and steel 
in a year.  It could also recover 80 percent of all aluminum, 
or 4,600 tons, and 48 percent of the glass, or 20,000 tons. 

But more important, perhaps, is the fact that the Herapstead 
plant generates 250 million kilowatt-hours of electrical 
power per year -- enough saleable electricity to meet 
20 percent of Hempstead's electrical needs, and roughly the 
equivalent of saving 450,000 barrels of oil oer year.  Or 
put another way, the electrical needs of 50,000 people will 
be met from their garbage. 

But while the Hempstead plant has been operating for some 
months, its advanced technology still requires the resolution 
of problems.  Engineering problems at the site still remain 
to be overcome.  There are also problems with odor.  And 
problems have been encountered at other operations sim.ilar 
to Hempstead's. 

It is important to stress, therefore, that municipalities 
should not be led to believe that the siting of advanced 
resource recovery technology within their jurisdictions will 
be tantamount to a windfall of riches in cheap energy and 
resaleable ores.  Still I believe the technology is ready to 
enable communities to implement waste-to-energy without 
assuming unnecessary or unreasonable risks.  "''he technology 
currently exists that, in the long run analysis, will serve 
to lighten municipal staggering solid waste management expenses, 
will serve to prove competitive with alternative methods  for 
generating steam and electricity, and will greatly resolve the 
problem of shrinking available landfill sites. 

Perhaps even more rewarding than the existence of a arov^ing 
technological know-how are the socio-economic benefits that 
such technology may potentially bestow on municipalities which 
seek to use it effectively. 

One mechanism to coordinate and wed socio-economic opportunities 
with energy and capital returns is Authorities.  I was privileged 
through my early work in government v;ith the State of Connecticut 
to help establish the Connecticut Pesource Recovery Authority, 
which subsequently cleared the way for a refuse-to-energy 
facility in Bridgeport, Connecticut. 
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There are many reasons for the establlshirent of an institution 
such as an Authority.  Resource recovery needs caoable 
management and waste mobilization,  resource recovery economies 
generally require waste mobilization from multiple political 
jurisdictions, i.e. solutions must be planned on a regional 
basis to maximize benefits and effectiveness. 

A State, can facilitate the use of waste management agencies 
or corporations with powers to issue bonds, acquire land, 
sell recovered energy and materials, and contract with systems 
suppliers who are ready to build, own and operate recovery 
facilities. 

Also, established Autorities, such as the Port Authority of 
New York and New Jersey, find themselves in a key position. 
The Port Authority has received authorization from the States 
of New York and New Jersey to undertake the development of 
industrial parks in inner cities by demonstrating their 
economic attractiveness.  Ironically, one of the factors which 
has always been regarded as contributing to the unattractiveness 
of the inner city — garbage -- may come to be construed as an 
incentive for capital investment.  By siting recovery plants 
next to the resource, in this case garbage, transportation costs 
are reduced to such a degree that recovered saleable materials 
become even more competitive with virgin materials.  This leads 
to the startling scenario that inner cities could conceivably 
become the ore mines of the future at best, and major energy 
producers at a minimum.  Not far from the six core-city locations 
in New Jersey and New York that the Port Authority has suggested 
as potential industrial park sites some 40,000 tons of garbage 
are produced every day.  It is entirely likely that we will see 
several economic interests vying for the rights to process that 
material. 

On August 8, for example, the New York Times reported that "Three 
agencies are fighting for garbage . . . At issue are plans by 
the city, the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, and 
Urban Development Corporation and Power Authority of the State 
of New York to build or sponsor plants that will convert garbage 
into electricity and other forms of energy." 

The article went on to add that "Even the less optimistic believe 
that at the very least, resource recovery is a way of using 
something New York City has a great deal of." To be percise. 
New York City produces 44 million potinds of garbage every day. 

The prospect of urban revitalization growing out of mounds of 
garbage is reflected in the President's frban Policv, which 
brings me to the third topic -- the Federal Government's 
effectiveness and role in these matters. 
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The President's policy made over S14 million in grants available 
for resource recovery and source separation development projects 
in special target areas.  Ir my region, for instance, over 
$1 million is currently earmarked for initial phases of work 
by applicants from the Virgin Islands, NY/NJ Port Authority; TYC 
Department of Sanitation; (Itica, New York; Brookhaven, New York; 
Mercer County, New Jersey; V'estchester Tounty, few York; Camden, 
New Jersey; Newark, Kew Jersey; Hackensack, New Jersey; and 
San Juan, Puerto Rico.  As our region's projects pature beyond 
the initial feasibility study phase they will be eligible for 
substantially larger amounts of funding.  (Region II has also 
granted Puerto Rico $789,000 under the Clean Water Act Section 
208 funding to develop an island-wide program of residuals 
management by a new Solid Waste Management Authority created 
in 1978.) 

It should be in my opinion, the role of the Federal Government 
to attempt to maximize economic, technical, environmental and 
social benefits from the management of residual wastes. 
Furthermore, the participation of local and State government 
and the public in the decision-making process must at all 
times be respected and provided for. 

It is further the role of the Federal Government to encourage 
the participation of the private sector. 

But most of all, the Federal Government must bring together all 
levels of government with all the facets of the private sector 
which impact resource recovery.  This marriage is a practical, 
analytical and negotiative process.  It is also an essential one. 

EPA's principal tools in this Federal process are its regulatory 
powers and the incentives we may provide, particularly through 
the funding process for planning efforts. 

The Federal Government can be most effective by taking an 
aggressive leadership role working with State and local 
government to promote the type of coordinated managerial 
efforts I have discussed.  We have done much already.  But 
it is only a beginning.  And I would urge that because essertial 
technology is developed, and because the economic climate 
is inviting, we at the Federal level do everything in our 
power to make refuse-to-energy operations a high-ranking 
national priority.  This is the major influence we can bring 
to bear with greatest effectiveness.  Markets and municipal 
needs will decide the rest. 

Thank you. 
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Testimony Submitted By Beatrice S. Tylutkl, Director 
Solid Waste Administration. Department of Environitiental Protection 

To The House of RepresentativeT'  Subcommittee 
On Transportation and Conrierce 

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has statutory 
responsibility for supervising and coordinating New Jersey's solid waste manage- 
ment planning and implementation program and has been designated by Governor Byrne 
as New Jersey's lead agency under the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA, P.L. 94-580).    The Department greatfully acknowledges the opportunity 
afforded it by this distinguished Subcommittee to provide input into its review of 
the nation's solid waste management program needs.    New Jersey's interest in the 
federal solid waste management program stems from the fact that each year some 15 
million tons of solid wastes are disposed of within the State.    This Includes both 
wastes generated within New Jersey and wastes generated outside the State (approxi- 
mately 3 million tons per year) and brought into New Jersey for disposal.    This 
amount of waste also includes some 1.2 billion gallons and 350,000 tons of liquid 
and solid chemical and hazardous wastes. 

Presently, the bulk of this waste is disposed in some 300 landfills located 
in New Jersey.    Our present disposal methods are simply inadequate!      They result 
in environmental  impacts on ground and surface waters and air quaTity.    They pre- 
vent the conservation and recovery of valuable materials and energy.    And they 
lack the capacity to meet New Jersey's long-term solid waste disposal needs. 

To meet these needs, the New Jersey Legislature and the Governor approved the 
Solid Waste Management Act (N.J.S.A. 13:1E-1 et seq. as amended by C.  326, Laws of 
1975).    Among other things, the Act created twenty-two regional Solid Waste Manage- 
ment Districts (the Hackensack Headowlands District and the State's twenty-one 
Counties).    Each District is under a mandate to formulate and develop a compre- 
hensive solid waste management plan.    District plans must meet the following 
objectives: 

1. To protect and enhance environmental quality 

a. by terminating existing land disposal practices which 
cannot be upgraded to meet environmental standards, 

b. by upgrading existing land disposal practices, where 
feasible, to meet environmental standards, and/or 

c. by providing alternative services and facilities that 
are capable of meeting environmental standards. 

2. To conserve natural  resources 

a. by encouraging waste reduction, and 

b. by employing the maximum practicable use of resource 
recovery, including low and high technology material 
and energy recovery systems. 

Twelve of these twenty-two District plans have, following public input, been 
formally adopted by the appropriate District Governing Body  (Board of Chosen 
Freeholders in County Districts and the Hackensack Headowlands District) and are 
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now undergoing State level  review.    The other District Plans are scheduled for 
adoption within the next six months. 

Mercer County's Plan, for example, centers around a resource recovery program 
which would have a significant part of the County's waste hauled to an energy 
recovery facility.    The facility would provide energy (steam) to Itonosote, a 
company that manufactures paper board products.    Also planned is a county-wide 
newspaper source separation program which will provide newsprint to Hoinosote as a 
raw material  input.    As another example, Gloucester County is exploring the possi- 
bility of a co-disposal  system whereby waste water treatment sludges and a portion 
of the solid waste stream would be combusted to generate electricity.    The elec- 
tricity would be used to operate the County's regional  sewage treatment plant.    It 
Should be noted that annual electric charges to operate the treatment plant run in 
excess of $500,000.    One final example,  the Hackensack Headowlands Development 
Commission's Plan provides for the operation of an energy resource recovery facility 
capable of converting 2,500 tons per day of solid waste into a refuse derived fuel 
(ROF).    The RDf will be purchased by a New Jersey utility (Public Service Electric 
and Gas) and used as a fuel  to generate electricity. 

Following State level review of these District Plans, the Commissioner of the 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) is empowered to approve, reject or 
require that modifications be made to them.    In order to ensure implementation, 
the Act mandates that all solid waste management services within the District must 
be in conformance with the approved District Plan.    The DEP will not approve any 
operating permits that are not in conformance with the plan. 

Clearly Mew Jersey, with its dwindling available landfill capacity, its need 
for environmental protection and its need to conserve valuable natural  resources, 
must recover the material and energy resources found in its solid waste stream. 
Each year, for example. New Jersey's solid waste stream contains an estimated 
600,000 tons of iron and steel, 30,000 tons of aluminum, nearly 500,000 tons of 
glass, 4 million tons of paper and an energy value of some 5 billion kilowatt 
hours. 

As the adopted plans cited above indicate. New Jersey is moving to recover 
these resources and to preserve environmental quality.    This effort has been 
assisted with planning and program development grants awarded to the State under 
RCRA and, most recently, under the President's Urban Policy Resource Recovery 
Grant Program. 

Much more is needed, however.    For example, markets for recovered materials 
and energy must be firmly obtained; technology, particularly in the area of high 
technology material separation and recovery, must be further developed and refined; 
Implementating agencies must be identified that are capable of capturing the waste 
stream, providing environmentally sound disposal services, and, at a reasonable 
price, recover the material and energy fraction.    Finally, sufficient capital must 
be generated to finance the construction of these resource recovery facilities. 

Concerning the capital financing of these facilities, the federal and state 
governments must provide incentives such as tax credits, loan guarantees, and 
direct loans and grants to stimulate facility planning and development by both 
public and private sectors.    The DEP recommends that Congress stimulate this 
development with appropriate economic incentives. 

The State of New Jersey looks forward to continued support of its solid waste 
management/resource recovery program by the federal government.    Working in 
partnership, government and private industry can turn an environmental  liability 
(our solid wastes) into an asset (energy and material  recovery). 

[Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.] 
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