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Chapter I: Brownfields Program

A. Executive Summary
This report to the General Assembly is required by the Brownfields Property Reuse Act of
1997 (G.S. 130A-310.40 et seq.) and describes the activities and status of the N.C.
Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ’s) Division of Waste Management
Brownfields Program (Program) for the period of Oct. 1, 2016 through Sept. 30, 2017, i.e.,
federal fiscal year 2017 (FFY17). The program is pleased to report continued success in the
state’s efforts to revitalize and safely reuse brownfields properties.

Program Output

The Brownfields Program produced 55 finalized brownfields agreements during the
reporting period, bringing the total number of finalized agreements since its inception to
464. For the current reporting period, totals for the measures tracked by the program are:

Program applications received: 61
Brownfields agreements finalized: 55
Acres of Brownfields revitalized to safe, productive reuse: 1,186

Estimated committed capital investment for projects completed during FFY17: $1.95
billion

All of these benefits are produced without any state-appropriated funds. The Brownfields
Program operates on fees from the prospective developers and a cooperative agreement
from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Since the program began, it has facilitated
more than $15 billion in estimated private investment in the redevelopment of brownfields
properties across North Carolina, without cost to state tax- payers.

Outreach to Local Governments

Working in partnership with local governments to advance redevelopment projects in their
communities has led to continued success for those local governments applying for and
winning competitive brownfields grants offered by the U.S. EPA for the assessment and
cleanup of brownfields properties. A total of $1.4 million in grants was awarded to five
North Carolina local governments for the EPA’s 2017 grant cycle. These include Burke
County ($300,000), the city of Dunn ($300,000), the city of Greenville ($200,000), the city
of Randleman ($300,000), and the city of Wilson ($300,000). These local governments now
have funds needed to kick-start brownfields redevelopment efforts in their jurisdictions. The
Brownfields Program will provide continued assistance through working with their local
developers and businesses who need a brownfields agreement to gain project financing. The
Brownfields Program has also provided letters of support for 20 local government entities who
have applied for similar EPA brownfields grants for 2018.

Chapter 1: Brownfields Program Page - 1
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B. Program Background
Brownfields are abandoned, idled or underused properties where environmental
contamination hinders redevelopment due to concerns about environmental liability.
Redevelopment of brownfields properties has become increasingly popular as developers
and local governments realize that these properties offer viable opportunities to bring
economic growth, public health protection, jobs and quality-of-life benefits to cities and
rural areas. The Brownfields Property Reuse Act of 1997 (BPRA) gives the Division of
Waste Management the authority to enter into brownfields agreements with prospective
developers who did not cause or contribute to site contamination. The BPRA modifies the
environmental liability barrier for prospective developers and motivates them to bring these
properties and their hindrances to the Division of Waste Management’s attention. The
Division of Waste Management works in partnership with the prospective developer to
evaluate the potential environmental risks associated with site contamination, and then
negotiates a brownfields agreement stipulating the steps necessary to make the site safe for a
specific intended reuse or suite of uses. The result is a redevelopment project that fuels
economic growth while protecting public health and the environment.

Redevelopment projects that are undertaken via the program’s brownfields agreement
process, and the developers who advance these projects, enjoy several benefits. Developers
work with the program to define the actions they must complete to make the property safe
for the intended reuse, and lenders are more willing to make loans on these projects because
the cost to complete these actions is not an open-ended proposition. Additionally, as long as
developers make and maintain the site safe for the intended reuse, they receive liability
protection against future state enforcement for existing contamination. The same liability
protection extends by statute to lenders, tenants, occupants and future owners as long as
these entities did not cause or contribute to site contamination. Finally, owners of property
with a brownfields agreement have access to a special property tax exclusion whereby
property tax is phased in over five years, resulting in a property tax savings of
approximately 50 percent over those first five years. These tax savings can be used to offset
the costs to complete the actions required by the program that make the property safe for
reuse.

The BPRA allows the Division of Waste Management to distinguish between prospective
developers of brownfields properties and the polluters of those properties. Instead of
mandating that the site be remediated to unrestricted use standards, the BPRA requires
developers make the site safe for a specifically identified reuse. The program evaluates site
contamination and identifies the potential risks that residual contamination may pose to
public health and the environment. DEQ then determines what actions the prospective
developer must take to ensure safe redevelopment. These actions can range from land-use
restrictions to cleanup, or a combination of both. In addition to holding prospective
developers accountable to their agreements, DEQ reserves the right to enforce against those
parties responsible for the original contamination.

The overall result is a winning scenario for both the environment and economic

development. Risk reductions and cleanups are achieved at sites that could have harmed the
public or environment, and prospective developers capitalize on opportunities to redevelop

Chapter 1: Brownfields Program Page - 2
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abandoned properties that once had little hope for productive reuse. The public benefits of
job creation, improved quality of life in the surrounding neighborhoods, local tax base
expansion and contribution to the general fund. By the end of FFY 2017, an estimated $15
billion in capital investment will have been committed to redevelop abandoned properties
that afflict urban and rural landscapes.

The program also supports smart growth and sustainability, and motivates the real estate
market to recycle these sites back into to safe, productive reuse, while preserving or
reducing the use of pristine or undeveloped “greenfields” properties. Every project that
reuses property, whether it is in an urban center or a rural area, preserves green space,
reduces suburban sprawl and supports sustainable urban development. The 464 properties
that have received completed agreements represent more than 8,000 acres of recycled land
and, wherever possible, buildings that have historic or aesthetic value. This is, in effect,
acreage that is being recycled into reuse, sparing more pristine lands from development and
risk for future contamination.

C. Program Status
Both the demand for, and the output of, the Brownfields Program has never been stronger.
During FFY 2017, the program received 61 applications for projects seeking entry into the
program. This compares to the record 94 applications received in FFY 2016. During FFY
2017, the program completed 55 brownfields agreements. Figure 1 below shows the trends
in some of the program’s measurables over the last several years.

For 12 years, the program has received funding from the EPA under its State Response
Program Cooperative Agreement, authorized under the federal brownfields act. This federal
funding will cover the period from Oct. 1, 2016 through Sept. 30, 2017, and provides a total
of 6.5 full-time equivalents (FTEs) to the Brownfields Program. For the Brownfields
Program, this federal grant funds a core of management and technical positions. In recent
years, the EPA has slowly decreased this type of funding for all states, including North
Carolina. The program has been able to respond to these federal funding cuts by increasing
fee funding to maintain capacity. Fee receipt funding represents a majority of the program’s
funding and now supports 11.5 permanent and 2.5 temporary positions.

Because the program’s increased output has been so pronounced, its fee revenue remains
slightly greater than our spending rate for new positions. With additional compliance
assistance needed as a result of increasing numbers of brownfields agreements being
completed, this revenue surplus is absolutely necessary. With senior management approval,
the program will continue to judiciously hire further fee-funded staff to serve both
brownfields agreement production needs as well as post-agreement compliance assistance.
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Figure 1. Brownfields Program Trends
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D. Program Inventory
The Brownfields Program’s inventory consists of three categories of projects, explained
below.

1. Finalized Brownfields Agreements
Finalized Brownfields Agreements are those projects that have a signed and
recorded brownfields agreement (or have completed the public notice phase of the
brownfields process and are waiting for the completed agreement to be signed by the
prospective developer). As of Sept. 30, 2017, the program has finalized a cumulative
total of 464 brownfields agreements across the state. Fifty-five of those
agreements were completed in the one-year period between Oct. 1, 2016 and Sept. 30,
2017. A list of those brownfields agreements finalized during FFY2017 is provided in
the Appendix.

2. Active Eligible Projects
Active eligible projocts have been deemed eligible for a brownfields agreement under
BPRA statutory criteria. Developers are working with the Division of Waste
Management in some stage of data gathering, analysis or agreement negotiation. As of
Sept. 30, 2017, there were 188 active eligible projects. Projects at this stage receive
guidance from the Division of Waste Management as the developers gather the
additional data needed to ensure protection of public health and the environment.
Once site assessment is complete, the Division of Waste Management analyzes the
data, evaluates risks, determines what actions must be taken to adequately
address the risks, drafts and negotiates the terms of the brownfields agreement with
the prospective developer, and then approves initiation of the statutory 30-day public
comment period.

3. Projects Pending Eligibility
Projects pending eligibility are in the initial stage of the brownfields process as they
apply for entry into the program. Sites in this category have yet to meet the
requirements under the statute for eligibility for a brownfields agreement. For sites
in this category, the program has requested clarification or additional information
from prospective developers regarding a site. Normally, developers respond to these
requests for clarification, the sites are deemed eligible, and sites then quickly move
into the active eligible category. As of Sept. 30, 2017, 21 sites were pending eligibility.

E. Improving Effectiveness
Leveraging Resources into Private Sector Investment
Another measure the program tracks is committed private investment facilitated by
brownfields
agreements. Developers provide the estimated investment figure in their application for
entry into the program. The cumulative total private investment facilitated by the program
from its inception is now more than $15 billion, with $1.95 billion of that being added by
projects for which brownfields agreements were finalized this year. Generally, these
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investments in the redevelopment of these properties would not have happened without the
liability relief provided by a brownfields agreement. Throughout its existence, the
Brownfields Program has provided a high economic development value for the federal funds
it uses, and it uses no state appropriation. Furthermore, the high ratio to which the funds
have been successfully leveraged into private development dollars for brownfields
redevelopment is just one measure of the effectiveness of the BPRA. The economic activity
and increased tax base generated by construction and subsequent use of these brownfields
projects exceeds the public funds spent by many orders of magnitude.

Incorporation of Successful Parts of Pilot Process

As mentioned last year, the program developed and implemented, on a pilot project basis, an
entirely new business process for developing brownfields agreements. After reviewing the
effects of various elements of the pilot process, the program identified those elements that
improved the project timeline and increased customer involvement and incorporated those
items into its normal processes. Thus, our revised process involves a more team-oriented
approach with the developer’s participation in a kickoff meeting to establish data gaps and
develop a planning schedule for filling those data gaps.

Continued success of Redevelopment Now Program Option

The program continues to see a high level of interest in the Redevelopment Now Program
option. Under this option, a developer pays a higher fee and has access to a nearly dedicated
project manager, significantly reducing the time to complete a brownfields agreement from
the typical 18 months to as little as five-to-six months for uncompleted sites and motivated
developers. Since these project managers do not receive federal subsidies, the fee is
significantly higher at $30,000 as opposed to the normal $8,000 fee. This option has proved
to be a popular choice by developers of high-value projects where the cost of carrying
financing for the normal process far exceeds the fee for a separate project manager. Of the
program’s 61 applications this year, 24 projects applied for the Redevelopment Now
Program option. These Redevelopment Now projects are facilitating a quicker buildout of
projects which brings with it the economic and environmental public benefits of
brownfields redevelopment at a faster pace.

Planning for Evolution of Future Work

As the program has completed very large numbers of agreements over the last two years, the
need for more post-agreement work continues to rise. This includes work on compliance
assistance for all 464 completed agreements as well as work that arises from new owners
seeking land use changes on existing agreements. When public health protections rely on
land use restrictions, a robust compliance monitoring and assistance program is an absolute
must. With the substantial and sustained increase in numbers of existing brownfields
agreements, the program sees a growing need to rebalance some of its expenditures toward
compliance monitoring and assistance. This is being planned for by the incorporation of GIS
technology for online tracking of land use restrictions, and the judicious creation and hiring
for positions needed to fill this role.

F. Fund Status
The program receives no state appropriation and exists through two funding sources: federal
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cooperative agreement funds and program fee receipts. All of the brownfields fees charged
by the program are deposited into the Brownfields Property Reuse Act Implementation
Account as authorized by the statute.

For the state fiscal reporting year from July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2017, the Brownfields
Property Reuse Act Implementation Account had a beginning balance of $2,246,664,
receipts from fees and copy reimbursements of $1,012,235 and disbursements of
$1,006,566. This yields a state fiscal year ending fund balance of $2,252,333. For the first
quarter of the current state fiscal year (through Sept. 30, 2017), the fund receipts were
$396,042 and the disbursements were $280,878. This yields a fund balance of $2,367,497 as
of Sept. 30, 2017. Table 1 below shows the fund status for the last five years.

Table 1. Brownfields Property Reuse Act Implementation Account Balances

State Fiscal Federal Fiscal Year Fund Balance
Year End End
June 30, 2013 $636,665
June 30, 2014 $753,911
June 30, 2015 $1,756,737
June 30, 2016 $2,246,664
June 30, 2017 $2,252,333
Sept 30, 2017 $2,367,497

As mentioned last year, one of the program’s goals was to hire personnel to increase
capacity to meet demand for brownfields agreements. With declining federal grant funds,
this means expenditures of receipt funds must increase. The increase in the fund balance in
recent years has slowly been balanced out with increasing capacity through the program
hiring five temporary staff over the last two years. This has come along with an increased
production capacity of the program. Increases in brownfields agreement production and the
continued success of the Redevelopment Now Program option make for a bright future for
revenue/expenditure balance. The current fee structure appears to have found the correct
balance for the recent increases in program capacity. However, the program will maintain
close scrutiny of revenue and expenditure projections, especially the federal grant revenue,
with an eye toward future decisions on fees.

G. Further Information
For additional information on the Brownfields Program, please visit the program’s website
at: http://www.ncbrownfields.org.
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Chapter I1: Dry-Cleaning Solvent Cleanup Act

A. Executive Summary
As required by the Dry-Cleaning Solvent Cleanup Act (DSCA) of 1997 and amendments
(G.S. 143-215.104A et seq.), this report provides an annual update on activities conducted in
the DSCA program in fiscal year (FY) 2016-17. The DSCA of 1997 and its amendments
created a fund for assessment and cleanup of dry-cleaning solvent environmental
contamination at dry-cleaning and wholesale distribution facilities. It also authorized the
program to develop and enforce rules relating to the prevention of dry-cleaning solvent
releases at operating facilities.

Since the start of the DSCA Program began, 458 sites with known or suspected dry-cleaning
solvent contamination have been reported to the N.C. Department of Environmental
Quality’s (DEQ) Division of Waste Management (DWM). Of these, 400 have been certified
into the DSCA Program.

During FY 2016-17, the DSCA Program continued to make significant progress in all
aspects of program implementation. Highlights of DSCA’s accomplishments in remediating
sites, protecting human health and preventing future releases, include:

« Issuing No Further Action (NFA) notices for six remediated sites, with 48 additional
sites identified as ready for NFA status.

« Maintaining filtration systems for four residences.

« Installing vapor mitigation systems for four businesses to protect occupants from
contaminant vapor intrusion risks.

« Implementing three groundwater remedies and four soil remedies at seven DSCA
sites.

« Conducting 317 full compliance inspections at 313 active dry-cleaners.

« Performing outreach visits to educate and assist new business owners/operators with
environmental compliance.

« Delivering approximately 500 compliance calendars to assist dry-cleaners with
record-keeping requirements.

The DSCA Fund continues to be solvent with an end-of-fiscal year fund balance of
approximately $6.7 million and encumbered funds totaling $2.9 million. The increase in the
fund balance over last year is attributed to a decrease in expenditures resulting from
effective cost control measures and because a large planned soil remediation project was
delayed. Cost control measures are being implemented to help ensure that funds are
available to address sites that pose greater potential risks. The program is using its resources
efficiently, and expenditures are being closely monitored to ensure adequate funding is
maintained. Based on data about site cleanup costs in North Carolina and the nation,
cleaning up the 400 sites that have been certified in DSCA will cost an estimated $132
million. DEQ estimates there may be as many as 1,500 contaminated dry-cleaning sites in
North Carolina. Projected costs to clean up 50 percent of those sites are expected to exceed
$250 million.
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B. Program Activity
The General Assembly enacted DSCA to: 1) clean up contamination from dry-cleaning
solvents at retail dry-cleaners and wholesale solvent distribution sites, and 2) protect human
health and the environment by preventing future dry-cleaning solvent contamination. DEQ
made significant progress during fiscal year 2016-17 in implementing the cleanup and
compliance components of DSCA.

1. Site Cleanups
During the past fiscal year, DWM directed significant energy toward assessment and
remediation of sites with contamination from dry-cleaning solvents. DWM continued to
implement initiatives to ensure protection of human health by mitigating vapor intrusion
(indoor air pollution from solvent contamination in the soil or groundwater) and providing
clean water supplies to affected residents. During FY 2016-17, the DWM staff and the
program’s three contractors performed the following activities:

« screened sites for imminent hazards, such as threatened water supply wells and
vapor intrusion into buildings;

. abated indoor vapor hazards from contaminated soils and groundwater;

« provided temporary clean water supplies;

« conducted comprehensive site assessments delineating extent of contamination;

« remediated contaminated soil;

. remediated contaminated groundwater; and

« evaluated site risks and prepared sites for closure.

2. Sites in the Program
Twenty-two new sites were certified into DSCA during FY 2016-17. Tables 1 and 2 provide
current and cumulative statistics for sites certified into the DSCA Program. A site becomes
certified when a petitioner enters into an assessment and remediation agreement with DWM.
Figure 1 depicts the number of contaminated dry-cleaning sites participating in the DSCA
Program. A list of certified sites, along with current site status, is provided in Appendix A.

Rules that establish a risk-based approach to assessing and cleaning up certified sites in the
DSCA Program became effective on Oct. 1, 2007. These rules and associated guidance
allow program staff to determine the risk posed to human health and the environment at
each site and, if necessary, to calculate the appropriate cleanup levels for soil and
groundwater.
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Table 1. Cumulative DSCA Site Statistics (through June 30, 2017)

Certification Status FY 2016-17 Cumulative
Contaminated Sites 19 458
Sites Certified 22 400
Sites Determined Ineligible - 4
Sites not Certified - 54
Site Status

Sites Certified 22 400
Certified Sites in Assessment/Remediation 22 282
Certified Sites Pending Closure 16 48
Certified Sites Closed 6 70

DSCA Site Status Definitions

Certified: The DSCA Program has entered into an agreement with a petitioner and
is in the process of assigning a state-hired, independent environmental contractor to
conduct a prioritization assessment.

Assessment: The DSCA Program's independent environmental contractor is
determining the extent of soil and groundwater contamination at the site.
Monitoring: The DSCA Program'’s independent environmental contractor is
monitoring the levels of contaminants in the groundwater at the site.

Remediation: The DSCA Program's independent environmental contractor is
performing cleanup at the site.

Interim Action: Site conditions are favorable for source removal or for conducting
a pilot study for remediation.

Emergency: The DSCA Program has determined there is an immediate need for
corrective action to abate a potential hazard to human health or the environment.
On Hold: Please contact the site’s project manager for more details.

Closure: The extent of contamination is defined and considered stable. The DSCA
Program is developing and implementing a risk management plan to protect human
health and the environment from remaining contamination.

NFA: No Further Action Required

During FY 2016-17, DWM issued No Further Action (NFA) notices for six contaminated
dry-cleaning sites in the program, bringing the total to 70 DSCA sites that have been given
NFA status since the risk-based rules became effective in October 2007. DWM is
recommending no further action at an additional 48 DSCA sites (“Sites Pending Closure” in
Table 1 above). The program anticipates issuing between eight and 10 NFA notices in the
coming fiscal year.

Preparing a site for No Further Action involves completing an assessment of the extent and
magnitude of contamination, evaluating the risks posed by the contaminants, mitigating any
unacceptable risks, remediating contamination as needed, ensuring stability of the
groundwater contaminant plume, preparing a risk management plan, soliciting public input,
and recording notices to ensure that site conditions remain protective. In accordance with
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DSCA statutes, the program provides the proposed risk management plan and associated
notices to the appropriate local governments (counties and municipalities), and announces
the availability of the plan to the public through local newspapers, direct mailings to
property owners on or adjacent to the contamination site, and by posting a notice at the site.
Table 2 below shows the number and percentages of DSCA-certified site classifications.

Table 2. Classifications of DSCA Certified Sites (through June 30, 2017)

Site Classification of Certified Sites Number .T.zrtgfnt 2l
Abandoned 269 67 %
Wholesale Distribution 3 1%
Operating 128 32 %
Small Size (1-4 employees) 67 52 %
Medium Size (5 - 9 employees) 35 28 %
Large Size (> 10 employees) 26 20 %

Figure 1. Known dry-cleaning solvent contaminated sites in North Carolina
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Table 3 provides a summary of actions undertaken to address direct threats to human health
and the environment. During FY 2016-17, the DWM continued to supply clean water to four
residences where municipal water is not available. In total, the division has provided
municipal water to 64 residences and 11 businesses that have had their water supply wells
impacted or threatened by dry-cleaning solvent contamination from 17 DSCA sites.
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Table 3. DSCA Site Cleanup Statistics

Accomplishments FY 2016-17 Cumulative
Water Supply Provided
Municipal Water Connection - residences - 64
Municipal Water Connection - businesses - 11
Temporary Water Supplied - residences 4 31
Temporary Water Supplied - businesses - 6
# of DSCA sites involved 2 17
Vapor Intrusion (V1) Mitigated
VI Control System Installed - residences - 14
VI Control System Installed - businesses 4 68
# of DSCA sites involved 3 52
Active Remediation Implemented
# of DSCA Soil Remediations Implemented 4 94
# of DSCA sites involved 4 84
# of DSCA Groundwater Remediations 3 71
Implemented
# of DSCA sites involved 3 51

Addressing indoor air pollution from tetrachloroethylene (PERC) releases continues to be a
high priority since many DSCA sites have occupied structures on or adjacent to PERC
contamination. The program has identified a number of buildings where soil and/or
groundwater contamination has produced unacceptably high concentrations of PERC vapor
in indoor air and required mitigation. During FY 2016-17, DWM installed vapor mitigation
systems at four businesses to control unacceptable vapors caused by releases at three DSCA
sites. Since 2006, DWM has installed vapor control measures at 68 businesses and 14
residences as a result of dry-cleaning solvent contamination from 52 DSCA sites.

Many DSCA sites require soil and groundwater cleanup to protect human health and the
environment. In order to remove contaminant sources that threaten indoor air in buildings
and cause further degradation of groundwater, DWM implemented soil remedies at four
DSCA sites. These remedial technologies included excavation, soil vapor extraction, soil
blending, thermal treatment, and placement of additives to promote reductive dechlorination
and anaerobic biodegradation. During FY 2016-17, the program also monitored the
effectiveness of groundwater remedies at 18 DSCA sites and maintained active groundwater
remediation systems at two sites. During the life of the DSCA Program, DWM has
implemented 94 soil cleanup actions at 84 DSCA sites, and conducted 71 groundwater
cleanup actions at 51 DSCA sites.

3. Site Prioritization System
The DSCA Program requires that site cleanup disbursements be made on higher priority
sites first. Data from the program’s vapor intrusion investigations indicate that this type of
direct human exposure is a threat at several DSCA sites. To ensure that this health concern
receives appropriate attention, the program has revised its prioritization method to include
potential indoor air threats. Due to the growing number of DSCA sites and the complex
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nature of assessing and remediating PERC contamination, the DSCA Program continues to
evaluate and implement cost efficient measures to help ensure the fund’s solvency.

4. Vapor Intrusion
Among states with dry-cleaning programs, the North Carolina DSCA Program has
continued to work at the forefront in addressing vapor intrusion issues at dry-cleaning
solvent-contaminated sites. Due to the volatility of PERC, one of the most common dry-
cleaning solvents, the potential for vapor intrusion exists at many dry-cleaning sites. The
DSCA Program has shared its large library of North Carolina vapor intrusion data with the
Environmental Protection Agency to supplement data it uses to establish attenuation factors
and screening levels. The EPA welcomed North Carolina’s data from commercial structures
in the southeastern United States.

An emerging issue that may affect some contaminated dry-cleaning sites involves the
presence of trichloroethylene (TCE) in indoor air. Not only is TCE a chemical produced by
the breakdown of PERC in the environment, but TCE is also a spotting agent in the dry-
cleaning industry as well as a common solvent in many industrial settings. At contaminated
sites, health threats from volatile contaminants in indoor air are often associated with long-
term (chronic) exposure to chemicals migrating from subsurface into indoor air. Recent
studies along with other toxicological information suggest that short-term (acute) exposure
to TCE in indoor air may raise a risk for fetal heart malformation during the first trimester of
pregnancy. Staff from the division’s cleanup programs, including DSCA, are working with
the department to develop protocols to promptly address acute exposure situations. When
site data suggests there is a potential for exposure to unacceptable levels of TCE in indoor
air, staff provide immediate notification and educational resources to affected parties. The
DSCA Program promptly mitigates risks to indoor air quality when dry-cleaning solvent
contamination in the environment is causing unacceptable risks in indoor air.

5. Investigation of Potential New Sites
In 2007, DSCA was amended to allow the program to spend up to 1 percent of the DSCA
fund balance each year to investigate active and abandoned dry-cleaning sites that the
program believes may be contaminated. If dry-cleaning solvent contamination is found, the
potential responsible party is given the choice of entering the program as a petitioner or
allowing the site to be addressed under the Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch. If they choose
the latter, the responsible party may be required to reimburse DSCA for the investigation
costs. Under this provision, the program conducted limited investigations at nine potential
dry-cleaning contaminated sites during FY 2016-17. Since 2007, DSCA has investigated 95
sites for potential dry-cleaning solvent contamination. Of those 95 sites, 70 have become
certified into the program.

The DSCA Program continues to partner with other agencies to identify new sites and to
coordinate assessment and cleanup efforts to ensure effective use of state resources. Data
provided by DEQ’s Underground Storage Tank Section, Brownfields Program, Inactive
Hazardous Sites Branch, Public Water Supply Section and municipal environmental
programs reveal monitoring wells and supply wells with contaminants that may be from
dry-cleaning operations. DSCA staff compare contaminated well locations to known
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locations of more than 2,000 active and abandoned dry-cleaning facility sites to help
identify potential dry-cleaning contaminant sources. The program also shares data and
coordinates assessment and cleanup activities with other DWM programs, such as
Brownfields and the Underground Storage Tanks Section, to ensure that remedial strategies
are protective and implemented effectively.

6. Identified Contamination Sites
A total of 458 sites known or suspected to be contaminated by dry-cleaning solvents have
been reported to the department. DSCA has certified 400 of these sites into the cleanup
program, as noted in Table 1. Appendix A lists, by county, the sites with known or
suspected dry-cleaning solvent contamination reported to the department and sites certified
in the program. During FY 2016-17, DSCA certified 22 new sites into the program; five of
these were identified as a contaminant source with the program’s 1 percent investigation
allowance. As noted above, the program anticipates that additional dry-cleaning solvent
contamination sites will be discovered using the investigative allowance in FY 2017-18.

7. DSCA Contracts
The program currently manages three contracts with state-lead environmental engineering
firms, with a total end-of-fiscal year encumbrance of approximately $2.9 million. The
contracts establish terms and conditions under which qualified environmental engineering
firms assess and remediate contaminated dry-cleaning sites in the DSCA Program.

8. Customer Service Initiatives
During FY 2016-17, the program continued to promote the DEQ mission of excellent
customer service by making public records more accessible, providing easy access to DSCA
site locations, engaging communities affected by dry-cleaning solvent contamination, and
sharing program updates with interested stakeholders on a regular basis. The program uses
its website to provide a variety of information including, but not limited to maps, public
records access, forms, rules and statutes, updates on sites of interest, stakeholder meeting
information, and staff contact information.

a. Public Records
Improving the accessibility to public records has been a high priority for all DWM
programs. To date, all of the DSCA Program’s current and legacy records have been
digitized, and the frequently requested document types have been uploaded to the
Laserfiche document management system. Laserfiche is available through DEQ’s and
DWM’s websites, and allows users the ability to search and download public records.

b. Site Location Information
The availability of site location information is important to the public and many decision
makers, including property buyers and sellers, lenders, municipalities, and state and
local environmental programs. The program continues to maintain location data on a
web-based map viewer on the DWM website. In addition, the program has consistently
supported and been involved in the development of DWM’s well permitting support
system, which is an online site locator tool based on ARC-GIS Online platform.
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c. Stakeholder Meetings and Presentations
The DWM continues to encourage stakeholder involvement in the DSCA Program. The
existing stakeholder group is comprised of representatives from the dry-cleaning
industry, environmental organizations, attorneys, environmental consultants and the
public. Program representatives hold semi-annual meetings to report on
accomplishments and initiatives, solicit feedback on topics that affect the program, and
present remediation projects of interest to the attendees. DSCA staff also made
presentations at the October 2016 DSCA Stakeholder meeting and the State Coalition
for the Remediation of Drycleaners teleconference in October 2016.

C. Facility Compliance
The Environmental Management Commission has been authorized under the Dry-Cleaning
Solvent Cleanup Act to develop rules that operating dry-cleaning facilities must follow to
prevent environmental contamination by dry-cleaning solvents. During FY 2016-17, the
DSCA Program had three to four inspectors performing outreach visits, inspections and
enforcement at dry-cleaning facilities and wholesale distribution facilities statewide.

In addition to the program’s Minimum Management Practices (MMP) regulations,
enforcement authority is delegated to the DWM for violations of applicable air quality rules.
The division’s Hazardous Waste Section has granted authority to the DSCA Compliance
Program to inspect dry-cleaners for compliance with the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) Hazardous Waste regulations. This allows one program in DEQ to
ensure compliance with all environmental regulatory requirements and gives dry-cleaners
and the public a single DEQ point-of-contact for compliance questions or concerns.

Educational Assistance Visits

During FY 2016-17, DWM inspectors conducted four educational assistance visits at active
dry-cleaning facilities. To date, DSCA inspectors performed 795 educational outreach visits
at active dry-cleaners — many of which had not previously been inspected by a DEQ
program. This outreach trains owners and operators regarding the MMPs, hazardous waste
and air quality regulations. Inspectors also use these visits to thoroughly document all
observed compliance issues.

Inspections and Enforcement

The DSCA Program conducts unannounced, full compliance inspections at dry-cleaning
facilities and wholesale distribution facilities to ensure that dry-cleaning facilities are
compliant with all applicable regulations. In setting inspection priorities, the program
considers multiple factors including facility specific compliance history, business
owner/operator changes, emerging solvents or equipment, and regulatory changes at the
federal, state or municipal level.

During FY 2016-17, DSCA Program staff conducted 317 full inspections at 313 active dry-
cleaning facilities. Common violations identified were failure to install spill containment
under dry-cleaning machines and waste solvent storage areas, failure to seal waste solvent
containers, failure to inspect dry-cleaning equipment, and failure to record and maintain
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants recordkeeping logs.
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To be eligible to participate in the DSCA cleanup program, all operating dry-cleaning
facilities and wholesale distribution facilities must be compliant with the DSCA MMPs.
During FY 2016-17, DSCA staff inspected seven active facilities seeking entry into the
cleanup program and 55 active facilities that are already certified to ensure that DSCA
cleanup funds are being used where owners and operators are diligent about preventing dry-
cleaning solvent releases.

Additional Compliance Outreach
The DSCA Compliance Unit continues to evaluate and implement enhancements to improve
compliance rates among the regulated community.

Since 2007, the DSCA Program has produced a PERC compliance calendar that provides all
applicable rules, recordkeeping, guidance and reference information in one document for the
convenience of facility owners and operators. The calendar has received positive reviews
from North Carolina dry-cleaners and industry officials in other states, where it has been
praised for its comprehensive scope and functionality.

Since the 2016 calendar year, the program has also developed and produced a petroleum
solvent compliance calendar for cleaners who operate dry-cleaning machines that use
regulated petroleum solvent. The calendars include instructions in Spanish and Korean. The
program mailed or hand-delivered approximately 300 PERC calendars and 200 petroleum
calendars to dry-cleaning facilities statewide for the 2017 calendar year.

The DSCA Program also employs an inspector who speaks Korean fluently and translates
outreach materials and regulations to better serve North Carolina’s regulated community.
Reducing language and cultural barriers helps improve education and compliance among
Korean-speaking dry-cleaning owners and operators. The Korean-speaking members of the
dry-cleaning community have responded very positively to DSCA’s efforts to improve
communication. The program continues to evaluate ways to better enable compliance
among all North Carolina dry-cleaners and wholesale distribution facilities.

D. Program Financial Status and Projections
1. Fund Receipts and Disbursements

The primary funding sources for the dry-cleaning solvent cleanup fund are a tax on dry-
cleaning solvents, the state portion of the current sales tax on dry-cleaning, and co-
payments from petitioners participating in the cleanup program. Disbursements consist
primarily of payments to the program’s independent contractors for site assessment and
remediation and program administration costs. DSCA Fund receipts and disbursements
for the FY 2016-17 and for the life of the DSCA Program are shown in Table 4.
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Table 4. DSCA Fund through Fiscal Year 2016-17

. Duration of Program
Receipts FY 2016-17 (through 6/30/17)
Solvent Tax Revenue $ 196,599.32 $ 11,898,558.07
Sales Tax Revenue $ 8,072,184.54 $ 111,462,391.86
Petitioner Payments $ $ 1,632,928.41
124,785.08
Miscellaneous (investigation)  $ 0 $ 919.93
Rebate $ 75.77 $ 28,870.11
Interest $ 0 $ 7,522,262.17
TOTAL $ 8,393,644.71 $ $ 132,545,930.55
Disbursements
Dept. of Revenue! $ 0 $ 57,272.02
Petitioner Reimbursements $ 0 $ 1,963,991.89
Contracts $ 5,966,114.79 $ 97,861,127.08
Well Permit Fees $ 59,530.00 $ 405,010.00
Hazardous Waste Fees $ 92,050.00 $ 1,433,003.41
Transfer to Inactive Hazardous  $ 0 $ 400,000.00
Sites
Transfer to Green Square $ 0 $ 1,291,035.00
Project
Transfer — Budget Shortfall $ 0 $ 6,475,812.93
DEQ Administration $ 1,231,992.07 $ 15,992,635.32
TOTAL $ 7,349,688.20 $ 125,879,888.99
Fund Balance $ 6,666,041.56
Funds Encumbered in Contracts $ 2,931,226.93
! Represents the actual amount charged by the N.C. Department of Revenue for its
expenses. The Department of Revenue is authorized by DSCA to charge no more than
$125,000 per year.

2. Estimated Future Assessment and Remediation Expenditures
During FY 2016-17, fund expenditures directly related to implementation of DSCA
decreased from the previous fiscal year (see DSCA-Related Disbursements in Table 5
and Figure 2). As the fund balance decreased, the program continued to implement
control measures to help ensure that funds are available to address sites that pose greater
potential risks. The DSCA Program closely monitors expenditures to ensure adequate
funding is maintained to assess all sites, perform mitigation and remediation activities
when needed, and move sites toward closure. Site work expenditures have reduced the
fund balance from its peak of $37.6 million in 2008 to a low of $5.6 million in 2016.
DSCA Fund receipts for the past seven years have been relatively stable, ranging
between approximately $8 million and $9 million per year. Consistent with prior years,
the total FY 2016-17 receipts from the solvent tax, sales and use tax, and petitioner
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payments remain stable, and only slightly (1.3 percent) higher than the total receipts for
FY 2015-16.

Using the DSCA Program’s state-lead cleanup costs and national estimates of total
average costs to clean up contaminated dry-cleaning sites, the program can project the
estimated costs to address the sites currently certified in the DSCA Program. Using an
estimated average total cleanup cost of $330,000 per site, it will take more than $132
million (not including DEQ’s administrative costs) to address the 400 sites that have
been certified in the program. Based on data from the N.C. Department of Labor, there
are at least 2,000 active and abandoned dry-cleaning facilities in the state. Investigations
performed across the nation indicate that contamination is present in at least 75 percent
of all dry-cleaning operations. Applying this percentage to the number of current and
former facilities in North Carolina, a total of 1,500 contaminated sites may be present,
equaling an estimated $500 million in cleanup costs. If only 50 percent of these
contaminated sites are accepted into the DSCA Program, the projected total cleanup cost

(adjusted for inflation) would be approximately $250 million.

Table 5. Historic DSCA Fund Statistics

: . Total DSCA-Related
Fiscal Year Receipts Disbursements Disbursements Fund Balance
FY 03-04 9,487,233.94 489,024.96 489,024.96 13,547,987.50
FY 04-05 9,660,612.84 1,806,911.93 1,806,911.93 21,401,688.41
FY 05-06 9,913,615.29 2,126,835.62 2,126,835.62 29,188,468.08
FY 06-07 10,687,669.06 4,184,051.63 4,184,051.63 35,692,085.50
FY 07-08 10,307,477.83 8,413,240.75 8,413,240.75 37,586,322.59
FY 08-09* 9,513,473.12 | 22,818,089.84 14,803,890.84 24,281,705.87
FY 09-10* 8,147,167.40 | 16,812,337.01 16,808,702.01 15,658,644.76
FY 10-11* 8,627,803.92 | 11,371,154.52 11,222,140.59 12,915,294.16
FY 11-12 9,124,256.44 8,208,478.47 8,208,478.47 13,859,866.72
FY 12-13 8,580,621.94 9,835,705.15 9,835,705.15 12,604,783.26
FY 13-14 8,190,699.90 | 11,958,967.35 11,958,967.35 8,836,516.06
FY 14-15 8,181,706.31 | 10,939,433.40 10,939,433.40 6,078,788.97
FY 15-16 8,284,815.52 8,741,519.44 8,741,519.44 5,622,085.05
FY 16-17 8,393,644.71 7,349,688.20 7,349,688.20 6,666,041.56

*  Difference in total disbursements and DSCA-related disbursements due to Non-DSCA related fund transfers
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Figure 2. DSCA Fund Trends
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E. DSCA Administrative Costs
According to the Dry-Cleaning Solvent Cleanup Act, nearly 20 percent of annual revenues
deposited into the fund may be used by DEQ and the North Carolina Attorney General’s
Office to administer the program. The administrative costs-to-revenue ratio has been
relatively steady, fluctuating between 15 percent and 17 percent since FY 2009-10. The
current administrative cost-to-revenue ratio is at 14.7 percent, and is expected to increase
slightly in the coming fiscal year as vacant positions are filled and attorney support is
renewed.

Actions to Ensure Fund Solvency

Between 2008 until 2011, the increased expenditures on site cleanups had substantially
reduced the fund balance (Figure 1). During the past three fiscal years, the program
experienced an increase in the number of sites petitioning into the cleanup program, along
with an increase in vapor intrusion-related assessment and mitigation. As demonstrated
during previous years, the program continues to closely monitor and adjust expenditures to
ensure that funds are available to address certified sites. DSCA’s prioritization strategy
helps ensure that sites requiring remediation are addressed in priority order while
maintaining fund solvency.

As noted above, total collections for FY 2016-17 were approximately $8.4 million. The fund

has a balance of approximately $6.7 million, with monies encumbered or pending
encumbrance totaling $2.9 million. The DSCA Fund is solvent.
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Chapter I11: Hazardous Waste Progam

A. Executive Summary
This annual report describes the activities of North Carolina's Hazardous Waste Management
Program, Resident Inspector Program and Mercury Switch Removal Program from July 1,
2016, through June 30, 2017. It is prepared pursuant to N.C.G.S.130A-294(i) and is presented
to the General Assembly and its Fiscal Research Division, Senate Appropriations
Subcommittee on Natural and Economic Resources, House Appropriations Subcommittee on
Natural and Economic Resources, and Environmental Review Commission.

North Carolina’s hazardous waste management program protects human health and the
environment from the risks presented by potential mismanagement of hazardous waste.

Hazardous waste received in North Carolina by facilities in state fiscal year 2016-17
amounted to 23,651 tons. Hazardous waste generated in North Carolina by facilities in state
fiscal year 2016-17 totaled approximately 86,000 tons. For this year’s report, hazardous waste
generated data is from Easitrak/RCRAInfo, and the hazardous waste received data is from the
N.C. Resident Inspector Program. Both the number of small quantity generators and number
of conditionally exempt generators increased, though the quantity of hazardous waste
generated by the latter facilities is not reported. Inspection, compliance assistance and
enforcement activities at hazardous waste facilities resulted in the safe management of an
estimated 95,915 gallons and six tons of hazardous waste, 1,810 gallons and 7.36 tons of non-
hazardous waste, 1,275 gallons of used oil and 30,384 pounds of universal waste.
Mismanagement of the waste could have presented potential health or environmental risks.

In addition, the program continues to make significant progress in cleaning up contamination
at permitted hazardous waste management facilities. The national goal is for final remedies to
be constructed and fully operational at 95 percent of these facilities by 2020; although, this
does not necessarily mean remediation will have been completed. Currently in North Carolina,
64 percent of facilities have a remedy constructed.

B. Hazardous Waste Management Program
North Carolina was authorized to implement the federal hazardous waste regulatory program
in lieu of the Environmental Protection Agency in 1980. Federal authorization is the process
through which EPA delegates primary program implementation and enforcement
responsibility to states, while maintaining an oversight role to ensure national consistency.
The federal program, established under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA), regulates the generation, transport, treatment, storage, disposal and recycling of
hazardous waste. The program also governs the environmental remediation of hazardous
waste treatment, storage and disposal facilities that have been contaminated by prior waste
management activities. The North Carolina hazardous waste program is implemented by the
Hazardous Waste Section (HWS) in DEQ's Division of Waste Management.
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1. Hazardous Waste Generation, Management and Remediation
a. Generation
Hazardous waste is defined as industrial material destined for disposal that may be
ignitable, corrosive, reactive and/or toxic and, as such, poses a risk to human health
and the environment if improperly managed.

The comprehensive hazardous waste generation data is available biennially thru
RCRA Info (see Information Management Section). The national reporting cycle for
2015 was available to the public on Dec. 10, 2016. The national reporting cycle for
2017 will be available in late 2018.

In state FY 2016-17, there were approximately 745 (as of Oct. 19, 2017, source
RCRAInfo) North Carolina Large Quantity Generators.! The amount of waste
generated in fiscal year 2016-17 was approximately 86,000 tons with 933 facilities
reporting (100 percent).

In state fiscal year 2016-17, there were approximately 1,702 (as of Nov. 1, 2017) small
quantity generators? in North Carolina as well as 4,953 (as of Nov. 1, 2017)
Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators®. These generators are subject to
reduced reporting and regulatory requirements because they are often small businesses
for whom periodic reporting could be overly burdensome. They are also subject to
reduced reporting because the amounts of waste generated at each individual site are
less likely to present significant risks to human health and the environment. However,
these facilities collectively generate a significant amount of hazardous waste that must
be managed properly and in compliance with applicable rules. Significant resources
are devoted to technical assistance, outreach and compliance activities at these
facilities. Staff conducts compliance assistance visits or other types of inspections as a
way of outreach to help facilities with the RCRA regulations.

b. Management
Comprehensive hazardous waste generation data is available biennially. The data for
2015 and the EPA’s Hazardous Waste Report final report was available to the public
on Dec. 10, 2016. The national reporting cycle for 2017 will be available in late 2018.

In state fiscal year 2016-17, North Carolina’s nine commercial hazardous waste
facilities* received and processed 23,651 tons of hazardous waste from offsite
generators.

1 Large Quantity Generators are defined as facilities that generate 1,000 kg or more of hazardous waste per month,
or 1 kg or more of acutely hazardous waste per month.

2 Small quantity generators are facilities that generate between 100 and 1,000 kg of hazardous waste per month.

3 Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators generate hazardous waste at a rate less than 100 kg per month
and are not required to notify.

4 Commercial hazardous waste facilities are facilities that accept hazardous waste from offsite generators under a
permit and store, treat and dispose hazardous waste.
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c. Remediation
There are 80 active hazardous waste treatment, storage, disposal and corrective action
facilities in North Carolina. Each facility is governed by a permit, an enforceable order
or another operational control mechanism for management and/or remediation of
hazardous waste.

There are 90 facilities subject to the RCRA Corrective Action Program, which
addresses remediation of environmental contamination at permitted hazardous waste
facilities. The Hazardous Waste Program tracks the remediation progress at these sites
using four environmental indicators:

1) Human exposure controlled,

2) Groundwater contamination controlled,
3) Cleanup remedy constructed, and

4) Remedy completed.

The program continues to make significant progress in overseeing the remediation of
contamination at permitted hazardous waste management facilities. The national goal
is for 95 percent of these facilities to meet three environmental indicators by Oct. 1,
2020, the beginning of the federal fiscal year. Currently in North Carolina, 94 percent
of the facilities have human exposures controlled, 92 percent have groundwater
contamination controlled and 64 percent have a remedy constructed. Currently, 22
percent of North Carolina facilities have all hazardous waste remediation complete.

To achieve the national goal of 95 percent of the facilities having a remedy
constructed by EPA for federal fiscal year 2020, the Hazardous Waste Section has
established the following goals:

Hazardous Waste Section EPA FFY-18| EPA FFY-20
Projections to meet the EPA

Human Exposures Controlled 96% 100%

Groundwater Contamination 96% 97%
Controlled

Remedy Constructed 81% 95%

All RCRA Remediation 24% 2504
Complete

Strategy to achieve the goals listed above

The Facility Management Branch (FMB) evaluates and projects these goals for the
federal fiscal year 2020 multiple times per year: during the EPA Work Plan
development stage, at the EPA End-of-Year Reporting stage, at each VIP review and
during the regular supervisor/employee meetings.
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To meet the federal fiscal year 2020 goals, two Groundwater Contamination
Controlled goals must be achieved, and 23 Remedy Selected and Remedy Constructed
goals must be achieved. The FMB has met the EPA 2020 goal of 95 percent of Human
Exposures Controlled. In addition, in FFY-17, the EPA has revised the goal of RCRA
Remediation Complete from 25 percent to 32 percent. This means that six additional
RCRA remediation goals must be completed by Sept. 30, 2020.

Facilities that have not met the Human Exposures Controlled or Groundwater
Contamination Controlled projections have been evaluated and notified concerning
information needed to meet the goals. The FMB is confident these goals will be met.

The Remedy Selected and Remedy Constructed goals will require extensive
discussions between the FMB and facilities to identify and approve remedies that are
protective of human health and the environment, and meet the appropriate media
standards. The selection of the proper remedy and implementation of the remedy may
require a large investment of time and money at each facility. For the FMB to meet the
goal of 95 percent, no more than four facilities can miss the goal. There are three
facilities that will not be able achieve the goal because they are bankrupt or financially
marginal facilities. The FMB will continue working to meet these goals.

To meet the All RCRA Remediation Complete goal, a facility must meet the
appropriate clean-up standards for all media: soil, groundwater, surface water and air.
Typically, groundwater cleanup is a multi-decade process depending on the
constituents and concentrations that need to be remediated. However, the Risk-Based
Remediation of Industrial Sites legislation enacted through Session Law 2011-186 and
revised by Session Law 2015-286 allows for a risk-based approach to the soil,
groundwater and air standards as long as the remedy still provides for protection of
human health and the environment. The FMB anticipates meeting the All RCRA
Remediation Complete goal through the use of risk-based cleanup.

2. Compliance and Enforcement
The Hazardous Waste Program is responsible for implementing inspection, compliance
and enforcement activities. The environmental benefits achieved through compliance and
enforcement activities are identified each year to measure the overall success of the
program in meeting environmental goals. During FY 2016-17, the program’s actions have
ensured the safe management of an estimated 95,915 gallons and six tons of hazardous
waste, 1,810 gallons and 7.36 tons of non-hazardous waste, 1,275 gallons of used oil and
30,384 pounds of universal waste that otherwise may have been mismanaged. These
actions also ensured that more than 1,896 individuals (mostly staff at affected facilities)
who could have been adversely affected were protected.

3. Information Management
Comprehensive information about North Carolina’s hazardous waste facilities is entered
and stored in the national hazardous waste database known as Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act Information (RCRAINnfo) and RCRARep, a system that gives EPA and state
environmental staff access to RCRA and biennial report information. The RCRAInfo
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database was developed by the EPA and the states, and is managed by the EPA.
RCRAInfo contains comprehensive information on facilities that generate and/or manage
hazardous waste in the state as well as all the Hazardous Waste Section’s activities
affecting these facilities. RCRARep is an EPA computer system developed by EPA
Region I and designed for read-only programmatic use. To view environmental
information for specific hazardous waste sites in North Carolina, visit
https://wwwa3.epa.gov/enviro/. For details about the N.C. Division of Waste Management
and its Hazardous Waste Section, visit the division’s website:
http://portal.ncdenr.org/web/wm/.

4. Hazardous Waste Program Development
The Hazardous Waste Program will continue to support safe hazardous waste management
in North Carolina by:

e Supporting opportunities for waste minimization and recycling, and supporting
annual generator workshops that educate the largest generators about hazardous
waste regulations and help these generators achieve and maintain compliance.

e Maintaining a guidance document to educate small quantity generators about
hazardous waste regulations that help these generators achieve and maintain
compliance.

e Continuing to seek EPA authorization to maintain the section’s authority to
implement the federal program.

e Maintaining high quality hazardous waste data for hazardous waste trend analysis
and sound decision-making.

e Participating in the EPA rule-making process. Examples include the updated 2015
Definition of Solid Waste Rule, 2017 Hazardous Waste Generator Improvements
Rule and Management of Pharmaceutical Hazardous Waste Rule.

5. Hazardous Waste Reduction Initiatives

Commitment to Hazardous Waste Minimization and Recycling

The Hazardous Waste Section promotes waste minimization and recycling in all of its

programs. Some of these activities include:

e Incorporating pollution prevention training (based on targeted priority chemical waste
streams) into annual generator workshops, industry meetings and enforcement
settlement negotiations.

e Reviewing facility requests for alternative management practices for hazardous waste
(use/reuse, substitution, reclassification and delisting).

e Supporting intervention projects to reduce or eliminate the presence of priority
chemicals through partnerships with other agencies.

e Ensuring that generators continue to develop programs to minimize or reduce the
volume and quantity or toxicity of hazardous waste when staff conducts compliance
assistance visits or during inspections.
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6. Cost of Hazardous Waste Management Program

Hazardous Waste Legislative Report Financials | July 1, 2016 to June 29, 2017
Expenditures

Receipts Appropriations  Federal TOTALS

Salary and Fringe $1,081,236.30 0.00  $1,701,564.69  $2,747,317.22
Purchased Services $122,373.55 0.00 $303,216.85 $492,224.27
Supplies $22,122.38 0.00 $9,740.41 $11,464.74
Property Plant and

Equipment $1,430.75 0.00 $13,792.25 $52,043.08
Other Expenses and

Adjustments $0.00 0.00 $161,224.82 $149,804.57
Intragovernmental

Transfers $0.00 0.00 $11,071.65 $8,729.26
TOTALS $1,227,162.98 0.00  $2,200,610.67  $3,461,583.14

C. Resident Inspector Program
1. Executive Summary

The Resident Inspector Program has been operating for more than 25 years in the N.C.
Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ) Division of Waste Management. The
program uses a multimedia approach during required regulatory inspections involving
hazardous waste management and treatment requirements, workplace safety, air emissions
requirements, and wastewater treatment and discharge requirements. Resident inspectors
also evaluate commercial hazardous waste facilities for potential violations in other
regulatory areas, such as the N.C. Department of Labor’s Occupational Safety and Health
Act and the N.C. Department of Transportation’s hazardous materials transportation
regulations. The program inspected the state’s nine permitted commercial hazardous waste
treatment, storage and disposal facilities during this time period. For FY 2016-17, the
Resident Inspector Program operated with a staff of 4.5 positions. The program’s
operating fee-based budget collected $391,178, and program expenses totaled $258,832.
Program staff conducted 463 multi-media inspections, with two notices of deficiency, two
notices of violation and one enforcement action with an administrative order pending.

2. Program Description
The Resident Inspector Program was established "... to enhance the ability of the
department to protect public health and the environment by providing the department with
the authority and resources necessary to maintain a rigorous inspection and enforcement
program at commercial hazardous waste facilities" [G.S. 130A-295.02(f)]. The program
monitors all aspects of commercial hazardous waste facilities in North Carolina, provides
facility support through assistance and education, assures compliance with laws and rules
administered by DEQ and may include enforcement of laws or rules administered by any
other state agency through a memorandum of agreement.
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The Resident Inspector Program is part of the Hazardous Waste Section’s Compliance
Branch. For fiscal year 2016-17, the program was comprised of three resident inspectors,
one administrative assistant and one (half-time) program supervisor.

During fiscal year 2016-17, the Resident Inspector Program staff conducted 463
multimedia inspections at North Carolina’s nine commercial hazardous waste treatment
and storage facilities. This performance exceeded the statute-mandated minimum of 432
inspections. [See Table 1 for details.]

3. Program Funding
The Resident Inspector Program is intended to be funded solely by fees collected from the
commercial hazardous waste facilities [G.S. 130A-295.02(h)]. These fees are based on
each facility’s category ranking and the volume (tons) of hazardous waste received. For
FY 2016-17, facility ranking fees totaled $284,750 and tonnage fees ($4.50 per ton)
equaled $106,428. [See Table 1 below]. The program’s expenses totaled $258,832.

4. Program Results
Resident inspectors offer compliance assistance routinely — often in the form of education,
technical assistance and recommendations or comments during the site visits. Since the
inspectors visit these facilities at least twice a month, they become familiar with facility
management, operations and site conditions. Resident inspectors can easily identify
potential problem areas and work with that facility toward a permanent solution. If a
facility begins to have operational or compliance problems, the inspector reviews these
problem areas during each visit to provide assistance and keep the facility’s compliance
awareness high. Inspectors communicate frequently with facility management and front-
line workers to address conditions or behaviors before they become a compliance issue.
The inspectors also communicate to clarify permit conditions and current regulatory
requirements, and explain the reasons for the requirements as well as the potential risks
and costs of noncompliance. During the past fiscal year, resident inspectors issued two
notices of deficiency, two notices of violation and one enforcement action with an
administrative order pending. [See Table 1 below for details].

The Resident Inspector Program staff members continue to provide rigorous oversight of
commercial hazardous waste facilities in the state. The staff constantly seeks new
approaches and initiatives to ensure that commercial hazardous waste facilities can protect
public health and the environment. The Resident Inspector Program staff has also worked
with the commercial facilities to maintain compliance during times of economic
challenge. Economic pressures can cause hazardous waste facilities to operate with fewer
staff members and give employees less training. All these factors can lead to
noncompliance. The Resident Inspector Program continues to work toward a high level of
compliance at the commercial hazardous waste facilities in North Carolina through facility
education, technical assistance and regulatory oversight activities.
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Table 1. Resident Inspector Program
Commercial Hazardous Waste Facilities' Data FY 2016-2017
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D. Mercury Switch Removal Program
1. Executive Summary

The Mercury Switch Removal Program has been operating for 12 years in the N. C.
Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ) Division of Waste Management. The
program continues to inspect the end-of-life vehicle dismantling, crushing and shredding
facilities. For FY 2016-17, the Mercury Switch Removal Program operated with a staff
equivalent to approximately 3.5 equivalent positions supplied by the Hazardous Waste
Section’s Compliance Branch. The program’s operating budget is funded by fees collected
as part of the N.C. Department of Transportation’s application for certificate of vehicle
title fee.

The program’s total operating costs this year were $368,852. Those costs include switch
reimbursements at $5 for every mercury switch removed and recycled or disposed of as
RCRA Universal Waste. A total of $104,625 went to the dismantlers, crushers and
shredders for switch reimbursements. Program staff conducted 247 inspections during
fiscal year 2016-17 to determine compliance with state and federal RCRA regulations. No
notices of violation, and one notice of deficiency was issued.

2. Program Description
Through S.L. 2005-384, further amended by S.L. 2007-142, the General Assembly acted
to reduce the amount of mercury entering the state’s environment. As stated in G.S. 130A-
310.51, the purpose of the program is to reduce the quantity of mercury released into the
environment by removing mercury switches from end-of-life vehicles, and creating a
removal, collection and recovery program for those switches. The mercury switches
control convenience lighting in the trunk and under the hood. Specifically, the law
requires all vehicle dismantlers, vehicle recyclers, vehicle crushers and/or vehicle scrap
processors to remove, collect and recover mercury switches contained in end-of-life
vehicles prior to crushing, shredding or smelting the vehicles.

To ensure compliance with requirements established in G.S. 130A-310.50 through 310.57,
DEQ’s Division of Waste Management’s Hazardous Waste Section created the Mercury
Switch Removal Program (MSR Program), which is coordinated through the Hazardous
Waste Section’s Compliance Branch.

During fiscal year 2016-17, the MSR Program inspectors conducted 182 inspections in
North Carolina. The site visits are used to evaluate whether the facility was subject to the
law and acquaint those regulated facility operators with the legislative requirements.
Additional compliance assistance was given by the inspectors, as needed, regarding the
MSR Program and other RCRA and Clean Water Act regulated requirements.

In accordance with the National Vehicle Mercury Switch Removal Program (NVMSRP),
North Carolina’s MSR Program receives support from a corporation, End-of-Life Vehicle
Solutions (ELVS), which was formed by and represents the major automobile
manufacturers. ELVS provides the following support to North Carolina’s vehicle
dismantlers/recyclers, vehicle crushers and scrap processing facilities:
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e Educational materials regarding mercury switch removal, guidance on which vehicles
contain mercury switches, instructions on how to locate, identify and remove mercury
switches.

e U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) appropriate storage/shipping containers,
including applicable labeling and shipping documents necessary for the shipment of
the mercury switches.

e Transportation of the mercury switches in a timely fashion to a RCRA-permitted
mercury recycling/disposal facility.

e Recycling of the mercury switches by a qualified mercury retort facility or, when
recycling is not feasible, for the proper disposal of the mercury switches at a RCRA
permitted disposal facility.

e Indemnification from liability for participating vehicle dismantlers, scrap processing
facilities, vehicle crushers and others, once mercury switches are collected by the
ELVS contractor.

With this level of support from automobile manufacturers, dismantlers/recyclers, vehicle
crushers and scrap processing facilities can effectively remove the mercury switches from
the end-of-life vehicles before crushing, shredding or smelting them.

When the switches are removed from the vehicles, they are placed in the supplied DOT
container, which is labeled with the date the first switch was placed in the container and
with the words “Universal Waste — Mercury Containing Equipment.” When the container
is full (with a maximum of 454 switches per container) or the date on the container
approaches one year, the container is shipped to the ELV'S contracted receiving facility
(shipping is paid for by ELVS). The End-of-Life Vehicle Solutions continues to provide
new containers and supplies as needed.

3. Program Funding
The MSR Program was funded by fees collected as part of the DOT fee for application of
vehicle title certificate. Twenty cents of each $40-per-vehicle certificate of title fee is now
given to the Division of Waste Management in DEQ for this program. (Formerly, fifty
cents of each fee went to the now defunct Mercury Pollution Prevention Trust Fund).
Under G.S. 130A 310.54(b)(1) & (b1), the Mercury Pollution Prevention Fund, in part,
reimburses the MSR Program for: (a) $5 for each mercury switch removed and properly
recycled or disposed via the NVMSRP, paid to a vehicle crusher, vehicle dismantler,
vehicle recycler or scrap vehicle processing facility; and (b) costs incurred by the
department in administering the program.

Operationally, the funding provided for approximately 3.5 full-time equivalent positions,
travel and equipment expenses plus mercury switch removal reimbursement payments.
Program duties are, on a part-time basis, spread among these staff and others, including a
chemist and supervisor. Fiscal year 2016-17 revenues were approximately $212,963 plus a
cash balance of $660,538 (per Item H-20 from the Conference Report) for a total of
$873,501. Reimbursement paid to the vehicle dismantlers/recyclers, vehicle crushers, or
scrap processing facilities, for removal of the mercury switches with proper recovery and
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disposal ($5 per switch) totaled $104,625 and administrative costs totaled $264,227. Total
MSR Program costs for fiscal year 2016-17 equaled $368,852. The fund balance did not
see a net increase due to changes in legislation for the fiscal year.

4. Program Results
As directed by ELVS, the contracted facility receiving the collected mercury switches
supplies data to the N.C. MSR Program detailing the number of switches received, the
date the switches were received, and name and location of the facility that shipped the
switches (dismantler, crusher, shredder, etc.).

For fiscal year 2016-17, 20,925 mercury switches were removed from vehicles and
received by the ELVS contractor from North Carolina vehicle dismantlers/recyclers,
vehicle crushers and scrap processing facilities. This waste is managed as Universal
Waste. A total of 46.04 pounds of mercury (from the 20,925 switches) has been prevented
from being released to the environment in North Carolina as a result of mercury switches
removed from vehicles this year.

Also, North Carolina has held the top spot in the nation based on the mercury recovery
performance ratio each year but one since 2009. The mercury recovery performance ratio
is the number of pounds of mercury recovered from switches in the state in a calendar year
divided by the estimated number of pounds of mercury available to be recovered from
mercury switches from the state in the same calendar year. In fiscal year 2016-17, North
Carolina achieved 33.3 percent recovery. This is well above the national average of 11
percent recovery.

In the 12 years since the program has been in place, a total of 1,200 pounds of mercury has
been prevented from being released into North Carolina’s environment from metal
processing and smelting of scrap vehicles.

Session Law 2017-57, ratified on June 22, 2017, modified the sunset date of the Mercury
Switch program from June 30, 2017, to June 30, 2021 by repealing Part 6 of Article 9 of
Chapter 130A of the general statutes. The law also ended the transfer of funds into the
Mercury Pollution Prevention Fund from the N.C. Highway Fund, removed most of the
dollars from the fund, and transferred all remaining funds to the N.C. Division of Waste
Management. All activities of the program in North Carolina, including education,
assistance, inspections and switch reimbursements, will cease as of June 30, 2021.
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Chapter IV: Inactive Hazardous Sites Program

A. Executive Summary
The N.C. General Assembly created the Inactive Hazardous Sites Program in the Department of
Environmental Quality’s (DEQ) Division of Waste Management (the division) to identify, investigate and
clean up properties contaminated with hazardous substances. The program also manages the assessment and
cleanup of old pre-regulatory landfill sites that have environmental contamination and predate modern
landfill standards designed to prevent contamination. This report satisfies the requirements, set out in G.S.
130A-310.10, for an annual report to the General Assembly.

To date, 3,141 chemical spill or disposal sites and old, unlined dumps or landfills (pre-regulatory) have been
cataloged in North Carolina. Of this number 2,544 still require work to address public health or
environmental hazards.

Of the 2,544 remaining open cases, 665 are old, unlined landfills that predate solid and hazardous waste
permitting laws. By state law, approximately 45 percent of the proceeds of a statewide solid waste disposal
tax is directed to address contamination at these pre-regulatory landfills. The division has established
contracts with private firms to assess and remediate the pre-regulatory landfill sites. The division has started a
pilot study of an alternative privatized method of state-funded assessment and remediation at four pre-1983
landfills, to evaluate ways to improve efficiency and reduce cost.

At the end of FY2016-17, the uncommitted cash balance in the Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund
(IHSCF) dedicated to addressing the non-landfill inactive hazardous waste sites was $2,950. The fund
receives a $400,000 appropriation for this purpose from the General Fund each year.

The program has recovered funds for assessment and remediation through bankruptcy claims for several sites
over the years. In most cases, these new monies go into special trust funds, since the payments can only be
used for specific sites in accordance with bankruptcy settlement agreements.

The following provides a status of sites cataloged by the Inactive Hazardous Sites Program since it began.

Catalog of Contaminated Sites:

Total Number of Inactive Hazardous Sites Cataloged 3,141
Chemical Spill or Disposal Sites 2,464
Pre-Regulatory Landfills 677

Total Number of Sites Requiring No Further Action 597
Chemical Spill or Disposal Sites 585
Pre-Regulatory Landfill Sites 12

Remaining Open Sites 2,544

Chemical Spill or Disposal Sites 1879
Pre-Regulatory Landfills 665

Program Activities During FY2016-17:

Chemical Spill or Disposal Sites:

Oversight of Responsible Party Cleanup Actions - Total 279
Registered Environmental Consultant (REC)-Supervised Remedial Actions 123
Staff-Supervised Remedial Actions under Administrative Agreements 65
Additional Staff-Supervised Actions Pending Administrative Agreements 80
Spill Response Actions 11
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High Risk Orphan Site (no responsible party) Actions (completed and ongoing) 128
Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund Actions

Contaminated Site Assessments Completed or Ongoing 26
Contaminated Soil/Waste Removal Actions Completed or Ongoing 2
Homes Provided Alternate Water or Treatment Systems Maintained 10

Testing Conducted by Staff
Water Supply Wells Sampled at Non-Landfill Sites 100
Sites with Other Testing (soils, surface water) 11

New Site Screenings

Sites Screened 68

Sites Added to Inventory 50
Sites Evaluated for No Further Action (NFA) Status

Sites Evaluated 33

NFAs Granted 32

Program Activities During FY2016-17:
First Phase Assessments Completed (receptor research, geophysical perimeter

assessment) 8
Contaminant Delineation Phase Assessments Completed 10
First Phase Assessments Ongoing 11
Contaminant Delineation Phase Assessments Ongoing 50
Remedial Design Ongoing 25
Remedial Action Ongoing 4
Remedial Action Completed 4
New Site Evaluations 3
Homes Provided Alternate Water or Treatment Systems Maintained 22
Number of Water Supply Wells Sampled 97

Other program activities include response to public inquiries (these generally run 2000 to 3000each year),
filing bankruptcy claims to generate cleanup funds, and implementation of the Bernard Allen Emergency
Drinking Water Program (BAP) (data for the BAP is provided in a separate report to the N.C. General
Assembly).

B. Inactive Hazardous Sites Inventory and the Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites Priority
List

The Division of Waste Management’s Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch implements the Inactive Hazardous
Sites Response Act of 1987 (IHSRA). The IHSRA requires the division to maintain a catalog of inactive
hazardous substance or waste disposal sites. The program has cataloged 2,545 chemical spill sites and 677
old unlined landfills. Table 1, on page 34, provides a list of sites added to the inventory in FY 2016-17. A
total of 50 new chemical spill sites and one Pre-Regulatory Landfill site were added to the inventory of sites
this past fiscal year. In addition, four chemical spill sites were reopened based on additional evidence of
contamination. A total of 585 sites now have all work completed and are assigned “No Further Action”
status. Thirty-six completed all work and were assigned “No Further Action” status in FY 2016-17. This
number includes four pre-regulatory landfill sites. Table 2, on page 35, provides a list of the “No Further
Action” sites.
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N.C.G.S. 130A-310.2 requires the division to prioritize sites cataloged in the Inactive Hazardous Sites
Inventory based on the threat to public health and the environment. Sites are first cataloged in the
"Evaluations Pending" category of the Inventory until the division ranks the site based on rules found in 15A
NCAC 13C .0200. Once ranked, sites are transferred to the Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites Priority List. The
priority list is provided in an appendix to this report organized in order of the threat to public health and the
environment. The purpose of this list is to prioritize full-scale (complete) remedial actions at sites without
responsible parties. The rank or absence of a site on the priority list does not limit the division in conducting
abatement actions at sites with immediate hazards.

N.C.G.S. 130A-310.10 requires reporting of the location of each inactive hazardous waste disposal site, type
and amount of hazardous substances or waste known or believed to be located at each of these sites, last
action taken at each of these of these sites and date of the last action. Due to the large numbers of
contaminated sites, most of the sites have not undergone complete assessments needed to provide complete
information. Appendix B provides the required supplemental information to the extent available.
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Table 1. Inactive Hazardous Sites Inventory List of New Sites FY2016-17

Chemical Spill/Disposal Sites:

ID Number Site Name City County
NONCD0002978 9TH STREET DISTRICT PCE DURHAM DURHAM
NONCDO0002989 ANTIQUE WAREHOUSE GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NONCDO0001345 BOBBY MURRAY TOYOTA ROCKY MOUNT NASH
NONCDO0002363 BOYD'S CLEANERS MANSON WARREN
NONCDO0002969 CAPITAL INN RALEIGH WAKE
NCNO000040532 CARL DRIVE TIRE FIRE ASHEBORO RANDOLPH
NONCDO0002994 CLARKSON STREET CONTAMINATION CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0002987 CMI DRUM CLEANING AREA ELKIN SURRY
NONCDO0001945 COMAR INDUSTRIES/MELVILLE KNITWARE MONROE UNION
NCD006556963 CR INDUSTRIES GASTONIA GASTON
NONCDO0002990 CROWN ACURA GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NONCDO0002996 DICEY MILLS SHELBY CLEVELAND
NONCDO0002974 EAST 27TH ST METALS CONTAMINATION WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NONCDO0002958 ELIZABETH CITY SHIPYARD ELIZABETHCITY PASQUOTANK
NONCD0002970 ELLA MILL SHELBY CLEVELAND
NONCDO0002948 GREEN CROSS DRY CLEANERS CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0001236 HARDIN CLEANERS GRAHAM ALAMANCE
NONCDO0001219 HARLEE AVENUE CONTAMINATION CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCD0002263 HAYWOOD RD CONTAMINATION ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE
NONCD0002984 HWY 70 W 1100 BLOCK SOLVENTS GARNER WAKE
NONCDO0002995 JOHNS MANVILLE LDFL MAXTON SCOTLAND
NONCDO0001862 LUMBERTON DYE CO LUMBERTON ROBESON
NONCDO0001135 LUMBERTON MUNICIPAL AIRPORT LUMBERTON ROBESON
NONCDO0002992 MCCULLERS WALK PROPERTY RALEIGH WAKE
NONCD0002971 NEW LEICESTER HWY PCE CONTAMINATION LEICESTER BUNCOMBE
NONCDO0002975 OLD LEXINGTON RD PCE CONTAMINATION WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NONCDO0002993 PARKS BLDG SUPPLY/TERMINEX FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND
NONCDO0002986 PARKS SUZUKI/PARKS HOLDINGS HIGH POINT GUILFORD
NONCDO0002976 PARKWOOD STATION CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0002988 PEMBROKE FARM HOME & GARDEN PEMBROKE ROBESON
NONCDO0002054 PINETOPS-JENKINS CLEANERS PINETOPS EDGECOMBE
NCD982153280 PRECISION ALLOYS RALEIGH WAKE
NONCDO0002979 PRICE-SMITH PROPERTY HIGH POINT GUILFORD
NONCD0002991 QUARLES PETROLEUM-WEST CRAIGHEAD RD CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0002748 RAIL ROAD FRICTION PRODUCTS MAXTON SCOTLAND
NONCDO0002479 RAILYARD PARKING LOT GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NONCDO0002977 RESINALL CORPORATION SEVERN NORTHAMPTON
NONCDO0001785 SOUTHERN STATES COOP FARMVILLE PITT
NONCDO0001384 STANDARD UNIFORM CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCD0002973 TONY'S AUTOMOTIVE HENDERSON VANCE
NONCDO0002985 TOTAL AUTO REPAIR & SERVICE BREVARD TRANSYLVANIA
NONCDO0002981 TRI POINT-CAROLINA FREIGHTLINER RALEIGH WAKE
ID Number Site Name City County
NONCD0002972 TRIUMPH ACTUATION SYSTEMS CLEMMONS FORSYTH
NONCD0002982 TURKEY ROAD PCE KANNAPOLIS CABARRUS
NONCDO0002997 VANDER SOUTH 115KV SUBSTN FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND
NONCDO0002980 WARREN CLEANERS KENERSVILLE FORSYTH
NONCD0002998 WICKER ST NAPTHALENE SANFORD LEE
NONCDO0002983 WOODLAWN ST-180 BLOCK SOLVENTS BELMONT GASTON
NCD144212701 WOODY DRIVE VOCS GRAHAM ALAMANCE
NCR000135418 ZNR, INC RALEIGH WAKE
New Pre-Regulatory Landfill Sites:
ID Number Site Name City County
NONCDO0000245 MILLER STREET GASTONIA GASTON
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Reopened Chemical Spill/Disposal Sites:

ID Number Site Name City County
NCD003221546 DOW CORNING CORPORATION GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NCD991278920 RALEIGH NEUSE RIVER WWTP RALEIGH WAKE
NCD002972966 REA MAGNET WIRE COMPANY LAURINBURG SCOTLAND
NCD071561864 SHERWIN WILLIAMS COMPANY GREENSBORO GUILFORD

Table 2. Inactive Hazardous Sites Inventory List of Sites Assigned No Further Action Status During FY

2016-17

Reopened Chemical Spill/Disposal Sites:

ID Number Site Name City County
NONCD0001750 ARTHUR LOWE JUNK YARD NORTH WILKESBORO WILKES
NONCD0001356 BLUE CROSS BLUE SHIELD-DURHAM SERV CHAPEL HILL ORANGE
NONCDO0001375 BRAYTON INTERNATIONAL - C HIGH POINT GUILFORD
NONCD0001713 CARDINAL SHOPPING CENTER WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NONCD0001508 CL SMITH PROPERTY WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NONCD0002360 C-MINI MART CARY WAKE
NONCD0001187 COFFING HOISTS WADESBORO ANSON
NONCD0001488 COLLEGE TEXACO (FRMR) MURFREESBORO HERTFORD
NONCD0001536 CONCORD TELEPHONE ALBEMARLE STANLY
NONCD0002864 CONSIGNMENT FURNITURE WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NONCD0001570 CROWN HONDA AND VOLVO CHAPEL HILL ORANGE
NONCD0001633 DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT PROJECT WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NONCD0001136 EASTSIDE GROCERY ASHEBORO RANDOLPH
NONCD0001730 FONTAINE FIFTH WHEEL (FORMER) ROCKY MOUNT NASH
NCD000773515 GA-PACIFIC CORP/HDWD SAW BOWDENS DUPLIN
NONCD0001749 GARDNER ASPHALT WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NCD065655599 GLAXOSMITHKLINE DURHAM DURHAM
NONCD0001868 HOOKER FURNITURE CORP. - NONUST KERNERSVILLE FORSYTH
NONCD0002003 LIBERTY GROUP WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NONCD0002225 NUCON LELAND BRUNSWICK
NONCD0002246 OVERDALE ROAD TRANSFER STATION-PROP WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NONCDO0002261 PANTRY (#4024) DURHAM DURHAM
NCD986215499 PARKER INDUSTRIES CONNELLY SPRINGS BURKE
NONCD0002278 PBM GRAPHICS DURHAM DURHAM
NONCD0002285 PENN ENGINEERING WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NCD083678631 SINCLAIR AND VALENTINE CO. CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCD0002580 TANGLEWOOD PARK MAINT-SOLVENT CLEMMONS FORSYTH
NONCD0002625 TRIAD WAREHOUSE AND COLD STORAGE KERNERSVILLE FORSYTH
NCD981864614 ULAH BATTERY/BATTERY PILES ASHEBORO RANDOLPH
NONCD0002707 WESTGATE PROPERTY RALEIGH WAKE
NONCD0002789 WHITE RESIDENCE WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER
NONCD0002746 WINSTON-SALEM BUSINESS, INC. WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
Pre-Regulatory Landfill Sites:
ID Number Site Name City County
NONCD0000806 DOUBLE OAKS CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCD0000601 ROLESVILLE DUMP ROLESVILLE WAKE
NONCD0000805 W.C. BECK PROPERTY DURHAM DURHAM
NONCD0000696 WALTON'S SANITATION SERVICES DUMP MORRISVILLE WAKE
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C. Sites that May or Are Known to Require Use of the Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup

Fund

Purpose of the Fund

The Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund (Fund) is used to: (1) address imminent hazard sites; (2) pay for
assessment and cleanup when responsible parties do not comply with orders to clean up sites; (3) pay for
assessment and cleanup of sites without financially-viable responsible parties (orphan sites); and (4) pay for
preparation of a notice of Inactive Hazardous Substance or Waste Disposal Site if the owner does not comply
with orders to record a notice. When a financially viable responsible party exists, the state must attempt to
recover its expenditures from the responsible party.

The Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites Priority List helps determine priorities for cleanup. Responsible parties
for top priority sites are encouraged to voluntarily clean up their sites. When a responsible party does not
comply with a request and subsequent order to clean up a site, the state must perform the cleanup using the
fund. The demand for state funds to conduct site cleanups depends on two factors: how often responsible
parties refuse to comply with orders to conduct cleanup and the number of sites that lack financially viable

responsible parties.

Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund Actions

The fund was used to address several sites this year. A summary of the work is provided in Table 3 below.

Table 3. Summary of Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund Expenditures FY 2016-17

FY 2016-17
Fund

Site Name City/ County | Activity Expenditures
Academy Steel Matthews/ Conducted a groundwater assessment on a $8,516
Drum Mecklenburg | site having a school and homes in the area.
Allen Lane Hillsborough/ | Maintenance of a treatment system $2,301
Contaminated Orange installed on a contaminated residential
Wells well.
Athol Butner/ Conducted soil gas testing to determine $9,480
Manufacturing Granville potential for hazardous vapors to enter

buildings nearby.
Austin Foods Cary/Wake Groundwater testing conducted to evaluate $3,845

risk posed to neighborhoods near the site.
Bragg Blvd Fayetteville/ | Conducted a groundwater and soil gas $12,106
Solvents Cumberland | investigation to evluate the potential for

hazardous vapors to migrate into

businesses.
Busick Road Reidsville/ Maintenance of a treatment system $9,083

Rockingham | installed on a contaminated residential

well. Soil gas testing also conducted to

evaluate the potential for hazardous vapor

intrusion into the home initiated in FY

2015-16 and continued into FY 2016-17.
Charlotte Aircraft | Charlotte/ Groundwater assessment to determine risks $18,213

Mecklenburg | posed by site.
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Fund
Site Name City/ County | Activity Expenditures
Chemical and Greensboro/ | Groundwater, soil gas and crawl space $15,441
Solvents, Inc Guilford testing conducted to evaluate potential for
hazardous vapors to enter homes. Work
continued into FY2016-17.
Cinderella Kings Conducted testing to determine potential $26,323
Knitting Mills Mountain/ for vapors from contaminated groundwater
Cleveland to enter nearby homes. Work was initiated
in FY 2014-15 and continued into FY
2016/17.
Country Club Roxboro/ Soil gas testing conducted to evaluate $814
Lane Person potential for hazardous vapors to enter
Contamination homes intiated in FY 2015-16 and
continued into FY 2016-17.
Crowders Gastonia/ The division and the EPA have conducted $35,801
Mountain State Gaston waste and soil removal on park and
Park residential property in previous reporting
years. Work continued into FY2016-17.
Danny Roberts/ Durham/ Maintenance of a treatment system $2,208
Interstate BP Durham installed on a contaminated residential
well.
Daugherty Road | Landis/ Bottled water and maintenance of a $678
Rowan treatment system installed on a
contaminated residential well were
provided in a residential area.
Eighth Ave. Ext. | Cramerton/ Groundwater and soil gas testing to $11,052
Solvents Gaston evaluate potential for hazardous vapors to
enter homes in a neighborhood continued
from last fiscal year. Also provided bottled
water to owners with contaminated wells
while the EPA is installing a water line.
Fairland Lane Lincolnton/ Groundwater and soil gas texting to $30,045
Lincoln evaluate potential for hazardous vapors to
enter homes in a neighborhood. Threatened
water supply wells also tested. Work
initiated in FY2015-16 and continued into
FY2016-17.
Fallies Dry Mocksville/ Conducted a groundwater investigation to $7,447
Cleaning Davie determine if hazardous vapors from
groundwater could enter structures. Work
initiated in FY2015-16 and continued into
FY2016-17.
Gentex Printing Rocky Conducted a groundwater assessment to $9,020
Mounty/Nash | evaluate threats to nearby homes.
Harwell Road Gastonia/ Bottled water provided to homes with $1,046
Septic Pit Gaston contaminated wells prior to the EPA
installing a treatment system. Work
continued from previous fiscal year.
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Fund
Site Name City/ County | Activity Expenditures
Lytle Cove Road | Swannanoa/ | Maintenance of a treatment system $2,274
Solvents Buncombe installed on a contaminated residential
well.
Myatt Property High Point/ Conducted a groundwater and soil gas $7,245
Guilford investigation in a residential area to
evaluate the potential for hazardous vapors
to migrate into homes.
Orr Road Charlotte/ Soil gas testing conducted to evaluate $12,595
Mecklenburg | potential for hazardous vapors to enter
homes initiated in FY 2015-16 and
continued into FY 2016-17.
Pleasant Garden | Pleasant Soil gas testing to evaluate potential for $10,165
Rd PCE @ 4710 | Garden/ hazardous vapors to enter homes.
Guilford
Priddy Property | Lawsonville/ | Maintenance of a treatment system $2,428
Stokes installed on a contaminated residential
well.
Rhoderia Drive Stallings/ Groundwater and soil gas testing to $20,766
Wells Union evaluate potential for vapors to enter
homes. Work was initiated in previous
fiscal year and continued into FY 2016-17.
Rochelle St. Durham/ Soil gas testing to evaluate potential for $10,413
Wells Durham hazardous vapors to enter homes.
Scercy Well/ Charlotte/ Soil gas testing to evaluate potential for $9,213
Robinwood Dr. Mecklenburg | hazardous vapors to enter homes. Work
initiated in FY 2015-16 and continued into
FY 2016-17.
Southside Road Lincolnton/ Soil gas testing to evaluate potential for $18,358
Incident Lincoln hazardous vapors to enter homes. Water
line connections were made for affected
homes as well.
South Tunnel Asheville/ Groundwater assessment to determine $2,594
Road Solvents Buncombe threats to nearby homes and businesses.
Staley Staley/ Soil gas testing to evaluate potential for $3,136
PCE/Brown’s Randolph hazardous vapors to enter homes initiated
Grocery in FY 2015-16 and continued into FY
2016-17. Maintenance of a treatment
system installed on a contaminated well.
Tom Sadler Wells | Charlotte/ Soil gas testing to evaluate potential for $15,465
Mecklenburg | hazardous vapor intrusion into homes
initiated in FY 2015-16 and continued into
FY 2016-17.
Ulah Asheboro/ Removal of lead contaminated soils in a $113,301
Battery/Battery Randolph residential area. This removal follows
Piles previous state and EPA soil and waste
removal events.
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FY 2016-17
Fund

Site Name City/ County | Activity Expenditures
Washington Graham/ Soil gas testing to evaluate potential for $8,419
Street Incidents Alamance hazardous vapors to enter homes.
W.E. Garrison Raleigh/ Treatment system installed on a $3,939
Company Wake contaminated residential well last fiscal

year. Additional testing and modification

needed to ensure proper performance.

Maintenance also conducted.
Westinghouse Raleigh/ Conducted groundwater testing to evaluate $62,867
Elec Meter and Wake potential hazards at site.
Light
White Residence | Wilmington/ | Water supply well sampling. $2,832

New Hanover

Winterville Winterville/ | Groundwater investigation conducted to $7,384
Machine Works | Pitt evaluate threat to nearby homes and

businesses.

Inactive Hazardous Sites Program Bankruptcy Actions

The division's Inactive Hazardous Sites Program has also recovered funds to address specific sites through
bankruptcy claims. Since first seeking to recover prospective cleanup costs through bankruptcy claims, the
division's Superfund Section, in conjunction with the state Attorney General's office, has recovered more
than $18 million. These funds are held in private escrow accounts, separate state special funds, or in the
Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund. The following summarizes bankruptcy activities conducted in FY
2016-17:

CMC - $925,000 was recovered for assessment and cleanup of the Elkin site and is held in a private trust.
Remedial action was implemented in FY2010-11. Conducting periodic monitoring of groundwater.
Funds in the amount of $220,404 remain for monitoring. This reporting year, the division has been
coordinating an effort with the trustee of the account, the trustee of the CMI accounts (see below) and the
city of Elkin to transfer the property and some of the adjoining former CMI properties to the city of Elkin
to be managed as park space.

CMI - $1.25 million, $750,000 and $100,000 have been recovered for three CMI sites in Elkin and the
monies are held in private escrow accounts. These funds have been used to conduct
assessment/remediation. Balances of $13,457, $23,895, and $5,358 remain, respectively, for each site.
The division has been coordinating an effort with the trustee of the account, the trustee of the CMC
account and the city of Elkin to transfer the CMC property (see above) and some of the adjoining former
CMI properties to the city of Elkin to be managed as park space. Assessment at these properties was
conducted to allow for a risk-based closure. Work continues.

Dawson International — A total claim in the amount of $6,670,199 was filed in November 2016 for three
sites: Cinderella Knitting in Kings Mountain, Morgan Mills in Albermarle, and Reeves Brothers in
Albermarle. Distribution is pending.

Fuel Systems — In FY 2012-13, $98,010 was recovered for assessment and cleanup of the Kysor site in
Charlotte. An additional distribution of $5,966 was recovered in FY 2014-15. The fund formerly received
interest and thus the total amount is $103,976. Area surface water sampling was conducted by staff this
year. Plans are in the works for the program's contractor to conduct additional assessment to determine
risks to nearby homes and businesses in FY 2017-18.

Gilbert and Bennett — In FY 2005-06, $87,912 was recovered for the Cape Fear Wood site in
Fayetteville. Another responsible party is conducting remediation work under the division’s Hazardous
Waste Section. Once completed, the bankruptcy funds will be used to conduct remaining cleanup actions.
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e Furniture Brands — Bankruptcy claim was filed in FY 2013-14 for the Lane Venture #14 and Broyhill
sites in Conover, the Henredon site in Morganton, and the Thomasville Furniture site in West Jefferson.
The division recieved $134,474 on its claim in April 2017. Staff are conducting surface water testing and
arranging for the program contractor to conduct additional sampling at the four sites to determine hazards
posed.

e GM-InFY 2011-12, $20,205 was recovered for the GM Training Center site in Charlotte. An additional
$3,322 was recovered in FY 2013-14. The fund formerly received interest and thus the total amount is
$23,813. Due to the limitation in funds received and lower level of risk posed by the site compared to
other sites cataloged, no meaningful work could be accomplished. The funds will be used to help address
high risk contaminated sites without financially-viable responsible parties.

e Leesona - This site was part of the Chemtura bankruptcy where the state received $3,750,000 to address
four sites. Three of the sites and the associated funds are being managed by the Federal Remediation
Branch of the division’s Superfund Section in coordination with the EPA. In FY 2016-17, $60,918 was
spent on conducting limited groundwater assessment at the Leesona site in Burlington to help determine
potential hazards.

e Mark IV — A total of $42,738 was recovered for three Dayco sites in Haywood County in FY 2010-11.
The funds were used to conduct a water supply well survey around the three sites in FY 2015-16 and
groundwater testing in FY 2016-17. A total of $23,548 remains. As no meaninful work can be conducted
with the residue funds, they will be used to address high-risk contaminated sites without financially-
viable responsible parties.

e Pillowtex — A total of $244,800, constituting multiple disbursements, has been recovered to address the
Fieldcrest Mills site in Spencer and the Cannon Mills site in Kannapolis. Sampling conducted at the
Spencer site shows widespread lower level groundwater contamination. The Cannon Mills site will be
addressed through the Pre-Regulatory Landfill program. Additional testing of the Spencer site is planned
for FY 2017-18. A total of $196,290 remain in funds.

e SCM - A total of $5.3 million was obtained to address the SCM site in Charlotte. The funds are held in a
private trust fund. The trustee contracts the work at the division’s direction. Funds support one-third of a
position to oversee work. Contaminant characterization is completed. Remedial action is pending
submission and division approval of the remedial action plan.

e TSG-InFY 2016-17, $30,000 was recovered on the division bankruptcy claim for the Frye Creek site in
Hickory. Limited sampling will be conducted at the site using the recovered funds in FY 2017-18.

e Texfi Inc. — A total of $941,215 in funds recovered in FY 2005-06 through a bankruptcy claim was used
to remove sources of contamination and determine the nature and extent of contamination at the
Fayetteville property. Additional special appropriations were granted by the legislature. All the
bankruptcy funds and special appropriations have now been depleted. Insufficient funds are available to
conduct a complete removal of sources of groundwater contamination at the site. Removal costs are
estimated to be between $25 million and $60 million.

Chemical Spill or Disposal Sites That Shall or May Require Use of the Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup
Fund

An appropriation of $400,000 a year is used to address the highest risk chemical spill sites without
responsible parties that can pay. A total of 410 sites are known to have no financially-viable responsible party
available to pay for contaminant testing and cleanup. Of these, 366 sites are identified as higher risk because
they are used for residential purposes, have contaminated water supply wells or have a drinking water source
within one-quarter mile of the site. The total number of orphan sites is unknown but expected to be a high
percentage of the remaining open cases. It is difficult to prove who caused the contaminant releases at these
sites. When it is known, those responsible parties are often no longer in business or are financially unsound.
Determining whether a responsible party exists (and thus, whether state funds will be needed for assessment
and cleanup) most often requires research, inquiry and sampling. Due to the level of effort required, the
division performs responsible party research for sites that are next in priority for action.
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Orphan site work can include determining the nature and extent of contamination through testing and other
investigation, soil and waste cleanup, waterline installation or groundwater restoration projects. An average
cost-per-site was determined by first calculating the average cost for orphan soil cleanup actions conducted
by the division's Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch and averaging that figure with an average site cleanup cost
for several state programs, published by the Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste Management
Officials, adjusting for inflation. That figure comes to $760,939 per site. The total cost for cleanup is
estimated to be $278,503,674 for the 366 highest risk orphan sites. For all 410 orphan sites that have been
identified, the estimated total comes to $311,984,990.

As of July 1, 2017, the balance of the fund was $199,539. Of this, $164,474 are bankruptcy proceeds
dedicated to conducting assessment and remediation at the Frye Creek Site in Hickory, Lane Venture Plant
14 in Conover, the Broyhill in Conover, Henredon Furniture in Morganton and Thomasville Furniture in
West Jefferson. The remaining $35,065 in funds are committed toward payment of contracted work in
progress or completed and not yet billed.

Pre-Regulatory Landfills

Session Law 2007- 550 established a statewide tax on solid waste disposal, half of which goes to address the
hazards posed by landfills that predate federal and state rules on solid waste disposal. The portion of the solid
waste disposal tax received by the program may be used only for addressing the pre-regulatory landfill
threats. The division received $9,815,987 in tax revenue in FY 2016-17. Thirteen percent may be used for
administrative expenses. Included in the administrative expense allowance is $300,000 for administration of
the non-pre-regulatory landfill portion of the Inactive Hazardous Sites Program and $500,000 of the
division's Solid and Hazardous Waste Section programs, leaving approximately $400,000 for administration
of the Pre-Regulatory Landfill Program.

The division has catalogued 677 unpermitted, unlined landfills. Initial work at each site involved confirming
the location, determining the current use of the property, and identifying the use of surrounding property to
help prioritize the sites for action. Based on inspections conducted as part of that work, 78 percent of the sites
have been determined to have a water supply source, residence, school, church, day care or park on or within
1,000 feet of the landfill and thus are considered higher risk priority sites. The division established contracts
for contaminant assessment and mitigation of the sites. Using these contracts, the contamination’s nature and
extent was defined through testing. A remedy is then designed and implemented to address the exposure
risks. The division also provides review and approval of contaminant assessment work being conducted by
local governments at these sites and reimburses the cost of that work from the tax proceeds. In FY 2016-17,
three contaminant assessments were being conducted by local governments with division oversight and
reimbursement.

In FY 2016-17, the division completed first phase remedial investigations at eight sites. Eleven other sites
have ongoing first phase assessments. That work involves updating information on the location of water
supply wells, streams, structures and other potential exposure routes, and conducting assessment needed to
determine the perimeter of the waste. The division completed the second phase, contaminant delineation, at
10 sites. During this phase, multiple testing events are conducted to determine the nature and extent of
contamination in soils, groundwater, vapors and surface water. An additional 30 sites had contaminant
delineation investigations ongoing but not yet completed. Also in FY 2016-17, 33 sites were in the remedial
action phase, including four sites where all work was completed this year. The program also sampled 97
private water supply wells on or near pre-regulatory landfills and provided alternate water supplies or
maintained treatment systems on wells for 22 homes with unsafe levels of contamination. Three new sites
were screened for program qualification.
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The assessment and cleanup process can be a complex one. Exposure caused by contaminated water supplies,
contaminated vapors entering buildings, methane gas posing explosion risks and exposed wastes on
residential property must be addressed. Difficulties can also arise in attempting to gain access to affected
properties at each site and deal with illegal dumping continuing during the investigation and remedial action.
During the assessment and cleanup process, officials must frequently balance the owner’s current and

planned use of the property with acceptable safe usage.

The division has started a pilot study of an alternative privatized method of state-funded assessment and
remediation of four pre-1983 landfills, to evaluate ways to improve efficiency and reduce cost. In January
2017, the Division entered into two contracts with professional engineering firms to implement independent
environmental investigations and risk-based cleanup of those four sites. The firms are required to develop
effective and stable risk-based remedies in a manner consistent with applicable statues. Work will be
conducted independently, and the engineering firms under contract will certify the quality of work. The
Division will verify compliance prior to authorizing payment on associated invoices. When the study is
finished, a comparison of time and costs between direct program oversight and privatized implementation
will be completed and reported to identify ways to improve the cleanup process, reduce costs and make the
investigation and cleanup activities associated with pre-1983 landfills more efficient.

The sites in the remedial action phase during FY 2016-17 are:

Bingham Park

Bud Holding

Buncombe County Landfill
Bunn Dump

Burnt Mill Creek Landfill
Cannon Mills Landfill
Central Park Landfill

City of Wilson -1

Closed City of Henderson Landfill
Clyde Leach Dump
Cumberland County Landfill
Davidson River Dump
Double Oaks Landfill*
Durham County Landfill
East Wake Landfill
Edgecombe County Landfill
Gaston Co LF (Mt Holly LF)
Glass, E.H. LF

Fairview Landfill
Flemington Landfill
Hildebran Disposal Area
Holly Springs Dump
Jacksonville WWTP Landfill at Sturgeon City
J.H. Winston Dump
Mangum Estates
Mcadenville Dump
Money-Worth, Inc.
Rolesville Dump*

Spring Hope Dump

Stanley Refuse Dump
Stedman Dump
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Greensboro, Guilford County
Greensboro, Guilford County
Enka, Buncombe County

Bunn, Franklin County
Wilmington, New Hanover
Kannapolis, Rowan County
Winston-Salem, Forsyth County
Wilson, Wilson County
Henderson, Vance County
Arabia, Hoke County

Hope Mills, Cumberland County
Pisgah Forest, Transylvania County
Charlotte, Mecklenburg County
Oak Grove/ Durham County
Knightdale, Wake County
Tarboro, Edgecombe County
Mount Holly, Gaston County
Greensboro, Guilford County
Fairview, Buncombe County
Wilmington, New Hanover
Hildebran, Burke County

Holly Springs, Wake County
Jacksonville, Onslow County
Youngsville, Franklin County
Wake Forest, Wake County
Mcadenville, Gaston County
Swannanoa, Buncombe County
Rolesville, Wake County
Spring Hope, Nash County
Stanley, Gaston County
Stedman, Cumberland County
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W. C. Beck* Durham, Durham County
Walton’s Sanitation Service Dump* Morrisville, Wake County
* - Remedial action completed.

D. Federal National Priorities List Sites Requiring a State Cost Share
National Priorities List (NPL) sites are those hazardous substance or waste disposal sites that are priorities for
cleanup under the federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA), more commonly known as Superfund. These are sites identified by the EPA as high priorities for
environmental cleanup because of the nature of the contamination and actual or potential threat to human
health and the environment. North Carolina has 39 NPL sites.

The NPL includes both sites with financially-viable responsible parties and orphan sites. Cleanup costs are
financed by responsible parties or a federal trust fund with a state cost share. When the federal trust fund is
used, CERCLA requires North Carolina to pay 10 percent of the cleanup cost plus 100 percent of the cost to
operate and maintain the remediation system.

Table 4 provides a list of the North Carolina NPL sites and the following information for each site: location,
investigation/cleanup status, estimated costs and projected start dates for cleanup. Part | of Table 4, found on
page 44, includes those sites where the federal trust fund/North Carolina cost share is required. A summary
of North Carolina’'s cost-share obligations is provided at the end of this part. Part Il of Table 4, found on page
45, includes the status of responsible party-funded cleanups.
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Sites Where Federal Trust Fund/North

Table 4. North Carolina National Priorities List Sites Part I:

Carolina Cost Share Is Required
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Cleanup Status Legend
FS-Feasibility Study

RD-Remedial Design
RA-Remedial Action

O&M - Remedy Operation and Maintenance

OU - Operable Unit

RI-Remedial Investigation

SUMMARY OF NORTH CAROLINA COST-SHARE REQUIREMENTS (AS OF JUNE 30, 2017)

Estimated total cost of pending/ongoing federal trust fund/state cost-share cleanups (based on signed

contracts): $119,191,674*
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= North Carolina’s 10 percent cost share for pending/ongoing cleanups (based on signed contracts):
$11,919,167*

= Amount of cost share funds distributed in FY 2016-17 $331,090

* Fund balance: $5,230,484

=  Amount committed in contracts for cost share payments and operation and maintenance of remedies:
$3,386,907

*This number will increase due to remedial action cost estimates not being available for all sites. Also, other sites

may be added to the National Priorities List, which will require a state cost-share and increases in remedial costs
from the original state/EPA contract amounts can occur.

Table 4. North Carolina National Priorities List Sites Part Il: Responsible Party-Funded Cleanups

NPL Site City/County Operable Unit Cleanup Status
Aberdeen Pesticides Aberdeen, Moore OU1 and QU4 - Soils-All Sites Complete

OU3-Groundwater for FC, TS, O&M

F6

OU5-Groundwater for Rt 211 O&M

and Mclver
Bypass 601/Martin Scrap Concord, Cabarrus OU1-Soil/Sediment at Martin O&M

Scrap

OU2-Off-Site Soil/Sediment Complete

OU3-Groundwater O&M
Charles Macon Lagoon and Cordova, Richmond Soil Complete
Drum

Groundwater Oo&M
Celanese Corporation Shelby, Cleveland OU1-Groundwater 0o&M

OuU2-Sail Complete

Surface Water Complete
CTS of Asheville Asheville, Buncombe All RD
Chemtronics Inc. Swannanoa, Buncombe Soil RD

Groundwater RD
FCX Inc. Statesville, Iredell OU3-Burlington Industries Site RA
Geigy Chemical Aberdeen, Moore Soil Complete

Groundwater Oo&M
General Electric/Shepherd Farm | East Flat Rock, Henderson Soil 0o&M

Groundwater Oo&M

Surface Water/Sediment Complete
Horton Iron and Metal Wilmington, New Hanover All RI/FS
Jadco-Hughes Belmont, Gaston Soil/Sediment 0o&M

Groundwater Oo&M
JFD Electronics/ Oxford, Granville Soil Complete
Channel Master Groundwater Oo&M
Koppers Company Inc. Morrisville, Wake Soil Complete

Groundwater Oo&M

Surface Water Complete
National Starch and Chemical Salisbury, Rowan OU1-Groundwater in Western O&M

Part of Site

OU2-Trench Area Soil/Surface Complete

Water

OU3-Area 2

Groundwater/Wastewater

Treatment Area/Surface Water/

Sediments in NE Tributary o&M

OU4-Area 2 Soil/Wastewater

Treatment Lagoon Area O&M
New Hanover County Airport Wilmington, New Hanover Groundwater Complete/Deleted
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NPL Site City/County Operable Unit Cleanup Status
NCSU Lot 86 Raleigh, Wake Soail 0o&M
Groundwater Oo&M
Reasor Chemical Castle Hayne, New Hanover Soail Complete
Groundwater Oo&M
USMC Camp LelJeune Jacksonville, Onslow Multiple Units Various Stages
USMC Cherry Point Cherry Point, Craven Multiple Units Various Stages
Ward Transformer Raleigh, Wake OU1-Downgradient Reaches RD
OU2-Plant Area and RI
Groundwater
Time Critical Removal Complete
Wright Chemical Corporation Riegelwood, Columbus Not Determined RI/ES

Cleanup Status L egend

FS-Feasibility Study

O&M - Remedy Operation and Maintenance
OU - Operable Unit

RD-Remedial Design
RA-Remedial Action
RI-Remedial Investigation

E. Responsible Party Voluntary Site Remedial Action
When the Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch requests that a person responsible for contamination at a priority
site take action to address the risks, some parties agree to voluntarily conduct a cleanup. Some responsible
parties and owners also initiate an approved assessment and/or remedial action on their own. Due to the
number of voluntary remediation projects and limited staff resources, the General Assembly authorized the
division to privatize oversight of voluntary remediation activities at lower-priority sites. The division
continues to provide oversight for assessment and remediation at sites that present more severe public health
threats or other concerns.

The privatized portion of the voluntary cleanup program is called the Registered Environmental Consultant
(REC) Program. Under this program, a responsible party hires a private consultant to conduct the site
assessment and cleanup and to certify that those activities comply with regulations. The REC's certification
replaces division oversight of the assessment and cleanup. Firms must meet certain requirements to qualify as
an REC. The Division audits a number of the REC projects each year to ensure program integrity. The
division has the authority to sanction an REC where necessary. Division staff conduct REC certification,
training and performance audits. These staff are funded through fees collected from the voluntary program
participants.

A current list of the 188 sites where assessments and cleanups are underway in accordance with an
administrative agreement with the state is provided in Table 5 below. There are 123 REC-directed and 65
division-directed actions. Table 6, found on page 49, is a list of an additional 80 division-directed responsible
party assessment and cleanup actions pending administrative agreements.

Table 5. Voluntary Party Remedial Actions Under Administrative Agreements During FY 2016-17

ID Number Sites Name City County
NONCD0000040 ABBOTT LABORATORIES LAURINBURG SCOTLAND
NCD045924339 ACME UNITED CORPORATION FREMONT WAYNE
NONCDO0001226 ADAMS-MILLIS PLANT 2/33 - NONUST MOUNT AIRY SURRY
NONCDO0002276 AFFORDABLE AUTO REPAIR GASTONIA GASTON
NONCDO0001245 ALLEN-BECK NON-PETROLEUM GRANITE FALLS CALDWELL
NONCDO0001996 AMERICAN SKIN FOOD GROUP BURGAW PENDER
NCD045924065 AMF/HATTERAS YACHTS NEW BERN CRAVEN
NONCDO0002881 ARDEE/TRANSLITE SHELBY CLEVELAND
NCD986188787 ASHEVILLE COAL GAS PLANT #1 ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE
NONCDO0000032 ASHEVILLE COAL GAS PLANT #2 ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE
NONCDO0001597 AVERY DENNISON (FMR PAXAR CORP) LENOIR CALDWELL
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1D Number Sites Name City County
NCD003193588 BARBOUR BOAT WORKS, INC. NEW BERN CRAVEN
NCD003149705 BASF WAYNDOTTE CORPORATION CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0001335 BELMONT DYERS BELMONT GASTON
NCD054412283 BLACK & DECKER PLANT (FORMER) TARBORO EDGECOMBE
NCD003189024 BORDEN CHEMICAL FAYETTEVILLE PLANT FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND
NONCD0000002 BURLINGTON COAL GAS PLANT BURLINGTON ALAMANCE
NONCDO0001400 BURLINGTON HOUSE REIDSVILLE PLANT REIDSVILLE ROCKINGHAM
NCD986171965 CARO-KNIT WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER
NCSFN0406911 CAROLINA ASSOCIATED MILL NEWTON CATAWBA
NCD000608117 CELANESE CORPORATION/FIBERS TECH CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NCD986188803 CHARLOTTE COAL GAS PLANT NO. 2 CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NCD981861214 CHARLOTTE TRANSPORTATION TERMINAL CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0001494 CHEVRON SALISBURY ROWAN
NONCDO0000041 CIBA-GEIGY CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NCD061801361 CIBA-GEIGY CORPORATION GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NONCDO0001509 CLAIRE MANUFACTURING CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0001092 CMI WWTP (PARCELY) ELKIN SURRY
NONCDO0002851 COCA-COLA BOTTLING FACILITY WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER
NCD986230688 COMMERCIAL VEHICLE GROUP, INC STATESVILLE IREDELL
NCD982116477 CONAGRA FOODS, INC GARNER WAKE
NCD986197333 CONCORD COAL GAS PLANT CONCORD CABARRUS
NONCDO0001544 COOKSON FIBERS ANSONVILLE ANSON
NONCDO0001097 COPES-VULCAN, INC CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0001551 COTTON MILL SQUARE - SOLVENTS GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NONCDO0001061 CP&L NORTHERN DIVISION COMPLEX GARNER WAKE
NONCDO0001901 CROWN FORD FAYETTEVILLE FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND
NONCDO0001569 CROWN HONDA & CAMCO GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NONCDO0001262 CROWN PONTIAC-SOLVENT GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NONCDO0001420 CSX HAMLET DIESEL SHOP HAMLET RICHMOND
NONCDO0002776 CSX-ROSINDALE CLARKTON BLADEN
NONCD0001181 CUMMINS ATLANTIC-DISTRIBUTORSHIP CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0001182 CUMMINS ATLANTIC-GENERAL OFFICE CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NCDO057454670 DIAMOND SHAMROCK CORP/OCCIDENTAL CASTLE HAYNE NEW HANOVER
NCD981861743 DUKE POWER/GREENSBORO GAS PLANT GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NCD000813519 DUKE UNIVERSITY DURHAM DURHAM
NONCD0002818 DUPONT-KENTEC GRIFTON LENOIR
NCD986173938 DURHAM GAS PLANT DURHAM DURHAM
NONCDO0001661 EATON CORPORATION LAURINBURG SCOTLAND
NCD004520136 EATON CORPORATION ROXBORO PERSON
NONCDO0001662 EATON CORPORATION - SANFORD SANFORD LEE
NONCD0002853 EATON MANUFACTURING SELMA JOHNSTON
NCD986197267 ELIZABETH CITY COAL GAS ELIZABETH CITY PASQUOTANK
NONCDO0001680 EMERSON LEATHER (FORMER) HICKORY CATAWBA
NONCDO0001681 EMPIRE BRUSH FACILITY GREENVILLE PITT
NCD003201837 ENCEE CHEMICAL SALES, INC. BRIDGETON CRAVEN
NONCDO0001683 ENERGY CONVERSION SYSTEMS DUNN HARNETT
NONCDO0002904 ENGINEERED CONTROLS INTERNATIONAL ELON ALAMANCE
NONCDO0002903 ENGINEERED CONTROLS INTERNATIONAL WHITSETT GUILFORD
NONCDO0001137 FABCO FASTENING SYSTEMS/DIXIE YARNS STANFIELD STANLY
NONCDO0001700 FAIRCHILD INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CO. WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NCD062566047 FASCO CONTROLS CORPORATION SHELBY CLEVELAND
NCD986197341 FAYETTEVILLE COAL GAS/RAY AVE FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND
NONCDO0002854 FIBER DYNAMICS HIGH POINT GUILFORD
NONCDO0000017 FLAKT PRODUCTS WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NONCDO0000029 FLEET AEROSPACE CORP./AERONCA CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0001726 FLOWLINE CORP. WHITEVILLE COLUMBUS
NONCDO0000075 FOAMEX/REEVES BROTHERS CORNELIUS MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0000092 FUNDER AMERICA MOCKSVILLE DAVIE
NCD000773507 GA-PACIFIC CORP/HDWD SAW ENFIELD HALIFAX
NCD986188829 GASTONIA COAL GAS PLANT GASTONIA GASTON
NONCDO0001757 GB LABELS, INC. BURLINGTON ALAMANCE
NCD051322980 GENERAL ELECTRIC CO. CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NCD003163730 GENERAL INSTRUMENT CORP. FAIRVIEW BUNCOMBE
NONCDO0001764 GENUINE PARTS COMPANY 1 CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
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1D Number Sites Name City County
NONCDO0001779 GLENN MANUFACTURING/DECORATIVE MORVEN ANSON
NCD986197309 GOLDSBORO COAL GAS PLANT #1 GOLDSBORO WAYNE
NONCD0002891 GOLDSBORO MILLING-MILL #1 & #2 GOLDSBORO WAYNE
NONCD0002284 GOLF COURSE MAINTENANCE BLDG ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE
NONCD0001089 GREENSBORO COAL GAS PLANT #1 GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NCD986188886 GREENVILLE COAL GAS PLANT GREENVILLE PITT
NCD981922362 GREIF, INC BLADENBORO BLADEN
NCD051739209 HARRELSON RUBBER COMPANY ASHEBORO RANDOLPH
NONCDO0001831 HAYNES RUBBER & SUPPLY COMPANY ROCKY MOUNT NASH
NONCDO0001084 HENDERSON COAL GAS PLANT HENDERSON VANCE
NCD981003957 HENSON LANDFILL FOREST CITY RUTHERFORD
NCD039102959 HEVI-DUTY ELECTRIC/GENERAL SIG GOLDSBORO WAYNE
NONCD0001085 HICKORY COAL GAS PLANT HICKORY CATAWBA
NCD986188837 HIGH POINT COAL GAS PLANT HIGH POINT GUILFORD
NCD045920279 HOLDING POND FOR WASTE/USS NAVASSA BRUNSWICK
NONCD0002602 HONEYWELL INTERNATIONAL MAIDEN CATAWBA
NCD003198520 HONEYWELL, INC DURHAM DURHAM
NCD048401087 HOOKER FURNITURE PLEASANT GARDEN GUILFORD
NCD054283189 HOOVER MACHINE SHOP GASTONIA GASTON
NONCDO0001869 HOOVER ROAD CONTAMINATION DURHAM DURHAM
NCD003215696 HUNT MANUFACTURING STATESVILLE IREDELL
NONCDO0001159 HYDRO TUBE SOUTH PITTSBORO CHATHAM
NONCD0001888 HYDROLABS, INC. (ALLIED COLLOIDS) ALBEMARLE STANLY
NONCDO0001902 INGERSOLL RAND DAVIDSON IREDELL
NONCDO0001948 KAYSER-ROTH - ASHEBORO ASHEBORO RANDOLPH
NONCDO0001951 KERN POLYMERIC SALISBURY ROWAN
NCD000653576 KERN RUBBER CO. URETHANE PLANT SALISBURY ROWAN
NONCDO0001953 KEYSTONE POWDERED METAL COMPANY CHERRYVILLE GASTON
NONCDO0001118 KIDDE TECHNOLOGIES WILSON WILSON
NCD097361018 KIN PROPERTIES ABANDONED DRUMS CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NCD986197366 KINSTON COAL GAS PLANT KINSTON LENOIR
NCD980729677 KNOB CREEK FLYASH DISPOSAL BREVARD TRANSYLVANIA
NONCDO0001173 LEBANON CHEMICAL HERTFORD PERQUIMANS
NCD986197358 LEXINGTON COAL GAS PLANT LEXINGTON DAVIDSON
NCD982084113 LINAMAR FORGINGS/CAROLINA FORGE WILSON WILSON
NCD062552989 MALLARD CREEK RD/UNION OIL CO OF CA CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NCD055359079 MASONITE CORP. FIBERBOARD DIV. SPRING HOPE NASH
NCD042891663 MITCHELL ENGR CO/CECO BLDG. DIV. ROCKY MOUNT NASH
NONCD0002085 MITSUBISHI ELECTRONICS DURHAM DURHAM
NONCDO0002090 MOEN - SANFORD SANFORD LEE
NONCDO0002101 MOUNT HOPE FACILITY CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCD0002030 MYERS BROTHERS RECYCLING (FORMER) GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NCD986197259 NEW BERN COAL GAS PLANT NEW BERN CRAVEN
NONCD0002802 NEWLAND PESTICIDES SITE NEWLAND AVERY
NONCDO0002236 OLYMPIC PRODUCTS GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NONCDO0002267 PARKER HANNIFIN CORPORATION SNOW HILL GREENE
NONCD0002268 PARKER HANNIFIN-WILSON WILSON WILSON
NCD055162069 PELTON & CRANE PLANT (FORMER) CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCD0001425 PETERBILT OF DUNN "A" PARCEL DUNN HARNETT
NONCDO0001939 PETRO EXPRESS NO. 56 KINGS MOUNTAIN CLEVELAND
NONCDO0001140 PIEDMONT HAWTHORNE WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NONCD0001020 PRECISION FABRICS GROUP, INC GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NCD040047425 PRILLAMAN CHEMICALS FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND
NONCDO0002338 PSNC OPERATIONS AND GARAGE DURHAM DURHAM
NONCDO0002128 PURINA MILLS WILSON WILSON
NONCDO0002345 PUROLATOR PRODUCTS, INC. FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND
NONCD0002350 QUALITY FOREST PRODUCTS ENFIELD HALIFAX
NCD062548995 QUORUM KNITTING WEAVERVILLE BUNCOMBE
NCD986188894 RALEIGH COAL GASPLANT NO. 1 RALEIGH WAKE
NCD986188902 RALEIGH COAL GAS PLANT NO. 2 RALEIGH WAKE
NONCDO0001354 REAGENTS, INC CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0001201 REEVES BROTHERS-BAILEY RD DUMP CORNELIUS MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0001087 REIDSVILLE COAL GAS PLANT REIDSVILLE ROCKINGHAM
NONCDO0001108 RENTAL UNIFORM SERVICE ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE
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1D Number Sites Name City County
NONCDO0001171 RENTAL UNIFORM SERVICES CLINTON SAMPSON
NONCDO0002391 REXAM CORPORATION - B GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NCD986182582 RHONE-POULENC (RHODIA) GASTONIA GASTON
NONCDO0002404 RITTER MILLWORKS SHOP CASTLE HAYNE NEW HANOVER
NONCD0002931 RIVER ROAD HERTFORD PERQUIMANS
NONCDO0001157 ROBERT BOSCH TOOL CORP GREENVILLE PITT
NONCDO0001154 ROBERT BOSCH TOOL CORP LINCOLNTON LINCOLN
NCD986197325 ROCKY MOUNT COAL GASPLANT NO.1 ROCKY MOUNT NASH
NCD986197317 ROCKY MOUNT COAL GAS PLANT NO. 2 ROCKY MOUNT NASH
NONCDO0002431 RUS WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NCD986197283 SALISBURY COAL GAS PLANT #1 SALISBURY ROWAN
NONCDO0002445 SANTARO HOT MIX ASPHALT PLANT KERNERSVILLE FORSYTH
NCD003234549 SCM PROCTOR SILEX/WEAREVER SOUTHERN PINES MOORE
NONCD0002456 SEARS 8075 SOLVENTS CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NCNO000407206 SHULIMSON BROTHERS SCRAP YARD ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE
NONCDO0002511 SOUTH BRUNSWICK MIDDLE SCHOOL SOUTHPORT BRUNSWICK
NCD058517467 SOUTHERN WOOD PIEDMONT COMPANY WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER
NCD986197291 STATESVILLE COAL GAS PLANT STATESVILLE IREDELL
NCD024895864 STEWART-WARNER CORP/BASSICK-SACK WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NCD083669952 STORY BURIAL AREAS/UNION CHEMICAL CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0001101 STRONGHAVEN WAREHOUSE MATTHEWS MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0002801 SWANNANOA DJIDP PROPERTY SWANNANOA BUNCOMBE
NONCD0002575 TAKEDA - BASF WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER
NCD986166700 TOISNOT SWAMP WILSON WILSON
NONCDO0002893 TOWERS RD DISPOSAL AREA HERTFORD PERQUIMANS
NONCDO0002633 TRINITY AMERICAN CORP. GLENOLA RANDOLPH
NONCDO0002843 TRION, INC SANFORD LEE
NCD082362989 TUNGSTEN QUEEN MINE/ATLAS MINE TOWNSVILLE VANCE
NONCDO0002833 UMICORE CSM NA MAXTON SCOTLAND
NCR000010272 UNC-COGENERATION FACILITY CHAPEL HILL ORANGE
NONCDO0002645 UNIFIRST WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER
NONCD0002646 UNIFIRST CORPORATION (FORMERLY GOLDSBORO WAYNE
NCD000822957 UNION CARBIDE CORP/EVEREADY ASHEBORO RANDOLPH
NCD980557623 UNIVERSITY OF NC/ARPT WASTE DISP CHAPEL HILL ORANGE
NC6680090002 US EPA TECH CENTER RTP DURHAM
NCD053485991 VARCO-PRUDEN BUILDINGS KERNERSVILLE FORSYTH
NONCDO0001139 VERMONT AMERICAN BOONE WATAUGA
NONCD0002676 VITAFOAM, INC. HIGH POINT RANDOLPH
NONCDO0001103 WALTER KIDDE PORTABLE EQUIPMENT MEBANE ALAMANCE
NCD986197275 WASHINGTON COAL GAS PLANT WASHINGTON BEAUFORT
NCD001493931 WECK, EDWARD INC. RTP DURHAM
NCNO000407582 WEST PHARMACEUTICAL SERVCES KINSTON LENOIR
NCD986188910 WILMINGTON COAL GAS PLANT WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER
NCD093334209 WILSON, RALPH PLASTICS FLETCHER HENDERSON
NCD986188845 WINSTON-SALEM COAL GAS PLANT NO. 1 WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NCD986188852 WINSTON-SALEM COAL GAS PLANT NO. 2 WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NONCD0002925 WIX FILTRATION CORP-DIXON PLANT GASTONIA GASTON
NONCDO0001110 WOODSON-TENET LABORATORIES GOLDSTON CHATHAM
NCD982156812 WYSONG & MILES GREENSBORO GUILFORD

* - Remediating party conducting cleanup of a portion of the site only.

Table 6. Additional State-Directed Responsible Party Assessments/Cleanups Not Under Voluntary
Administrative Agreements During FY 2016-17

ID Number Site Name City County

NCD006390561 AKZO NOBLE COATINGS, INC. HIGH POINT GUILFORD

NONCDO0001910 ALLEN BRADLEY CO GREENSBORO GUILFORD

NONCDO0001257 AMERICAN TRUETZSCHLER CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG

NCD003467974 AMP INCORPORATED GREENSBORO GUILFORD

NONCDO0001273 ANSELL HEALTHCARE TARBORO EDGECOMBE
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NONCDO0001283 ARATEX SERVICES GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NONCDO0001862 BETA FLUID SYSTEMS REIDVILLE ROCKINGHAM
NONCDO0001383 BRIN MONT CHEMICALS, INC GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NONCDO0001404 BURLINGTON INDUSTRIES (FRMR) DURHAM DURHAM
NONCDO0002963 CARTER LUMBER LEXINGTON DAVIDSON
NONCDO0001408 CARTER WOODSON CHARTER SCHOOL WINSTON SALEM FORSYTH
NCD046148540 CENTRAL TRANSPORT CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0001162 CHAMPION FINISHING CO ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE
NONCDO0001486 CHAPEL HILL POLICE DEPT CHAPEL HILL ORANGE
NONCDO0001162 CHAMPION FINISHING CO ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE
NONCDO0001478 CHARLOTTE AIRCRAFT CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0001135 CINDERELLA KNITTING MILLS KINGS MOUNTAIN GASTON
NONCDO0001514 CLEVELAND STREET DURHAM DURHAM
NONCDO0000016 CMC HOLDING ELKIN SURRY
NONCDO0000065 CMI-DRUM STORAGE AREA ELKIN SURRY
NONCDO0001668 CORNER COTTON GIN MINGO SAMPSON
NONCD0002216 CROWN AUTO DEALERSHIP GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NONCDO0002624 DODSON EXTERMINATIORS/US CELL JACKSONVILLE ONSLOW
NONCDO0001625 DOMINION TEXTILES (USA) HICKORY CATAWBA
NONCDO0001192 EAKES CLEANERS (FORMER) DURHAM DURHAM
NONCDO0002974 EAST 27TH ST METALS CONTAMINATION WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NONCD0002956 Fie Top ROAd Salt Pile MAGGIE VALLEY HAYWOOD
NONCDO0001726 FLOWLINE CORP WHITEVILLE COLUMBUS
NONCDO0002720 FORDHAM CLEANERS GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NCD050409150 GENERAL ELECTRIC WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER
NCD072018252 GENERAL ELECTRIC CO/MED STEAM DURHAM DURHAM
NONCDO0001064 GUILFORD MILLS FUQUAY-VARINA WAKE
NCD986166692 HARWELL ROAD SEPTIC PIT GASTONIA GASTON
NONCDO0002809 HIGH POINT ENTERPRISE HIGH POINT GUILFORD
NONCDO0001117 HILLSIDE SHOPPING CENTER ASHEBORO RANDOLPH
NONCDO0001908 INTERPANE GLASS COMPANY CLINTON SAMPSON
NONCDO0001907 INTERNATIONAL RESISTIVE BOONE WATAUGA
NONCDO0001947 KAYSER-ROTH LUMBERTON ROBESON
NCD980729677 KNOB CREEK FLYASH BREVARD TRANSYLVANIA
NCD055167324 MITCHELL-BISSELL PLANT ROSMAN TRANSYLVANIA
NCD986171379 NEW HAVEN DRIVE TCE GASTONIA GASTON
NONCDO0002978 9TH STREET DISTRICT PCE DURHAM DURHAM
NONCDO0002975 OLD LEXINGTON RD PCE CONT. WINTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NCD980848667 ONE HOUR KORETIZING DURHAM DURHAM
NCD986215499 PARKER INDUSTRIES CONNELLY SPRINGS BURKE
NONCDO0002999 PARRIS & S MAIN ST SOLVENTS HIGH POINT GUILFORD
NCD053488409 PERFORMANCE FIBERS NEW HILL CHATHAM
NONCDO0002909 PLANTERS CHEMICAL FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND
NCD003219433 PUGH METAL FINISHING CORP GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NONCD0002991 QUARLES PETROLEUM CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCD0002372 RANDOLPH SCH. - BUS GARAGE-B ASHEBORO RANDOLPH
NONCDO0001655 RENTAL TOWEL AND UNIFORM GRAHAM ALAMANCE
NONCDO0002395 RHONE-POULENC (RHODIA) GASTONIA GASTON
NONCDO0002406 ROACH, INC (HALE TRAILER.) CONCORD CABARRUS
NONCDO0002427 ROYSTER-CLARK FERTILIZER STATESVILLE IREDELL
NONCDO0002438 SALEM UNIFORM SERVICES WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH
NCD093338119 SCM CORP/GLIDDEN COATINGS CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NCD095458709 SCHRADER AUTOMOTIVE PROD MONROE UNION
NCD003951878 SQUARE D COMPANY ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE
NCD091567065 STANADYNE, INC/DIESEL SYSTEMS WASHINGTON BEAUFORT
NONCD0002543 STEVCOKNIT FABRICS COMPANY WALLACE DUPLIN
NONCDO0002579 TALON ZIPPER FACILITY (FORMER) STANLEY GASTON
NONCDO0002583 TAYLOR SALT & CHEMICAL CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCD0002590 THOMAS BUILT BUSES - NONUST HIGH POINT GUILFORD
NONCDO0002595 THOMSON CROWN WOOD PRODUCTS MOCKSVILLE DAVIE
NONCD0002599 TICAR CHEMICAL ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE
NONCDO0000088 TRANS TECHNOLOGY (LUNDY) CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCDO0002787 TRAVIS KNITS, INC (MOHICAN MILLS) CHERRYVILLE GASTON
NONCD0002972 TRIUMPH ACTUATION SYSTEMS CLEMMONS FORSYTH
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NONCDO0002639 TUSCARORA YARNS, INC. MT PLEASANT CABARRUS
NONCDO0002648 UNITED CHEM-CON-NONUST LANSING ASHE
NCD991278300 UNITED DRUM T/A RELIANCE UNIV. HIGH POINT GUILFORD
NONCD0002658 US AIRWAYS MAINT. HANGAR-B GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NCD041415019 VALSPAR CORPORATION HIGH POINT GUILFORD
NONCDO0002667 VALSPAR MIRROR COATINGS GREENSBORO GUILFORD
NONCDO0000003 Van Waters & Rogers CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG
NONCD0002980 WARREN CLEANERS KERNERSVILLE FORSYTH
NONCDO0001212 WOODLAND MILLS MILL SPRING POLK
NCD144212701 WOODY DRIVE VOCS GRAHAM ALAMANCE
NONCDO0002760 WORTH CHEMICAL CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG

Note: Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch staff are conducting work at many other sites not listed in Tables 5 and 6.
Such work includes (1) assessing and abating risk from contaminated drinking water wells and other
contamination at residential and other high risk properties where there are no identifiable responsible parties; (2)
investigating responsible parties at higher priority sites; (3) preparing bankruptcy claims and overseeing
contractor work conducted with receipts; (4) responding to requests for “No Further Action Status” reviews; (5)
responding to spills; (6) screening of newly discovered sites; and (7) responding to public inquiries on sites.

F. Imminent Hazard Sites
The division and EPA are committed to addressing imminent hazard sites when identified. Table 7 provides a
list of sites where potential imminent hazards were reported, or where abatement activities continued, in FY
2016-17. Their location, a site description, status and funding source are also provided.

Table 7. Summary of Imminent Hazard Sites

Funding
Site City/County Site Description Status Source

Athol Butner/ Granville The concentration of contaminants The division conducted vapor intrusion DWM
Manufacturing detected in the groundwater exceed evaluation by collecting and analyzing
Company screening levels for structural vapor soil gas samples in the residential

intrusion potential. neighborhood next to the facility. The

results indicated that no unacceptable
vapor risk present.

American Eden/ Rockingham Former textile mill with abandonned EPA conducted a drum and EPA
Warehouse drummed chemical wastes. contaminated soil removal. Work
Armour Street Dye | Davidson/ DWM received a call from a DWM has visited the area various DWM
Area Mecklenburg residential property owner that had times to attempt to collect a surface

witnessed employees of a former dye water sample but insufficient water

facility historically (pre-1950s) was available. No visible remnant of

dumping wastewater at the end of contamination was apparent. DWM

Armour Street. The alleged dumping plans installation of three temporary

area is upgradient from the home and is | monitoring wells in the fall of 2017 to

currently wooded with residential assess groundwater and determine if a

properties backing up to the wooded release has occurred.

area.
Austin Foods Cary/Wake Former industrial property with off- DWM sampled sampled groundwater DWM

property groundwater contamination in a park area. Additional groundwater

toward a park and a residential area. A | and soil vapor sampling planned for

portion of the source property now FY 2017-18 when monies become

under a North Carolina Brownfields available.

Agreement.
Bragg Blvd Fayetteville/ Elevated concentrations of DWM tested soil vapor and DWM
Solvents Cumberland contaminants in groundwater groundwater at nearby properties to try

exceeding structural vapor intrusion
screening critera. Groundwater
contamination extends over multiple
properties.

to determine source. Source of
contamination still unclear. Additional
testing planned at other nearby
properties next fiscal year when
monies become available to determine
structural vapor intrusion risks.
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Mountain State
Park

located on residential and park
property. Nearby homes have water
supply wells.

Funding
Site City/County Site Description Status Source
Busick Road TCE Reidsville/ Trichloroethylene (TCE) was detected | DWM installed a treatment system on DWM
Rockingham in water supply wells. the one well with a TCE concentration
above the drinking water standard and
conducted soil gas sampling to
evaluate structural vapor intrusion risk
for three homes. The sampling results
indicate no vapor risk.
Carl Drive Tire Asheboro/ Randolph Tire fire in February 2017. EPA is continuing to assess nature and EPA
Fire Contaminated quench water entered extent of any contamination from the
surface water. fire.
Chemical and Greensboro/ Guilford Chlorinated solvents are present in DWM conducted a groundwater and DWM/EPA
Solvents, Inc. both soil ad groundwater at the site. soil gas investigation in the residential
Potential for vapors from groundwater | area. Trichloroethylene was detected
contamination to migrate into homes in | below two houses. The EPA is in the
a nearby residential area. process of planning a large-scale soil
gas sampling event to determine vapor
intrusion potential in the residential
area.
Cinderella Knitting | Kings Mountain/ Former textile mill with very elevated In May 2016, DWM conducted soil DWM/EPA
Mills Cleveland perchloroethylene (PCE) levels in soil gas sampling around the exterior of the
and groundwater. Concerns for on-site building and along the property
potential for structural vapor intrusion | edge in the direction of residential
for the on-property building and off- properties to evaluate structural vapor
property homes. A large groundwater intrusion potential. The levels exceed
contamination plume extends off the vapor screening levels. DWM also
property on to a city park which is sampled surface water and found
bordered by a stream accessible to the concentrations exceeded state surface
public. water standards. The EPA conducted
in-door air testing in the plant
building. The responsible party has
filed for bankruptcy. The EPA and
DWM have filed proofs of claim to
attempt to secure funds through a
bankruptcy settlement. In FY 2016-17,
due to elevated levels in in-door air,
the EPA installed a vapor mitigation
system. DWM conducted additional
soil gas sampling at the surrounding
residences to determine vapor
intrusion potential in the residences.
Due to these concentrations exceeding
vapor screening criteria, vapor testing
Crowders Gastonia/ Gaston Large disposal of drummed wastes In FY 2015-16, DWM removed some EPA/ DWM

of the drums. Due to large numbers,
DWM did not have the resources to
remove all the drums and
contaminated soil. The EPA completed
the waste and soil removal. DWM also
conducted limited groundwater
remediation to reduce the threat to
private wells. DWM continues to
monitor groundwater while the
remediation takes affect and continues
to test nearby water supply wells.
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Funding
Site City/County Site Description Status Source
Metrolina Davidson/ The breaching by erosion and wildlife | ACM is reported to have been EPA/ DWM
Warehouse Mecklenburg of an earthen cap resulted in the release | removed from the manufacturing
of asbestos containing material (ACM) | location and used as fill at nearby
from a former manufacturing facility residential properties. DWM requested
onto a public road. ACM was also that the EPA conduct a Removal Site
identified on nearby residential Evaluation (RSE), to include soil
properties. The EPA has been the lead | testing of potentially affected
in addressing the situation with DWM residential properties. The EPA then
support. conducted a Removal Action at
twenty-three (23) residential
properties. The EPA and DWM have
held several public meetings and have
had frequent meetings of with the town
of Davidson, N.C. Department of
Health and Human Services, N.C.
Department of Transportation and
property owners to plan and coordinate
work and public communications.
Delburg Street Davidson/ Dye facility located at Delburg Road DWM plans to install and sample DWM
Solvents Mecklenburg (pre-1950s) is being redeveloped by monitoring wells and soil gas points in
with assistance from the N.C. the fall of 2017 after access by
Brownfield Program. Soil gas samples | property owners is granted. No
were collected by the brownfields financially-viable responsible parties
prospective purchaser as part of their have been identified.
obtaining a Brownfields Agreement by
the state (release from liability).
Solvents in soil gas samples indicate a
release of contamination. The
prospective purchaser is bound by the
agreement to make the property safe
but does not have an obligation to
address off property areas of
contamination.
Eastway Drive & Charlotte/ This site is an area of solvent DWM's Inactive Hazardous Sites DWM
The Plaza Solvents | Mecklenburg contamination near multiple current Branch and DSCA Program are
and former dry-cleaning sites some of | conducting various groundwater and
which are participating in the state’s soil gas testing to determine extent and
Dry Cleaning Solvent Recovery Act potential for exposure. Work is
(DSCA) Program. These dry-cleaning ongoing.
sites may be at least partially
responsible for the contamination.
Many residential properties are found
within a 1,500-foot radius of the site.
The contaminant concentrations pose a
nntantial ricl, af vianar intriicinn (/1)
Eighth Avenue Cramerton/ Gaston Residential area has four water supply In FY 2015-16, DWM began DWM
Extension Solvents wells with concentrations of providing bottled water until the EPA
perchloroethylene (PCE) that exceed provided treatment systems for each
the drinking water standards. Source affected well. Bottled water continued
for the PCE is unknown. throughout FY 2016-17 for some
homes. In FY2016-17, DWM
conducted groundwater and soil gas
sampling on residential properties to
evaluate the potential for contaminated
vapors from groundwater to enter
Fallies Drycleaning | Mocksville/ Davie The former site of a commercial dry DWM conducted a limited DWM

cleaner with perchloroethylene (PCE)
in soil above state clean up goals. One
residence and one business appear to
be in the direct downgradient pathway
of the potential groundwater
contaminant plume.

groundwater assessment within the
area of the nearest businesses and
residences during FY 2015-16 and FY
2016-17. PCE levels in groundwater
warrant a soil gas investigation during
the next fiscal year to evaluate the risk
of nearby homes for indoor air
contamination. Work is to commence
in October 2017.
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Funding
Site City/County Site Description Status Source
Harwell Road Gastonia/ Gaston Cluster of sites/areas with similar Starting in FY2015-16 and continuing EPA/ DWM
Septic Pit - Lee groundwater contamination. Six this year, the EPA and the DWM have
Motor Works - residential water supply wells were taken several actions. A water supply
Ashe Pattern - contaminated with solvents above well survey and several rounds of
Country Acres - drinking water standards. water supply well sampling have been
Harwell Estates conducted. In February 2017,
Mobile Home Park analytical results for samples collected
from the Harwell Estates Mobile
Home park supply wells showed the
wells exceeded the drinking water
standards. DWM provided bottled
water while the EPA installed a
temporary treatment system in March
2017. The EPA will be completing
water line construction in the fall of
2017.
Myatt Property High Point/Guilford Carbon tetrachloride and DWM conducted groundwater and DWM
trichloroethene were detected in crawl space air sampling and the
groundwater at concentrations results indicated no unacceptable
exceeding screening levels for vapor risk present.
structural vapor intrusion potential.
Pender Plating Burgaw/ Pender High levels of chromium in soil and DWM completed assessment of DWM/EPA
groundwater in a residential area. contamination in FY 2011-12. EPA
completed removal of contaminated
materials in FY 2014-15. Soil levels at
depth exceeded cleanup standards. In
FY 2016-17, DWM added a
stablization agent, backfilled and
restored grade.
Pleasant Garden Rd | Pleasant Tetrachloroethene and trichloroethene | The EPA and DWM installed DWM
PCE @4710 Garden/Guilford contamination from unknown source(s) | treatment systems on affected wells.
found in water supply wells. The concentrations of the
contaminants were also above the
screening levels for structural vapor
intrusion potential. DWM conducted
soil gas testing to determine the health
risk from contaminated vapor entering
homes and a commercial building.
Rhoderia Drive Stallings/Union During the 1980s, a resident conducted | In FY 2015-16, DWM attempted to DWM
Wells site a wire stripping business in their back collect soil gas samples to evaluate the
yard and dumped used solvents. potential vapor threat to homes in the
Solvents contaminated numerous area. Due to shallow groundwater
drinking water wells in the surrounding | conditions, samples could not be
neighborhood. The EPA connected collected. DWM instead installed
homes to municipal water in the 1990s. | monitoring wells and collected
Two irrigation wells are still present. groundwater samples in the area of the
Groundwater contamination exceeds homes with affected water supply
levels that pose a potential threat for wells. The results indicated the
contaminated vapor to enter homes. affected area was larger and that
contamination in groundwater
exceeded screening levels in other
areas posing an indoor vapor threat.
DWM then collected gas samples from
3 crawl spaces. Vapor in the crawl
spaces did not exceed risk levels. In
FY 2016-17, DWM was able to collect
four soil gas samples. One was a crawl
space sample that was also collected.
All samples were below vapor
Rochelle St Wells Durham/Durham Trichloroethylene (TCE) and DWM conducted groundwater and soil DWM

Perchloroethylene (PCE)
contamination in a residential
neighborhood with an unknown source.
TCE concentration exceeds the
structural vapor intrusion screening
level.

gas sampling in the residential
neighborhood. Results indicated that
no unacceptable vapor risk present.
However, MTBE was found in a water
supply well, and the site was
transferred to the Underground Storage
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Funding
Site City/County Site Description Status Source
Southside Road Lincolnton/ Lincoln Residential well in a large The EPA and the DWM conducted EPA/DWM
Incident neighborhood with perchloroethylene sampling of residential wells. The EPA
(PCE) above the drinking water provided alternate water to affected
standard. home wells. In January 2017, a trailer
park well was found to exceed the
drinking water standard. DWM did not
have the resources to address the
connection. The DWM is looking into
possible funding for a connection
when funds are received for FY 2017-
18.
Southern Resin/US | Thomasville/Davidson | Approximately 2,600 gallons of DWM responded and directed DWM/
Industries Inc formaldehyde spilled from a reactor responsible party to conduct soil Responsible
vessel onto pavement, soil, and a excavation and sampling activities. All Party
L. + 4+, A H | P | NS
Surtronics Raleigh/Wake Operating electroplating facility Responsible party performed a vapor Responsible
Electroplatng located in mixed use area. Chlorinated | intrusion evaluation. Results showed Party
solvent contamination in groundwater no elevated risk.
exceeds structural vapor intrusion
screening levels.
28™" Street TCE Winston- Trichloroethene (TCE) groundwater DWM conducted indoor air sampling. DWM
Salem/Forsyth contamination in residential area from Results indicated no unacceptable risk.
unknown source may pose threat from | DWM continues to monitor
H ' HE N S P H Al +. drmdl
Ulah Battery/ Asheboro/Randolph Residential area contaminated with DWM and the EPA have conducted DWM
Battery Piles lead from battery casing disposal. multiple removal events of
contaminated soils. DWM final
removal action occurred in May 2017.
Site has been granted no further action
status.
Washington Street | Graham/Alamance Chlorinated solvents were found above | DWM collected groundwater samples DWM
Incidents the state's ambient groundwater and attempted to collect soil gas
standards in a residential area. The samples to evaluate structural vapor
source of the contamination had not intrusion risk. The concentrations in
been determined. Groundwater groundwater have significantly been
contamination exceeds the non- reduced from previous testing. Due to
residential screening levels for extremely shallow water table levels,
structural vapor intrusion potential. soil gas samples were unable to be
collected. While contaminants in the
groundwater have reduced, they still
exceed screening levels for structural
viannr_intriician ricl, Curtharwnrls ic
Westinghouse Raleigh/Wake Chlorinated solvents in groundwater DWAM installed and sampled eight DWM/
Electric Meter & have more recently been found to groundwater monitor wells around the Owners
Light exceed structural vapor intrusion former main manufacturing building
screening levels by an owner of one for the site. Chlorinated solvents were
portion of the former plant site. The detected in several of the wells but at
site has been subdivided and is being lower levels. Soil gas samples were
used for multiple purposes. collected in areas posing higher
potential for structural vapor intrusion.
Additional testing is planned for FY
Winterville Winterville/Pitt Active plating shop found to have DWM conducted groundwater DWM

Machine Works

trichloroethene (TCE) in groundwater
exceeding structural vapor intrusion
screening levels.

sampling at three residences, one
business and one church to evaluate
potential for vapors to enter buildings.
Only the church exceeded screening
targets. Additional testing is planned
FY 2017-18. DWM is investigating
potential responsible parties to conduct
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G. Summary of the Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund (Fund 6372 and 6379) and the
National Priorities List Cost Share Fund (Fund 6375)

Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund
Fund 6372 | FY 2016-17

Beginning Cash Balance $139,204
Deposits (FY2016-17)
Appropriations $400,000
No Further Action review fees $19,750
Furniture Brands bankruptcy $134,474
Unexpended General Motors bankruptcy $23,813
Total Deposits $578,037
Expenditures (FY2016-17)
Orphan priority site sampling/remediation/alternate water supplies $517,702
Total Expenditures $517,702
Ending Cash Balance $199,539
Obligations
Bottled water contract encumbrance $1,302
Laboratory contract encumbrance $7,000
TSG bankruptcy funds (dedicated to Frye Creek Site) $30,000
Furniture Brands bankruptcy funds (dedicated to 4 sites) $134,474
Total Current Obligations $169,826
Current Effective Cash Balance $29,713
Orphan Cleanup Cost Requirements (see Chapter Il for more details)
Funds needed for 366 higher priority orphan sites identified $278,503,674
Funds needed for all orphan sites thus identified (410 sites) $311,984,990

Additional Funds from Bankruptcy Proceedings

Since initiating bankruptcy recovery actions, the division has recovered more than $18 million in funds for
assessment and remediation of sites. Payments out of a bankruptcy proceeding must go into a special trust
account to be used only for the specific sites identified in the bankruptcy settlement agreement. Some of the
settlement funds are also held in private escrow accounts.

Funds in the amount of $30,000 were recovered last fiscal year for the Frye Creek site in Hickory/Catawba

County as part of the division’s TSG bankruptcy claim. In FY 2016-17, $134,474 was recovered on the Inactive
Hazardous Sites Program'’s claim in the Furniture Brands bankruptcy for four sites.
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Revenue Dedicated to the Pre-Regulatory Landfills
Fund 6379 | FY 2016-17

Beginning Cash Balance $29,054,245
Deposits (FY 2016-17)
Tax (actual total income) $9,815,986
Administrative expense overcharge refund $43
Total Deposits $9,816,029
Expenditures (FY 2016-17)
Contracts $5,607,393
Local government reimbursement $243,271
Transfer to DWM Solid & Hazardous Waste Programs $500,000
Operating Budget:
PRLF operating budget $709,131
Inactive Hazardous Sites operating budget $318,595
Combined operating budget $1,027,726
Total Expenditures $7,378,390
Ending Cash Balance $31,491,884
Obligations
Current Contract and Local Government encumbrances $29,740,408
Legislative allocation to the City of Havelock (Phoenix Resources) $1,000,000
Total Current Obligations $30,740,408
Current Effective Cash Balance $751,476

Expenditures are expected to soon deplete the current surplus, which accumulated during the early years
when the program was conducting mostly lower cost assessment work. Active remediation is now underway
at several sites and the program's rate of disbursements is rising.
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National Priorities List Cost-Share Fund
Fund 6375 | FY 2016-17

Estimated cost of federal trust fund/North Carolina cost-share cleanups $119,191,674
North Carolina’s 10 percent cost-share for pending/ongoing cleanups $11,919,167"
Total fund disbursements for cost-share payments $8,938,518
Current balance $5,203,484
Encumbered amount of the fund balance for cost-share payments $2,980,650
Encumbered amount for operation and maintenance contract $406,043
Effective Cash Balance *$1,843,577

*Cleanup cost estimates are not yet available for all sites. The cost-share figure will increase as cost estimates
become available. Other sites may be added to the National Priorities List that will require a state cost-share. This
account is also used to pay for the state’s operation and maintenance obligations at these sites. The fund has no
continuing source of income.
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Chapter V: Solid Waste and Materials Management

This consolidated annual report is required by the North Carolina General Statute 130A-
309.06(c). The report combines annual reports by the N.C. Department of Environmental Quality,
including the Solid Waste Management Report, Scrap Tire Disposal Account Report, White
Goods Management Report, Electronics Recycling Report and Abandoned Manufactured Home
Report. This report also includes information from the N.C. Department of Transportation
regarding its use of recycled materials in contracts and data from the N.C. Department of
Administration on bid procedures and purchases of sustainable and efficient supplies and
materials.

Solid waste and materials management information in this report comes from 653 (100 counties
and 553 municipalities) local government annual reports and more than 350 solid waste
management facilities (including out-of-state facilities). These reports represent activities related
to the management of solid waste for the period of July 1, 2016 through June 30, 2017.

Report prepared by:

N.C. Department of Environmental Quality

Division of Waste Management

1646 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, N.C. 27699-1646

919-707-8200
https://deg.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management

N.C. Department of Environmental Quality

Division of Environmental Assistance and Customer Service

1639 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, N.C. 27699-1639

919-707-8100
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/environmental-assistance-customer-service

N.C. Department of Administration
1305 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, N.C. 27699-1301
919-807-4544
https://ncadmin.nc.gov/

N.C. Department of Transportation
1591 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, N.C. 27699-1591
919-733-6837
http://www.ncdot.gov
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A. Executive Summary
The N.C. Department of Environmental Quality shall report to the Environmental Review
Commission annually on the status of solid waste management efforts in the state.

The state’s Division of Waste Management and Division of Environmental Assistance and
Customer Service report that the population in North Carolina increased by 1 percent in FY
2016-17 (July 1, 2016 - June 30, 2017), while the amount of waste disposed in municipal solid
waste landfills and construction and demolition landfills, including coal ash, remained largely
unchanged from the previous year. A total of 11,385,939 tons of solid waste generated during
FY 2016-17 in North Carolina was disposed at in-state and out-of-state facilities. This
represents an increase in disposal of 62,205 tons from the previous fiscal year.

Last fiscal year, North Carolina began requiring the material removed from Duke Energy coal
ash impoundments to be recorded. In that first year, 743,822 tons of excavated material was
disposed in lined municipal solid waste (MSW) landfills in Georgia and Virginia. In FY 2016-
17, excavated coal ash disposed in out-of-state landfills amounted to 1,295,807 tons. Analysis
of the waste stream shows that if waste generated in past decades, such as coal ash and other
environmental cleanup sites, is included in the calculations along with waste generated from
households and businesses waste disposal in FY 2016-17 equals 11,329,510 tons.

North Carolina’s overall reliance on landfilling was not significantly changed over the
previous year. However, without the addition of coal ash, the waste disposal per capita rate for
FY 2016-17 was 1 ton per person per year, which was a decrease from FY 2015-16 when the
rate was 1.05 tons per capita or a decrease of 872,855 tons of waste. The additional coal ash
excavated from impoundments and placed into landfills resulted in an overall waste disposal
rate of 1.11 tons per capita disposed of in FY 2016-17, dropping slightly from 1.12 tons per
capita in FY 2015-16. North Carolina continues to dispose of solid waste at a lower rate
relative to the last decade, where the rate was as high as 1.36 tons of waste per person per
year.

The movement of coal combustion residuals continues to be an important focus when
evaluating disposal trends in North Carolina. Large waste quantities are increasingly being
removed from the waters of surface impoundments at North Carolina power plants and
transported to either landfills engineered to be protective of the environment and human
health or to recycling facilities for reuse into construction products such as cement, concrete
block and wall board.

Data used in this report, along with other subsidiary reports, is available online at NC DEQ:
FY16-17 N.C. Solid Waste and Materials Management Annual Report.
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B. Key Findings

The state per capita rate of waste including coal ash disposed into municipal solid waste
(MSW) and construction and demolition (C&D) landfills during the fiscal year remained
steady at 1.11 tons per person as compared to the previous year rate of 1.12 tons per
person this year.

Excluding the addition of coal ash, the per capita disposal rate actually decreased from
1.05 from the previous year to 1.00 tons per person this past year, which amounted to a
decrease of 872,855 tons. The Department’s Division of Environmental Assistance and
Customer Service working with the Division of Waste Management has been successful in
continuing to divert waste from landfills by making recycling more accessible to more of
the citizens and providing educational programs to local governments, businesses and the
public.

Disposal of 1,295,807 tons of excavated Coal Combustion Residuals (CCR) during the
fiscal year from Duke Energy coal ash impoundments maintained North Carolina reliance
on MSW (and C&D) landfill disposal to 11.3 million tons in FY 2016-17.

Waste disposed in North Carolina originating from South Carolina and Virginia was
approximately 258,815.13 tons. In FY 2015-16, that quantity amounted to 192,000 tons.

North Carolina landfills’ remaining capacity equals approximately 44.2 years of municipal
solid waste disposal capacity at the current rate of disposal.

Industrial landfills received more than 2 million tons of waste. North Carolina industrial
waste is predominantly from the electric energy industry (coal combustion residuals or
CCR) and producers of paper products (pulp and paper sludges).

Coal combustion residuals were mined from an industrial landfill for reuse as synthetic
gypsum in the production of drywall and more than 1 million tons was diverted from
disposal for use as a mine reclamation project.

Departmental Considerations and Recommendations

The General Assembly is encouraged to consider ways to support the increased recovery
and recycling of wastes, which are needed by North Carolina manufacturers and material
Processors.

The General Assembly is encouraged to consider evaluating the producer responsibility
components of the state’s electronics legislation to better support local recycling
programs.
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C. Solid Waste Management
Waste types handled at North Carolina facilities include municipal solid waste, industrial
waste, construction and demolition waste, land-clearing waste, scrap tires, medical waste,
compost and septage.

Coal combustion residuals, or CCR, generated at North Carolina’s electric power plants, have
received much study and attention because of the Coal Ash Management Act of 2014, which
requires that the surface water disposal impoundments be removed and the ash be placed into
lined landfills or recovered. In past years, CCR has primarily been disposed of into industrial
landfills on site at power plants. Increasingly in North Carolina, CCR is being sent to
recyclers, structural fills and MSW landfills. For additional information regarding CCR,
please see the Quarterly Report(s) to the N.C. Environmental Review Commission on
Operations, Activities, Programs and Progress Relating to Coal Combustion Residuals
Surface Impoundments.

1. Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) and Construction and Demolition (C&D) Landfill
Disposal
North Carolina disposed of a total of 11,385,939 tons of waste, including coal ash, that
was generated during the fiscal year into municipal solid waste (MSW) and construction
and demolition (C&D) landfills within the state and out-of-state, which represents an
increase of 62,205 tons of waste from the previous fiscal year. Without the inclusion of
coal ash, the waste disposal amount for FY2016-17 was 872,855 tons less than the
previous fiscal year. Figure 1 below displays the history of disposal of waste since 1991.
For each fiscal year, the tonnage figure represents the material that was generated during
that year that entered disposal facilities.
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Figure 1. MSW and C&D 20-Year Disposal Forecast Including Coal Ash
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In addition to normal MSW and C&D wastes, other post-industrial or business cleanups
which are going to safe disposal into lined MSW landfills include petroleum contaminated
soils from leaking storage tanks, as part of the Division of Waste Management’s
Underground Storage Tanks Section, and wastes from development at industrial facilities,
as part of the Division of Waste Management’s Brownfield Program. In past years, the
cleanup from Hurricanes Fran and Floyd, created noticeable spikes in the waste disposed
into landfills. Some of the increase in FY 2016-17 waste disposal may be attributable to
Hurricane Matthew.

A significant development in waste disposal since FY 2015-16 is due to the additional
quantities of CCR excavated from impoundments managed by Duke Energy, so the
residuals could be safely disposed of in lined municipal solid waste and industrial
landfills, as required by the Coal Ash Management Act of 2014.

This year, the total amount of waste generated in North Carolina included 1,678,882 tons
of CCR waste (production ash and cleanup ash) from six electrical plants, which was
disposed into MSW landfills in North Carolina, Virginia and Georgia. Coal ash going into
landfills accounts for 8 percent of the total waste disposed into MSW and C&D landfills
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this fiscal year. Exclusive of CCR waste, which was generated in past decades, North
Carolina disposed of a total of 9,707,057 tons of waste in MSW and C&D landfills located
within the state and out of the state. This represents an increase of 719,047 tons of waste
due to CCR from the previous fiscal year going into MSW and C&D landfills.

Other post-industrial or business cleanups that are going to safe disposal into lined MSW
landfills include petroleum contaminated soils from leaking storage tanks, as part of the
Division of Waste Management’s Underground Storage Tanks Section, and wastes from
development at industrial facilities, as part of the Division of Waste Management’s
Brownfield Program. In past years, the cleanup from Hurricanes Fran and Floyd created
noticeable spikes in the waste disposed into landfills.

Figure 1 above also provides a second perspective on North Carolina’s dependence on
landfill disposal that includes both wastes generated during the current fiscal year plus
excavated coal ash material. It is unclear how long the use of MSW landfills for excavated
impoundment CCR will continue. Tables related to waste disposal per county, facility and
per capita, can be found in the following website:
https://deg.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-
data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy16-17.

Coal Combustion Residual (CCR) and Product (CCP) Generation, Disposal and
Reuse

Table 1 shares information on the disposition of coal combustion wastes that intersected
with landfill disposal. The information is derived from reporting of the nine industries that
generate ash at their coal-burning power plants across North Carolina.

Table 1. Coal Combustion Wastes and Landfill Disposal

Waste (tons)generated at Ash (tons)
Energy Genera_tor Annual power plants FY 2016-17 excavated from
Reporting ;
Ash FGD impoundment

Total produced 1,582,846 | 1,408,609
Used in Structural Fill 18,752 0 3,188,558
Other Beneficial Uses 483,642 | 1,552,182 0
Disposed in out-of-state MSW
Landfills 96,036 0 1,295,807
Disposed in Industrial Landfills 3,035,157 51,379 0
Disposed in Basins 0 - -

Recycling efforts continue to increase at industrial facilities statewide.
e Coal combustion product (CCP) in the form of ash is predominantly reused as an
ingredient in cement.
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e Flue gas desulphurization (FGD) residuals, or synthetic gypsum, is the primary
ingredient in drywall.

e Fly ash, slag and bottom ash, can be used as construction materials such as gravel or
fill.

e Session Law 2016-95, the Coal Ash Management Act revised, required that Duke
Energy provide ash beneficiation projects capable of processing 300,000 tons of ash,
reclaimed from surface impoundments, for cementitious products.

e Duke Energy has specified that three recycling sites will be located at the Buck Station
(Spencer, N.C.), HF Lee Station (Goldsboro, N.C.) and Cape Fear (Moncure, N.C.).

e 3,188,558 tons of CCP were used for permitted mine reclamation at the Chatham
County Brickhaven Structural Fill.

e Duke Energy reported in FY 2016-17 that 1,552,182 tons of gypsum was sent to the
drywall or wallboard industry for reuse.

e Atotal of 63,818 tons of gypsum was mined from the Belews Creek landfill in Surry
County for reuse.

3. Solid Waste Tax
The N.C. Department of Revenue reported solid waste tax collection of $19,797,229,
which equates to 9,898,614 tons of taxable solid waste going into landfills within North
Carolina and through transfer stations to landfills in neighboring states. The gap between
reported disposed tonnage and tax-paid tonnage was due to waste at federally-owned
landfills on military bases and some specific waste streams received at MSW facilities (for
example, biosolids) that are exempt from the solid waste tax. In addition, the large amount
of excavated CCR impoundment wastes were not taxed because they were not transferred
through a permitted solid waste facility.

Revenue from the solid waste tax was distributed to:
e Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund — 50 percent is used to fund the assessment
and remediation of pre-1983 landfills, and
Local governments — 18.75 percent to counties and 18.75 percent to municipalities to assist with
their waste and materials management programs, and General Fund — 12.5 percent.
Table 2 below shows the history of North Carolina’s per capita disposal rate, including the
impact of including excavated CCR on that rate. The table shows the baseline
measurement of solid waste disposal in the benchmark years of FY 1990-91 and 1991-92
as well as the most recent 11 fiscal years. Two calculations were performed to determine
per capita waste this fiscal year, one showing disposal per capita for wastes generated
during the fiscal year and the other including both generated waste plus excavated CCR.
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Table 2. North Carolina’s Per Capita Disposal Rate

Tons of waste

Fiscal Year Tons of waste disposed | NC population | per personina
year
2016-17 with excavated coal ash 11,385,939 10,155,942 1.11
2016-17 minus excavated coal ash 9,707,057 10,155,942 1.00
2015-16 with excavated coal ash 11,323,734 10,056,683 1.12
2015-16 minus excavated coal ash 10,579,912 10,056,683 1.05
2014-15 9,635,874 9,953,687 0.97
2013-14 9,273,571 9,861,952 0.94
2012-13 9,149,130 9,765,229 0.94
2011-12 9,443,380 9,669,244 0.98
2010-11 9,467,045 9,586,227 0.99
2009-10 9,395,457 9,382,609 1.00
2008-09 9,910,031 9,227,016 1.07
2007-08 11,284,712 9,069,398 1.24
2006-07 11,837,104 8,860,341 1.34
2005-06 11,765,183 8,682,066 1.36
1991-92 benchmark year 7,257,428 6,781,321 1.07
1990-91 7,161,455 6,632,448 1.08

D. Municipal Solid Waste Landfill Capacity
The total remaining capacity of all North Carolina MSW landfills measures approximately
583 million cubic yards, equating to approximately 361 million tons — an increase from
last year. This estimate was calculated using 0.62 tons of waste per cubic yard of air space.
The capacity does not include waste exported to out-of-state landfills. The state capacity
equals 44.2 years of waste disposal if North Carolina’s rate of landfill use remains steady
at approximately 8.2 million tons per year. Continued efforts to increase recycling and
material diversion should help the state maintain a strong landfill capacity. Much of the

state’s capacity is not available statewide due to permit conditions, franchise

arrangements, service areas and distances. Although overall state capacity is sufficient,
some regions have limited waste disposal capacity. Those areas may experience higher
disposal costs and possible disruptions in service as facilities close or fuel costs make

transport of waste to distant facilities prohibitive.

In FY 2015-16, a significant development in waste disposal was the first major instance of
large-scale excavation of previously-generated coal combustion waste from surface
impoundments and the disposal of that material into lined MSW landfills, as required by
the Coal Ash Management Act of 2014. The material was excavated in Buncombe and
Rockingham counties and disposed in out-of-state facilities in Georgia, South Carolina

and Virginia.

As excavation activities likely continue over time, and as that material makes use of MSW
landfill capacity in and out-of-state, its impact on overall disposal should be recognized.
Disposal of MSW, annually generated coal combustion waste and excavated coal
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combustion waste will likely start to intersect. Where specific data is available, this report
can begin to specifically account for each material type.

Tabulation of MSW and C&D landfill capacity can be found in the 2016-17 Landfill
Capacity Report contained in the following website:
https://deg.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-
data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy16-17.

1. Industrial Landfill Disposal
In North Carolina, 15 industrial landfills are permitted to receive various types of
industrial waste generally originating from on-site industrial complexes. All Industrial
landfills except one are located where the waste is produced. The largest volume of
waste disposed into industrial landfills is at electric power plants and consists of CCR.
The paper product industry, which disposes of sludge and wood ash, is secondary in
volume. Tabulation of landfilled industrial waste can be found in the 2016-17 Landfill
Capacity Report contained in the following website:
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-
data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy16-17.

2. Composting and Mulching
A total of 47 composting and an additional 16 mulching operations continued to divert
organics from the municipal solid waste stream.

Composting operations diverted 18,469 tons of food residuals produced from
industrial food processors with an additional 34,263 tons of yard waste, wood waste,
biosolids and other wastes.

The combined composting and mulching operations managed more than 480,000 tons
of feedstocks in FY 2016-17. Waste diversion through these operations continues to
grow in importance. Currently, food waste diversion accounts for only 11 percent of
feedstocks processed — an increase of 2 percent more than last year. The facilities have
available capacity to increase food waste diversion in North Carolina. Figure 2 below
shows the fractions of materials used as feedstocks.
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Figure 2. Feedstocks Composted / Mulched
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3. Land Application
Septage waste land application is accomplished through staff permitting and
compliance activities for more than 500 septage haulers, 15 storage detention and
treatment (dewatering) facilities, and 123 land application sites (representing 1,897
acres). The majority of the land-applied waste is septic tank, portable toilet and
restaurant grease trap waste; although, the program also assists waste generators with
other wastes and by-products to determine if they are suitable for beneficial use
through land application. Examples of beneficially reused waste includes wood ash
and tobacco dust. Best management practices are followed for each by-product to
assure protection of public health and the environment after evaluation by staff and are
included in the site operational plans.

The volumes of septage pumped in 2016 exceeded the previous industry high in 2015.
Approximately 230,430,662 gallons total of domestic septage, grease septage, and
portable toilet waste was pumped in 2016 compared to 220,920,348 pumped in 2015.
The increase in volume was from increases in the amount of grease septage and
portable toilet waste pumped. Grease septage volumes managed by permitted septage
firms continue to increase, in part due to local government programs that require
restaurants to have their grease traps pumped on a frequent basis. Figure 3 below
shows the gallons of septage pumped per year.
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Figure 3. Gallons of Septage Pumped Per Year
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Medical Waste

During FY 2016-17, North Carolina saw the gain of two commercial medical waste
treatment providers. This now brings the number of treatment providers to seven. In
addition, the Solid Waste Section approved the use of an alternative medical waste
treatment technology that uses shredding and steam to treat the waste. This now brings
the number of alternative treatment technologies approved for use in North Carolina to
18.

Figure 4 below shows that the tonnage of medical waste treated at North Carolina’s
commercial waste treatment facilities has increased in the last fiscal year.
Approximately 17,000 tons of medical waste from North Carolina and 12,000 tons
from other states was treated at in-state medical waste treatment facilities. This was a
reversal in waste origin from the previous year. Figure 4 does not show the medical
waste generated or treated at medical facilities, such as hospitals and physicians’
offices. Medical facility waste generation or treatment is under the regulations of the
state’s Department of Health and Human Services.
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Figure 4. Tons of Medical Waste Processed by Fiscal Year
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5. Household Hazardous Waste
Household hazardous wastes (HHW) are household chemicals that are poisonous or
toxic, ignitable, corrosive or reactive with other chemicals. Among others, HHW
includes items such as pharmaceuticals, household cleaners, pesticides, herbicides,
fertilizers, pool chemicals, paints, automotive fluids and batteries. These chemicals are
dangerous to human health and the environment. The Solid Waste Section
recommends that citizens properly dispose of HHW at an approved collection site.
Local HHW collection sites may be temporary, one-day events or permanent, ongoing
collection sites.

Of the 100 counties in North Carolina, only 17 have permanent household hazardous
waste collection sites (23 sites total). These 17 counties alone collected 7,315,096
pounds or about 3,658 tons of household hazardous wastes among which were
3,465,094 pounds of various paints; 750,784 pounds of flammable liquids; 283,716
pounds of automotive fluids and filters; 108,550 pounds of various lead-acid,
cadmium, lithium and alkaline batteries; 88,459 pounds of mercury containing
fluorescent light bulbs; 154,151 pounds of compressed gases; 143,818 pounds of
poisonous materials such as insecticides, herbicides and fungicides; 78,765 pounds of
corrosive materials; 51,448 pounds of flammable solids; 107,249 pounds of oxidizing
substances; and 103,125 pounds of other non-specific regulated hazardous wastes.

The counties also reported collecting 74,103 pounds of non-regulated, unspecific
wastes and tallied 45,888 visits to permanent HHW facilities by residents.

Thirty-one counties, five municipalities, two private firms and one school district held
41 temporar, one-day collection events. Of the 41 temporary events held, 25 events
reported total collections of 341,862 pounds (171 tons) of household hazardous
chemical wastes.
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Figure 5 below illustrates the amounts of HHW collected annually since FY 2010-11.
A complete listing of locations of permanent HHW sites as well as one-day events can
be found online at: http://deg.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-
management-permit-quidance/solid-waste-section/household-hazardous-waste.

Although the collection of HHW is a costly endeavor, increasing numbers of local
governments as well as civic organizations and private industries are arranging for this
valuable service for North Carolina communities. Figure 5 below shows HHW in tons
processed by fiscal year.

Figure 5. HHW in tons
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6. Facility Inspections
The department is responsible for conducting inspections/site visits at the following
variety of solid waste management facility types:

e C&D Landfills over MSW
Landfills

e Closed Post-Closure Landfills

e  Compost Facilities

e Construction & Demolition
Landfills (C&DLF)

e Industrial Landfills

e Land Application Sites

e Land Clearing and Inert Debris
Landfills (LCID)
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Coal Combustion Product Landfills
and Structural Fills

Compost Demonstrations
Household Hazardous Waste
Collection Sites

Material Recovery Facilities
Medical Waste Treatment Facilities
and Incinerators

Septage Detention and Treatment
Facilities

Septage (hauler) Firms
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e LCID Notification Landfills (open e Tire Monofills

and closed) e Tire Processing / Collection
e  Municipal Solid Waste Landfills Facilities

(MSWLF) e White Goods Collection

e Transfer Stations

e Treatment and Processing Facilities
(T&P)

e Yard Waste Notifications

7. Non-Facility Inspections and Evaluations
In addition to the facility types listed above, the department also provides inspections
and evaluations for the following:

o lllegal Dumping: The department provides technical assistance to residents and
businesses on the proper management, recycling or disposal of solid wastes. The
department investigates complaints of solid waste illegal dumping, working to have
the sites cleaned up and taking enforcement action when necessary for the protection
of human health and the environment. The department also works with local
governments to establish and maintain ordinances and programs that address littering
and indiscriminate dumping in their communities.

e Disaster Response and Preparation: The department continues to work with local
governments to foster the message that disaster preparedness is essential, given the

history of storm destruction in North
Carolina, and encourages communities to
establish pre-approved temporary storage

DISASTER DEBRIS SITES ACTIVE POST-
HURRICANE MATTHEW

sites (DDS) for vegetative and demolition
debris prior to an emergency or disaster. The
department maintains a record of
approximately 500 of these pre-approved
temporary debris sites. Beginning in late
September 2016, the department assisted with
preparation for Hurricane Matthew by
working to update and improve the GIS map
of pre-approved sites to provide it to the N.C.
Department of Public Safety’s Division of
Emergency Management and initiated the
evaluation of new DDS to prepare for debris
clean-up efforts. The department assisted with
response and clean-up beginning immediately o
following the storm and continuing through August 2017 It evaluated and coordinated
the review of 56 new DDS with the State Historic Preservation Office and Natural
Heritage Program, and coordinated with local governments and later FEMA for the
activation and subsequent closure of 91 pre-approved DDS. The department also
provided technical assistance with the proper disposal of storm debris, and worked
with the state Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services and landfill operators
to assist with the proper disposal of animal mortality.
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e Tax Certifications: The department processes certification applications for special tax
treatment of facilities and equipment used in recycling/resource recovery or from a
solid waste at no cost to the applicant. Figure 6 below shows applications approved
and received for the past eight years. The department has recently made internal
changes to the process to reduce paper waste and expedite the processing time of
applications.

Figure 6. Tax Certification Applications Received and Approved
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8. Facility Operator Training and Public Outreach
The Solid Waste Section is committed to the protection of public health and the
environment through education, inspections and compliance, and environmental
monitoring. The section has a long-standing history of promoting training for the
regulated community and public as required by statute as well as through technical
assistance, collaboration, outreach activities and customer service. Below is a list of
training opportunities the section provided this year:

Landfill operators and managers training

Transfer facility operators training

Septage firm operator training

Septage annual operator training

Disaster debris management presentations and workshops

Regional roundtable discussions and technical assistance when requested

Coal Combustion Residuals landfill operator and manager training

N.C. Solid Waste Enforcement Officer Association (NC SWEOA), N.C. Solid

Waste Association of North America (SWANA), N.C. Composting Council

Conference (NCCC) and Marine Debris Symposium Presentations
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e Review and approval of continuing education units for solid waste operator and
manager recertification

e Internal development training for staff, for example Basic Environmental Crimes
Course, USCC Compost Operations Training Course and Quarterly Section
Training

E. Local Government Waste Reduction Activities and Recycling Markets
Solid Waste and Materials Management Annual Reports received from local governments
provide data on public source reduction, reuse, recycling and composting activities statewide
as well as other aspects of solid waste management. Data from these reports helps produce a
picture of waste reduction, recycling and materials management efforts in North Carolina.
This data offers information that helps gauge the breadth and relative effectiveness of local
government programs in diverting materials from disposal and delivering them to industry
for reprocessing. Data from these annual reports also helps document the trends in recycling
and reuse program implementation and the evolving nature of public materials recovery
efforts in North Carolina.

1. Source Reduction and Reuse Programs
Operating a source reduction or local reuse program can be a cost-effective way to help
citizens reduce the amount of solid waste that is discarded. These programs are typically
popular with residents and have the potential to be a low-cost opportunity to engage the
community, creating awareness about strategies that can be used to reduce the cost of
disposal. Despite these benefits, only a minority of local governments operate these
programs and in general waste prevention through source reduction and reuse programs
does not seem to be a high priority for most communities.

Table 3 below examines the types of source reduction and reuse programs operated by
local governments over the past five years. The total number of local governments
operating a source reduction and/or reuse program during FY 2016-17 dropped by one
when compared to the previous year -- down to 93 communities reporting that they
operate some sort of program to help their residents reduce the amount of waste they
produce or to reuse materials instead of discarding them.

Table 3. Local Source Reduction / Reuse Programs

. FY FY FY FY FY

2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 | 2015-16 | 2016-17
Backyard Composting Programs 51 52 49 42 40
Source Reduction Programs 81 71 73 71 65
Public Reuse Programs 39 46 45 41 40
Total Local Governments with Source 107 108 108 94 93
Reduction or Reuse Programs

2. Local Government Recovery

Table 4 below compiles local government materials recovery operations over the past 10
years. Local government recovery showed an increase in FY 2016-17 when compared to
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the previous year. This increase mostly can be attributed to gains in the recycling of
organic materials, largely due to the recovery of vegetative debris resulting from

Hurricane Matthew. Total recovery results from the past decade show a picture of

relatively steady and generally improving performance. This is best illustrated by the
change in the per-capita recycling rate over time, which has increased at an average rate of
2.5 percent since FY 2007-08. Local government recovery data reflects a mature public
recycling system with a base level of programs, services and public participation that is
holding its own in terms of material capture, even as the “evolving ton” of traditional
recyclables generated in households becomes lighter over time. Highlights from Table 5
will be examined in greater detail throughout this chapter.

Table 4. Local Government Recovery (Tons) FY 2007-8 through FY 2011-12

Material FY 2007-08 |FY 2008-09 |FY 2009-10 ([FY 2010-11 [FY 2011-12
Total Paper 321,019 342,008 343,031 347,622 344,758
Total Glass 56,837 69,446 75,124 86,163 96,819
Total Plastics 22,298 23,947 29,206 36,047 36,670
Total Metal* 84,740 69,242 61,251 57,681 51,545
Total Organics** 554,576 593,323 589,482 635,495 706,560
Special Wastes*** 7,195 8,433 7,225 7,085 6,961
Electronics and Televisions*** N/A N/A 4,574 7,452 14,688
Construction and Demolition

Debris 59,501 33,209 20,832 26,303 93,858
Tires**** 142,160 147,055 119,177 97,323 121,552
Other 6,753 8,474 1,948 1,098 1,616
Totals 1,255,079| 1,295,137 1,251,848! 1,302,271" 1,475,028"
Per Capita Recovery (Ibs.) 276.77 280.73 266.84" 271.70" 305.10"
Recovery Ratio

(Recycling:Disposal) 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.16

Table 5 Local Government Recovery (Tons) FY 2012-13 through FY 2016-17

Local Government Recovery (Tons) and Performance Measures (continued)

Material FY 2012-13 |FY 2013-14 |FY 2014-15 |FY 2015-16 |FY 2016-17

Total Paper 321819] 318,183 336,899 325 539 352,601
Total Glass 117.237] 115,997 121,371 124.936 127,646
Total Plastics 39,322 44,407 45,374 45,975 42,567
Total Metal* 51,662 29,525 51,736 62,389 70,309
Total Organics™ 604889 842282 757778 735 367 821,547
Special Wastes*™** 6,496 6,870 7.053 7,391 8,239
Electronics and Televisions*** 14,160 14,786 15,076 16,682 15,795
gggfitguctlon and Demolition 71,225 86,311 88.714 114,649 127,759
Tires* 120013| 136,943 151,069 145 122 132,330
Other 1,725 1,061 951 1483 1,816
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Totals 1,348,548 1,616,334 1,576,021 1,579,532 1,700,609
Per Capita Recovery (Ibs.) 276.19 327.79 316.67 314.13 334.90
Recovery Ratio 0.15 0.18 0.16 0.15 0.17
(Recycling:Disposal)

* Includes white goods, aluminum cans, steel cans and other metals.
** Includes yard waste, pallets, wood waste and food waste.

*** For FY 2000-01 through FY 2008-09, Special Wastes includes electronics, used oil, oil filters, antifreeze,
paint and batteries. Beginning in FY 2009-10, Special Wastes excludes electronics and includes recovery
from the programs described in the Special Waste Management section.

**** For FY 2010-11 and beyond, the tons of tires listed as recovered includes only those tires originating
from within North Carolina that were processed in North Carolina. Data on the recovery of North Carolina-
originated tires that were exported outside of the state is not available. In FY2009-10, the tire recovery figure
inadvertently included some tires from out-of-state sources. In fiscal years prior to FY 2009-10, the tires
figure reported included all tires recovered at the private tire facilities in North Carolina, including those tires
received at those facilities from sources outside of North Carolina.

t Construction and Demolition Debris Tonnages, Total Recovery and Per Capita Recovery for FY 2009-10,
2010-11 and 2011-12 were all revised in 2013 as a result of decreased Construction and Demolition Debris
Recovery due to reporting errors. This change also resulted in a revised Recycling:Disposal Recovery Ratio
for FY 2009-10.

3. Recovery of Particular Materials
Public recycling programs play an important role in providing recovered materials to the
supply chain for private manufacturing. Figure 7 below provides a material-specific look
at those materials diverted from disposal to economic use by local government recovery
operations in FY 2016-17.
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Figure 7. Characterization of Local Government Recovery

] . Glass, 7.5%
Tires, 7.8% Plastic, 2.5%

Metals, 4.1%

Fiber, 20.7%

. 0, )
Organics, 48.3% \ Other, 0.1%

Electronics, 0.9%

Special Wastes,
C&D, 7.5% 0.5%

The single largest category of material recovered by local governments continues to be
organics. This category includes vegetative debris, clean wood (unpainted and untreated
dimensional lumber), pallets, food waste and oyster shells. The recovery of vegetative
debris or yard waste is accomplished through public and private mulching and
composting, though boiler fuel and other energy markets are also an important destination
for yard waste collected by local governments. For a detailed look at the management of
yard waste in FY 2016-17, please see the section titled Yard Waste Management later in
this chapter. The annual recovery of organic materials can be erratic because yard waste
recovery can vary widely from one year to the next because of weather conditions and
storm events. During FY 2016-17, organics constituted just over 48 percent of total local
government recovery. Fiber, or paper products, and tires were the next two largest
categories of materials recovered, contributing 20.7 percent and 7.8 percent respectively.

4. Recovery of Traditional Materials
Traditional recyclable materials are the items or materials that most citizens think of when
reflecting on recycling. These materials include fiber or paper (corrugated cardboard,
magazines, newspapers, office fiber and residential mixed paper) and containers
(aluminum beverage cans, glass bottles and jars, plastic bottles and containers, and steel
food containers). These materials are common in households, though they are also found
in the workplace, bars, restaurants, and away-from-home settings such as parks and other
public venues.

An examination of traditional materials recovery by public recycling programs in FY
2016-17 reflects a 5.3 percent increase when compared to the previous year. This increase
is largely the result of increased recovery of paper products, particularly of corrugated
cardboard and residential mixed paper, perhaps driven by aggressive recycling of these
materials as a result of high market values enjoyed during FY 2016-17 as explored in the
Recycling Markets and Prices Section of this chapter. At just over 352 thousand tons
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recovered, paper recycling by local governments was the highest recorded since
measurement began. The increase in paper recycling is particularly notable since
newspaper recycling continued to decline in 2016-17 based on the decreased circulation of
newspapers and magazines across the country®.

Container recovery during FY 2016-17 was essentially unchanged compared to the
previous year at just over 190,000 tons. Factors acting on container recycling include
continued efforts by consumer product manufacturers to reduce the weight of packaging,
in particular plastic bottles and metal cans, and decisions made by consumer product

brand owners to move products from being packaged in cans and jars towards increasingly
popular flexible packaging such as pouches. The overall changing make-up of traditional
materials recovery is known in the recycling industry as the “evolving ton,” and this
phenomenon is not unique to North Carolina. Figure 8 documents the trend in the recovery
of traditional materials over the past 17 years.

Figure 8. Traditional Recyclable Material Recovery FY 2000-01 to FY 2016-17

600,000

500,000

400,000

300,000

M Fiber (Tons)

200,000

® Containers (Tons)

100,000

5. Recovery of Construction and Demolition Materials
Local government recovery of Construction and Demolition (C&D) debris includes the
capture of materials generated by construction and / or demolition activities. Materials in
this waste stream include shingles, vinyl siding, sheetrock, carpet and aggregate (brick,
block and other rubble). Clean lumber and wooden pallets, corrugated cardboard and scrap
metal may also be generated as a result of construction and demolition activities, though

> The decline in paper generation can be seen in statistics provided by the American Forest and Paper Association,
which documents a fall in the available paper supply from 100,665,000 million tons in 2006 to 77,895,000 tons in
2015, a drop of 23 percent — see: http://www.paperrecycles.org/statistics/paper-paperboard-recovery.

Chapter V: Solid Waste and Materials Management Programs Page - 78


http://www.paperrecycles.org/statistics/paper-paperboard-recovery

F-87

for the sake of this report when these materials are recycled by local governments they are
included in categories for Organics, Metal and Paper.

Local governments have increasingly looked to the C&D waste stream for recycling
success, and this has increased as new home construction remains strong across the state.
Fiscal year 2016-17 saw two counties -- New Hanover and Pitt -- begin operation of C&D
processing facilities for the purpose of sorting recyclable materials such as cardboard,
clean wood and scrap metal from mixed construction and demolition waste. Recycling
efforts focused on the C&D waste stream can yield large tonnage results, and FY 2016-17
marked a new high point for public C&D recycling efforts, with 127,759 tons reported as
recycled. Roughly two-thirds of C&D recycling in FY 2016-17 can be attributed to the
recovery of aggregate at just over 85,022 tons. This material is relatively easy to recover at
disposal facilities such as C&D landfills, and it can be processed to into a gravel-substitute
that can provide substantial cost avoidance through decreased need to purchase new
gravel. Figure 9 illustrates the change in the amount of C&D materials captured by public
programs since FY 2006-07.

Figure 9. Public C&D Recycling (Tons) FY 2006-07 to FY 2016-17
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6. Plastic Recycling In North Carolina
Total plastic recycling by local governments in North Carolina declined during FY 2016-
17 for the first time since the disposal ban on plastic bottles became effective on Oct. 1,
2009 -- down from 45,975 tons in FY 2015-16 to 42,567 tons in FY 2016-17. To put this
in context, the Association of Plastics Recyclers and the American Chemistry Council co-
produce an annual report on national post-consumer plastic bottle recycling. Their 2016
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report reflects a 1.4 percent decrease in plastic bottle recycling collection versus 20158, It
is possible that this decline is at least in part a result of method used to calculate the
recovery of particular commodities when communities report recycling tonnage as
“commingled.” This will be explored further in the “Collection of Commingled
Recyclables.” The decrease in plastic recovery may also be a result of continued ‘light-
weighting” of Polyethylene Terephthalate (PET) and High-Density Polyethylene (HDPE)
bottles by manufacturers. Figure 10 illustrates the public recovery of plastic over the past
17 fiscal years.

Figure 10. Plastics Recovery (Tons) FY 2000-01 to FY 2016-17

Plastic bottles made of PET and HDPE combine to represent nearly 87 percent of all
plastic materials recovered by local governments in FY 2016-17. Containers made of
Polypropylene (PP) and the collective recovery of non-bottle plastic containers such as
cups, tubs and “clam-shell’ style plastic containers (collectively known as Other Plastic
Containers) along with the recovery of larger bulky rigid plastic durable items such as
buckets, totes and carts are together becoming an increasingly important aspect of plastics
recycling in North Carolina. Figure 11 provides a more detailed examination of the
recovery of the different types of plastic materials over the last six fiscal years.

62016 United States National Postconsumer Plastics Bottle Recycling Report — see:
https://plastics.americanchemistry.com/2016-US-National-Postconsumer-Plastic-Bottle-Recycling-Report.pdf.
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Figure 11. Plastics Recovery (Tons) by Type FY 2011-12 to FY 2016-17
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7.

Collection of Commingled Recyclables

The nature of public recycling collection has changed substantially during the past decade,
with the public recycling system moving from the collection of source separated (sorted)
materials to the collection of commingled or mixed recyclables. The recycling industry
uses the term commingled to describe when commodities of different types are mixed
together for collection and processing. The collection of mixed recyclables is commonly
known as single-stream recycling. The advent of single-stream recycling has provided
substantial benefit to the public recycling system, including the enabling if increased
collection efficiency and increased public participation due to the ease of not having to
sort recyclables by type. The transition to a single-stream collection system has been
enabled by the establishment of mechanized Materials Recovery Facilities (MRFs) where
mixed recyclables are processed, sorted and prepared for sale into the recovered materials
marketplace. North Carolina is home to 18 MRFs that process the recyclables collected by
public recycling programs.

As communities across the state moved to the collection of mixed recyclables, they have
become less connected to or aware of the constituents in the mixed or commingled
materials that their programs collect. Those constituents being the traditional recyclable
materials, or cans, bottles and paper that are discussed in the earlier section titled
Recovery of Traditional Materials. When local governments submit their Solid Waste and
Materials Management Annual Reports to the state, they are asked to provide data on the
amounts and types of recyclable materials that they have collected. Increasingly, the
materials are not reported by individual commodity but instead as “commingled” tons.
Figure 12 examines the reporting of commingled tonnage by communities since 2004-05.
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Figure 12. Reporting of Commingled Recycling Tonnage Since FY 2004-05
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When communities report commingled recycling tonnage, it becomes necessary to make
assumptions about the constituents of those commingled materials to project recycling by
individual commodities. As explored earlier in the Recovery of Traditional Materials
section, the changing makeup of the traditional material stream is known as the evolving
ton, and there are a variety of forces acting on the mix of materials in the commingled ton
from the adoption of paperless news consumption to changes in the types of packaging
used in consumer goods. Each year the materials recovery facilities processing the
commingled materials in North Carolina are asked to voluntarily provide data on the
composition of the commingled materials they process. This information is used to
produce an average materials composition that is then used to project recycling of
individual materials, from paper and plastic to aluminum and steel cans to glass bottles
and jars. The influence of the determination of the make-up of the commingled ton has
become increasingly important as more recyclables are reported as commingled, thus
minor changes in the ratios of individual materials in the average commingled ton can
have an outsized influence on the projected recovery of those materials. Table 6 below
shows the constituents of the average ton of commingled recyclables collected in North
Carolina over the past five years.

Table 6. Constituents of the Average Ton of Commingled Recyclables in North Carolina
Since FY 2012-13

Material FY 2012-13 | FY 2013-14 | FY 2014-15 | FY 2015-16 | FY 2016-17
Glass Bottles and Jars 28.00% 26.28% 27.38% 27.40% 25.80%
PET Bottles 3.48% 4.77% 4.78% 5.25% 4.51%
HDPE Bottles 2.52% 2.94% 3.37% 3.10% 2.58%
Other Plastic Containers 1.10% 0.91% 0.64% 0.79% 0.92%
Bulky Rigid Plastics 0.46% 0.46% 0.47% 0.50% 0.39%
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Aluminum Cans (UBC) 1.00% 1.16% 1.21% 1.10% 1.26%
Steel Cans 2.68% 2.98% 2.46% 2.45% 2.271%
Other Metal - - - - 0.41%
Newspaper (ONP) 27.11% 23.83% 20.81% 19.50% 12.97%
Corrugated Cardboard (OCC) 18.10% 16.43% 17.60% 16.10% 19.13%
Residential Mixed Paper (OMP) 15.36% 20.24% 21.27% 23.75% 29.76%
Aseptic Paper / Cartons 0.19% - - 0.06% -
Total 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%

8.

Public Electronics Recycling

North Carolina residents continue to have wide access to recycling programs collecting
electronics and televisions. Local governments operate electronics recycling programs in
response to citizen demand for responsible e-waste management options and to help the
public comply with the state disposal ban on computer equipment and televisions that
went into effect July 1, 2011. During FY 2016-17, 179 local governments indicated that
they operated an electronics recycling program -- many in partnership with another
community. For example, in FY 2016-17, there were 46 municipalities that indicated
cooperating with their county to provide electronics recycling services, with the
municipality collecting electronics from residents within their jurisdiction and then
delivering the material to the county for further management. Table 7 describes the
different types of electronics recycling services that communities offered in FY 2016-17
as compared to FY 2015-16.

Table 7. Types of Local Government Electronics Recycling Programs

Number of Number of
. . . : Communities Using | Communities Using
Public Electronics Recycling Program Details
Strategy Strategy
FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17
Communities Operating a Public Electronics 181 179

Recycling Program

Collect Electronics at Drop-off Sites 119 118

Number of Individual Drop-off Sites Operated

Across North Carolina 464 470
Collect Electronics at Curbside 44 38
Collect Electronics at One-Day Event 33 35
Collect Electronics at HHW Program 15 12

As indicated above, the most common strategy used to collect electronics is to accept them
at staffed recycling sites or convenience centers. During FY 2016-17, 118 communities
operated a combined 470 individual sites statewide for electronics collection.

Data on the amount of material collected by public electronics recycling efforts measures
the collection of television and other electronics, including computers, printers, scanners
and other devices that connect to computers along with computer monitors, cell phones,
stereos, video players and other low grade electronic devices. The combined total amount
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of electronics and televisions recovered by local governments during FY 2016-17
decreased by 5.3 percent when compared to FY 2015-16. Figure 13 examines public
electronics recycling efforts since FY 2008-09 and shows the relative amounts of
televisions and other electronics recovered each year.

Figure 13. Public Electronics Recovery FY 2008-09 to FY 2016-17
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The overall decrease in electronics recycling tonnage in FY 2016-17 is particularly notable
as the annual decline in tonnage collected since the state disposal ban went into effect in
July of 2011. The annual decrease in electronics recycling can be attributed to a decrease
in the weight of televisions recycled in FY 2016-17. Local governments collected 11,138
tons of televisions for recycling in FY 2016-17, down from 12,058 tons the year before. In
contrast, there was a slight uptick in the collection of other electronics in FY 2016-17, up
to 4,657 tons versus 4,624 tons in FY 2015-16. Data tracking television recycling
separately from other electronics began to be gathered in FY 2008-09. Each year from
2008-09 through 2015-16, televisions constituted a proportionally larger amount of the
total electronics collected and managed by public programs. It is possible that this turning
point marks the peak in recycling of Cathode Ray Tube (CRT) televisions in North
Carolina. Compared to more modern Flat Panel Display (FPD) televisions, CRT
televisions are substantially heavier and more difficult to handle for public recycling
programs. Figure 14 examines local government collection of televisions for recycling
since measurement began.
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Figure 14. Local Government Television Recycling Collection (Tons)
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9. Types of Public Recycling Efforts
Public recycling programs employ different strategies to recover a range of materials,
including the operation of curbside recycling programs, drop-off recycling programs and
other recycling programs that collect traditional recyclable materials from parks, schools,
businesses and multi-family properties. Public recycling programs also manage special
wastes to divert potentially toxic materials from disposal. In addition, public recycling
programs also offer services that target specific waste streams such as construction and
demolition debris, scrap metal, yard waste and other organic materials such as food waste
and oyster shells. Finally, North Carolina counties are statutorily responsible for providing
services to collect and manage white goods and scrap tires, though in some cases these
services may also be operated by municipalities on behalf of a county.

In addition to providing the types services listed above, local governments can also
implement policies and employ strategies that encourage or facilitate private sector
recycling activities without necessitating that public recycling programs directly or
contractually provide a recycling service. Examples of these strategies include local
disposal bans on materials such as corrugated cardboard, mandatory recycling ordinances
and licensed hauler systems where service providers are required to offer recycling
collection as a condition of doing business in a jurisdiction. These types of strategies
induce or encourage the growth of private sector recovery activities and infrastructure. In
FY 2016-17, local governments reported the recycling of 6,713 tons of recyclables
through these types of strategies.

10. Public Curbside Recycling Programs in North Carolina

The number of publicly operated curbside recycling programs in North Carolina continued
its upward trend during FY 2016-17, climbing to a new high of 328 total programs
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reported as shown in Figure 15. Curbside recycling continues to be the most popular way
for citizens to access public recycling service in North Carolina. Three local governments
initiated new public curbside recycling programs in FY 2016-17, including Ocean Isle
Beach, Ranlo and Stanfield.

Figure 15. Local Government Curbside Recycling Programs FY 1998-99 — FY 2016-17
350

300

250

200

150

100

50

P P P 96’@9‘0 sS‘,\sﬁ" NS SIT ST IE N TN N

&5~ N N WG
& P '19@ S S '19&'190 '»Géom@ ’19@)’19& A A A A A S
AR AN A R A i A M i A R R AN A N AR A MR R

By the end of FY 2016-17, it is estimated that 2.149 million North Carolina households
have access to publicly operated curbside recycling service. Excluding yard waste, just
under half of all public recycling tonnage, or 45.8 percent, was collected by curbside
recycling programs in FY 2016-17.

11. Special Waste Management
Many counties and municipalities in North Carolina offer their residents the opportunity to
recycle a wide range of additional materials beyond the traditional paper, bottles and cans
commonly collected in curbside and drop-off programs. These “special wastes’ include
automotive-related materials such as oil, oil filters and lead acid batteries as well as other
ubiquitous household items such as dry cell batteries and fluorescent lamps as shown in
Table 8 below.

Recycling services for special wastes are typically provided at staffed collection locations
such as county solid waste convenience centers or municipal public works departments.
Some communities only collect special wastes as a part of a Household Hazardous Waste
(HHW) collection event or program, while others collect special wastes year-round. The
number of local special waste programs and resulting tonnages diverted from disposal
remained relatively steady in FY 2016-17 compared to previous years, with a few notable
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fluctuations as highlighted in Table 8. Special waste tonnages can be affected by a range
of factors, including a program’s implementation or discontinuance, scheduling of market
pickup services, and changes in local record-keeping and reporting. The scrap or
reclamation value of a particular special waste can also impact its collection rate. For
example, when the scrap value of lead is down, communities generally collect more lead
acid batteries; whereas, when the scrap value of lead is high, residents are more likely to
bring used lead acid batteries to private scrap yards where the batteries can be sold.

The picture of collection rates for the individual special wastes was mixed in FY 2016-17.
Automotive materials such as used motor oil, oil filters, and antifreeze all experienced
slight increases; whereas, lead acid batteries experienced a slight decline. The collection of
Lights Containing Mercury (LCMs or fluorescent lamps) was significantly higher in FY
2016-17 with more communities offering residents the opportunity to recycle this material
at drop-off programs or HHW collections. A handful of local governments also continued
to collect other special waste, including leftover pharmaceuticals, light ballasts and other
universal wastes.

Two types of HHW programs are operated by local governments: temporary and
permanent. Temporary HHW programs, also known as one-day events, are designed to
collect HHW at a temporary location approved to be used only for a single specific date
and time. Permanent HHW programs collect materials at a facility permitted by the state
Division of Waste Management for ongoing HHW collection. Information about HHW
collection programs may also be found in the Solid Waste Management chapter. Although
the overall number of jurisdictions offering household hazardous waste collection services
declined slightly in FY 2016-17 compared to the previous year, the number of permanent
programs remained steady. It is notable that the overall amount of materials reported as
collected by HHW efforts increased substantially in FY 2016-17, up 24 percent more than
the previous year. The increase in HHW collection is the primary factor contributing to the
overall increase in special waste collections in FY 2016-17 as compared to FY 2015-16.

Table 8. Local Government Special Waste Management, FY 2011-12 to FY 2015-16

FY 2011-12 | FY 2012-13 | FY 2013-14 | FY 2014-15| FY 2015-16 | FY 2016-17
Used Motor Oil
Number of programs 129 127 128 129 128 127
Gallons collected 860,785 762,066 729,623 704,669 796,050 819,200
Qil Filters
Number of programs 105 104 104 108 107 102
Tons collected 184.41 166.97 160.2 155.73 152.55 159.53
Antifreeze
Number of programs 74 71 79 79 74 82
Gallons collected 35,159 22,916 25,400 24,005 39,412 48,089
Lead Acid Batteries
Number of programs 93 91 93 91 91 92
Tons collected 362.69 316.23 350.94 371.09 349.51 340.13
Dry Cell Batteries
Number of programs 37 34 38 43 45 62
Tons collected 45.37 33.91 27.51 73.95 90.28 80.83
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FY 2011-12 | FY 2012-13 | FY 2013-14 | FY 2014-15 | FY 2015-16 | FY 2016-17
Paint
Number of exchange 21 13 17 15 15 14
programs
Numbgr of other 13 9 11 13 16 15
collection programs
Total tons collected 117.94 111.74 160.21 182.14 161.4 230.18
separate from HHW
Pesticide Containers
Number of programs 66 64 60 59 58 58
Tons collected 118.32 143.45 128.03 170.6 109.52 115.25
Pesticides
Number of programs 16 16 14 17 19 16
Tons collected 14.03 14.12 11.77 17.31 18.24 14.58
Lights Containing
Mercury
Number of programs 48 58 62 62 59 76
Tons collected 37.93 53.01 92.88 80.76 98.56 111.10
Propane Tanks
Number of programs 37 46 41 43 41 40
Tons collected 47.22 61.33 63.47 63.23 136.84 72.35
Other Special Wastes
Number of programs 8 7 9 9 11 11
Tons collected 1.71 .66 3.17 1.98 9.01 3.26
Used Cooking Qil
Number of programs 55 61 74 75 77 75
Tons collected 142.15 133.05 213.28 197.35 197.72 209.12
Household Haz. Waste
Number of communities 57 59 67 65 62 59
offering programs
Number of permanent 20 20 20 18 18 18
programs
HHW tons collected 2,905.63 3,239 3,241.07 3,443.51 3,358.89 4,169.40
Total Special Wastes
All Materials Combined 6,691.64 6,495.99 6,870.14 |  7,052.77 7,390.76 8,238.89

(Tons)

Conversions: oil, 1 gal = 7.4 Ibs; antifreeze, 1 gal = 8.42 Ibs; lead acid battery, 1 battery = 35.9
Ibs; paint, 1 gal = 11.5lbs; propane tank = 18 Ibs; 1 gallon of used cooking oil = 7.5 Ibs.

12. Yard Waste Management

The overall amount of yard waste managed by local programs in FY 2016-17 increased by
18 percent from FY 2015-16, reflecting a year where yard waste generation was
substantially impacted by significant storm events, particularly Hurricane Matthew. Of the
958,768 tons managed by municipalities and counties during FY 2016-17, 793,833 tons of

yard waste were diverted from disposal in four main ways: delivery of materials like

leaves to gardeners and farmers (end-users); processing by local government mulching
and composting operations; mulching and composting of locally collected materials at
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