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Barbara A. Lee, Director
Matthew Rodriquez 1001 “I” Street Edmund G. Brown Jr.

Secretary for Governor
Environmental Protection P.O. BOX 306
Sacramento, California 95812-0806

Community Protection and Hazardous Waste Reduction Initiative
Pilot Project Proposal Form

Instructions

This form contains fillable fields. Mouseover each field for additional instructions. Not all
fields need to be completed for submission, and general responses are acceptable if
more specific responses have not been developed.

1.0 Pilot Project Summary

Identify the primary components of this pilot project.

Waste Stream:
Industry:
Geography:
Stakeholders:
Government:

2.0 Pilot Project Details

Describe this pilot project and how it fits with the overall goals and objectives of the
CPHWR Initiative. Characterize the waste(s) to be reduced and the implications.
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3.0 Pilot Project Characteristics
Identify any applicable characteristics of this pilot project.

[«] Source reduction or elimination [«] Minimizes or avoids disposal

[+] Provides a permanent solution [+] Avoids media shifting

[+] Long term reductions [+] Short term reductions

[+] Replicable [+] Scalable

[«+] Decreases high volume waste [+] Decreases high toxicity waste

[+] Decreases toxicity of waste [+] Reduces waste treatment impacts
[+] Economically beneficial [+] Represents a viable alternative
[+] Stakeholders willing to participate [+] Benefits EJ community

[ ]Other:

Describe how this pilot project addresses the characteristics identified above.
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Pilot Project Considerations
Identify resources, tools and/or experts which can be used to gather information in
support of this pilot project.

Identify other agencies that may have jurisdiction where this pilot project will be
implemented.

Identify areas of potential competing considerations and objectives (including technical,
legal, environmental, social, and economic factors).

Discuss other possible benefits in addition to decreasing the volume and toxicity of
hazardous waste.

What are other key items to consider in completing this pilot project?

Identify the various approaches to implementing this pilot project.
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	Other: 
	Description_3: While this project would attempt to evaluate the comparative benefit of alternative technologies in remediating contaminated DDT and/or PCB sites.  The only technology that would be demonstrated would be SCWO.  This is because other technologies are well documented and reasonably understood -- both in terms of cost and effectiveness.  A specific evaluation is necessary for SCWO to demonstrate its feasibility as compared to the other technologies.   SCWO has the potential to eliminat the source of contamination altogether and provide a permanent and long term solution for recalcitrant organic contaminated sites.  If successful, this technology would be scalable and replicable in reducing both volume and toxicity of the wastes.  While the use SCWO may be costly, it could significantly reduce the transaction costs of remediating such contaminated sites if community concerns are addressed.  SCWO technology providers are likely willing to participate (eg, General Atomics) as are communities burdend by such contamination.  RPs, however, may be concerned about the potential high costs associated with this technology.  The use of SCWO would minimize the need for redisposal or avoid it altogether as the contamination could be eliminated or reduced to low levels.  Theoretically the use of SCWO could avoid media shifting of the contaminates to air,  water or other locations.  The waste treatment impacts would be minimal and would directly benefit EJ communities impacted by such contaminated sites.
	Consideration_2: DTSC, USEPA, CalEPA, SWRCB and RWQCB. ARB and Air Districts, OEHHA, DPR, CUPAs
	Consideration_3: The potential high cost of SCWO may be a significant concent to RPs and the DTSC faces with limited remediation funds.   The demonstration of SCWO needs to carefully document any impacts due to the use of this technology.
	Consideration_4: Potential for support from impact communities and EJ communities challenged by legacy DDT and PCB contamination.
	Consideration_5: Careful documentaion of all impacts and realistic assessment of costs and benefits.
	Consideration_1: General Atomics appears to be the sole provider and vendor of this technology and is know to be willing to engage in a demonstration project with some level of compensation -- either from DTSC funding or Responsible Parties.  A qualified remediation technology firm should be retained to evaluated the alternatives they could also be used at the demonstration site or sites.
	Consideration_6: 1.  Focus only on SCWO.
2.  As recommended focus primarily on SCWO, but perform and comparative analysis of SCWO against other potential remediation technologies to demonstrate relative cost-effectiveness.
3.  Focus on only one site.
4.  Focus on at least one DDT site and one PCB site.
5. Consider the other waste streams that SCWO may be applicable to.
	Waste Stream: DDT and PCB contaminated Soils
	Industry: Pesticide and Electrical Transmission
	Geography: Remediation of Contaminated Sites
	Stakeholders: PRPs, Contaminated Site Owners and Neighbors, Remediation Industry
	Government: DTSC, CUPAs, CalEPA, OEHHA, CARB and Air Districts, SWRCB and RWQCBs
	Description_1: The pilot project would select a DDT or PCB contaminated site (or both) to evaluate alternataive control technologies including Super Critical Water Oxidation (SCWO) such as offered by General Atomics.  The DSTC would evaluate the routes of exposure and cost-effectiveness using various alternative technologies to remedite the subject site or sites.  Alternative Technology evaluations, at a minimum, would consist of excavation and redisposal, incineration, and SCWO -- but could include other technologies.   A demostration of SCWO would be conducted to verify the evaluation of this technology, including its cost-effectiveness.
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