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PREFACE

This Environmental. Assessment (EA) has been prepared by the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) to analyze the environmental impacts of incinerating combustible,
non-recyclable ~office wastes from Louisiana State University (LSU)
administrative/academic areas and combustible, non-renderable biological and
potentially infectious wastes from the School of Veterinary Medicine and Student
Health Center, both part of the LSU campus complex. Under the State Energy
Conservation Program, DOE proposes to cost-share construction of the incinerator.
The EA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, as amended; the Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations
codified at 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508; and DOE’s NEPA regulations codified at 10 CFR
Part 1021. " Also used in preparation of this EA was DOE’s Office of NEPA
Oversight’s "Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Assessments and
Environmental Impact Statements" (May 1993).
In determining the appropriate level of NEPA documentation for the proposed
. action, DOE reviewed NEPA implementing regulations in 10 CFR Part 1021 that
jdentify actions normally requiring an EA (but not necessarily an environmental
impact statement [EIS]) and actions normally requiring an EIS. Section 1021.400
(d) states: "If a DOE proposal is not encompassed within the classes of actions
listed 1in the appendices to Subpart D, or if there are extraordinary
circumstances related to'the proposal that may affect the significance of the
+ environmental effects of the proposal, DOE shall either: (1) Prepare an EA and,
on the basis of that EA, determine whether to prepare an EIS or a FONSI [Finding
of No Significant Impact]; or, (2) Prepare an EIS and ROD [Record of Decision]."

The following Subpart D classes of actions were carefully considered for
app11cab111ty to the proposed action:

- Appendix C, "Classes of actions that normally require EAs but not
~ necessarily EISs" {Cl15. Siting construction (or expansion), and
operation of research and development incinerators for any type of
waste and of any other incinerators that would treat non-hazardous
,solid waste (as designated in 40 CFR Part 261.4 (b)}.

- " Appendix D, "Classes of actions that normally require EISs" {Dl2.

"~ Siting, construction, and operation of incinerators other than

research and development incinerators or incinerators for non-
hazardous solid waste (as designated in 40 CFR 261.4 (b)}.

The proposed action does not clearly fit either of the Subpart D typical classes
of actions. The proposed action does not clearly fit into the Cl15 category
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. because it does not involve a research and development waste incinerator, and the
small percentage of infectious waste is not waste exempted under the Resource and
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste regulations at 40 CFR 261.4
(b). - The proposed action also does not clearly fit into category D12. DOE
intended that category to cover hazardous waste incinerators.’ In contrast, most
of the waste to be burned at the proposed incinerator is not hazardous waste.
Even the small amount of potentially infectious medical waste does not
necessarily meet the characteristics in 40 CFR Part 261, Subpart C of the Federal
RCRA regulations, and infectious waste is not.specifically listed as hazardous
waste in Subpart D of those regulations.

Because the proposed action is not encompassed within the classes of actions
1isted in the appendices to 10 CFR 1021, Subpart D, DOE prepared this EA. On the
basis of the EA, DOE will determine whether to prepare an EIS or to issue a
"finding of no significant impact.”




1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

This proposed action is for cost-shared construction of an incinerator/steam-
generation facility at Louisiana State University under the State Energy
Conservation Program (SECP). The SECP, created by the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. 6321 et seq.), calls upon DOE to encourage energy
. conservation, renewable energy, and energy efficiency by providing Federal
‘technical and financial assistance in developing and implementing comprehensive
state energy conservation plans and projects.

Currently, LSU runs a campus-wide recycling program in order to reduce the
quantity of solid waste requiring disposal. This program has removed recyclable
- paper from the waste stream; however, a considerable quantity of other non-
‘recyclable combustible wastes are produced on campus. Until recently, these
wastes were disposed of in the Devil’s Swamp landfill (also known as the East
Baton Rouge Parish landfill). When this facility reached its capacity, a new
landfill was opened a short distance away, and this new site is now used for
‘disposal of the University’s non-recyclable wastes. While this new landfill has
enough capacity to last for at least 20 years (from 1994), the University has
identified the need for a more efficient and effective manner of waste disposal
than landfilling. L

The University also has non-renderable biological arid potentially infectious
waste materials from the School of Veterinary Medicine and the Student Health
Center, primarily the former, whose wastes include animal carcasses and bedding
materials. Renderable animal wastes from the School of Veterinary Medicine are
sent to a rendering plant. Non-renderable, non-infectious animal wastes
currently are disposed of in an existing on-campus incinerator near. the School
of Veterinary Medicine building. Potentially infectious wastes from both the
School of Veterinary Medicine and the Student Health Center currently are
transported to a 1icensed waste disposal/incineration facility under a commercial
contract. LSU has identified a need to find a means for on-campus incineration
.of combustible potentially infectious wastes that would be more cost effective,
timely, and safer than the present arrangement of storing them for transport off-
campus to a commercial waste disposal facility.

The ‘School of Veterinary Medicine uses natural gas to provide the steam needed
" for building heat, hot water, sterilizers, autoclaves, and humidity control.
Recently, the cost of natural gas has risen rapidly, so that providing steam for
the School has become more expensive. Thus, the need for an inexpensive
‘alternative fuel source to heat the building has grown.




-2.0 BACKGROUND

LSU is located in-Baton Rouge, Louisiana, about 90 miles northwest of New Orleans
(see Appendix A, Figure 1) and lies just east of the Mississippi River (see
Appendix A, Figure 2). The site .for the proposed facility (see Appendix A,
Figure 3) is adjacent to the LSU School of Veterinary Medicine (approximately 100
feet north of the northeast corner of the building) and overlaps a current
service area and pasture. There is currently an incinerator located next to the
site of the proposed facility that was built in 1976 and is used only for burning
non-infectious animal carcasses that cannot be sent to a rendering plant.

This environmental assessment (EA) has been prepared in connection with Louisiana
State University’s grant application under the SECP to help finance a waste
incineration-steam generation facility. The total projected cost of the proposed
action would be $1,722,988; under the SECP grant, DOE would provide $239,700 of
SECP grant funds and would authorize $361,536 of SECP Petroleum Violation Escrow-
Exxon and $1,121,572 of Louisiana State funds for the project, if approved.

The University’s SECP grant application was submitted in January 1993 and has
been evaluated for DOE grant assistance under applicable SECP guidelines. The
application has been approved conditionally pending completion of NEPA review.
A State of Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality air emissions permit
already has been obtained for the incinerator/steam generator. A solid waste
permit application has been submitted to the Louisiana Department of
Environmental Quality and is currently pending. (NOTE: LSU has been informed
it must re-submit the permit application [to comply with recent non-substantive,
format changes.only]; LSU has decided not to commit the funding for a contractor
to re-format and re-submit the application until word is received that Federal
funding for the proposed action has been approved. It is not known how long it
will take to accomplish preparation, review, and approval of the re-submitted
permit application.)

In 1991, LSU instituted a recycling program which has reduced the quantity of
waste sent to landfill by recycling paper from the campus administrative and
academic office areas. While this program essentially has removed recyclable
paper from the waste stream, non-recyclable, non-hazardous combustible wastes
continue to be disposed of in the municipal landfill. While the landfill
currently being used is a new one with an anticipated remaining service life of
at Teast 20 years (from 1994), the cost of disposal is rising, and the University
would like to find a more efficient and effective disposal method in lieu of
landfill. As noted above, non-infectious animal carcasses that cannot be sent
to a rendering plant currently are disposed of in an existing. incinerator.
Potentially infectious wastes from the School of Veterinary Medicine and the

4



3.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
3.1 The Proposed Action

The University proposes to construct a waste incinerator/steam generation plant
to: -

- Burn combustible non-recyclable, non-hazardous office wastes from LSU
administrative/academic areas and combustible non-renderable biological
and potentially infectious wastes from the LSU School of Veterinary
Medicine (including its annex in the campus Life Sciences Building) and
the LSU Student Health Center; and

- Generate steam from the incineration process to be used in the LSU School
of Veterinary Medicine.

Such an incinerator/steam generation system is a typical waste-to-energy project
and also is typical as a resolution of a hospital/medical school/medical research
facility’s need to dispose of potentially infectious waste quickly, effectively,
and safely. It would replace the boiler presently used to generate steam for
heating of the School of Veterinary Medicine (SVM) Building, eliminate the need
to transport non-recyclable combustible waste to landfill, and permit the
retirement of the 1976-installed incinerator currently used for cremation of non-
renderable, non-infectious animal remains. It would serve as a demonstration of
the effectiveness of using an incinerator to generate steam for process use
(building heat, hot water, autoclaves, sterilizers, humidity control, etc.) as
an alternative to continued reliance on non-renewable, more expensive natural
gas. '

The proposed incinerator/steam generation facility would utilize a natural gas-
- fired fixed-hearth incineration system. The installed unit would be a 1,000-
1b/hr dual-chamber, modular incinerator/steam generator utilizing starved air
combustion technology. The incinerator/steam generator and all its appurtenances
would be housed in a 4,000-square foot prefabricated metal building. The site
would occupy a current service area and some pasture area on University property.

Running.continuously except for brief maintenance periods, the proposed facility
would be capable of burning up to 12 tons of waste per day and would recover the
BTU content of the incinerated waste to generate steam. The incinerator/steam
generator would have a useful lifetime of approximately 20 years.

Implementation of the proposed action would involve the following activities::



- Construct a prefabricated metal building on pillars, with a hardened,
crowned, sealed, and curbed concrete floor, to house the proposed
jncinerator/steam generator system. '

- Purcﬁaée and install a 12-ton-per-day natural gas-fired waste incinerator
and heat recovery boiler with dry Time scrubber;

- Connect the incinerator’s heat recovery system to the SVM heating system;
and

- Operate the incinerator and heat recovery boiler as a demonstration
project on a 7-day, 24-hour-per-day basis.

Once the proposed system was operational, non-recyclable "paper" wastes from the
office areas would be collected separately at the point of generation and
transported to the incinerator via campus roads. Infectious and potentially
infectious wastes (commonly referred to as "red bagged" or "red bagged and boxed"
wastes) from the SVM and the Student Health Center would be packaged at the point
of generation and loaded into Teak-proof, wheeled carts for delivery, via campus
roads, to the proposed incinerator/steam generation facility. The facility would
be an integral part of the LSU Integrated Waste Management Plan, which includes
purchasing controls of chlorinated plastics, source separation of hazardous
substances, recovery of marketable materials, composting, and landfilling (an
"LSU Waste Management Schematic" is provided in Appendix A, Figure 4).1 A
proposed site plan is provided in Appendix A, Figures 5 and 6, and a floor plan
typical of the proposed fixed-hearth incinerator is provided in Appendix A,
Figure 7. The only on-site processing other than incineration would be the
shredding of such items as books and magazines by a small hand-loaded shredder
to facilitate their incineration; there would be no shredding.of potentially
infectious wastes. ‘

The site adjacent to the SVM was chosen as the Tocation of the proposed facility
due to the proximity of waste bedding material and animal carcasses at the SVM
and the availability of a ready heat sink (i.e., the steam needs at the SVM).
The Tocation next to the SVM boiler room not only would reduce initial costs but
also would reduce utility line maintenance costs and would allow present steam
plant manpower to operate the proposed incinerator/steam generator.2

The electric, gas, water, and communications utilities to the proposed facility .
would be supplied through the SVM boiler room via a subsurface trench (the
available utility capacity is adequate and no off-site relocations or
modifications are required). The proposed system would make use of the latest
modular incinerator/steam generator and dry 1ime scrubber technology. The fixed-
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hearth dual-chamber incinerator would be capable of maintaining a minimum of
1,500 degrees F in the primary chamber and a minimum of 1,800 degrees F with a
1.5-second retention time in the secondary chamber (a 2,000-degree F/2.0-second
secondary chamber may be provided if funds are available).

The incineration system would be charged with solid waste at a rate of
approximately 1,000 1bs/hour for up to 24 hours per day. The waste-charging ram
would be Tlocked out at start-up until the incinerator reached operating
temperatures and at any time during operation if minimum operating temperatures
were not maintained. Off-gases leaving the secondary chamber would pass through
the heat recovery boiler to recover energy from the hot gas and cool the gas
stream before entering the ajr pollution control (APC) system. The APC system
would utilize a dry Time scrubber to remove particulates and acid gases from the
gas stream prior to discharge to the atmosphere.

As noted above, the solid wastes to be incinerated would be preprocessed through
the use of the LSU Integrated Waste Management Plan. A1l operating equipment and
solid waste storage would be enclosed completely in the prefabricated metal
building. The solid wastes would be placed in leakproof carts-and stored on a
crowned concrete floor with a hardened surface, a perimeter curb, and joint
sealants/waterstops at construction joints, rendering it virtually impervious to
penetration of any accidental waste spillage or free liquids. Free liquids from
the waste, floorwashing, cartwashing, boiler blowdown, and sanitary flushes would
be contained within the facility building by the concrete floor slab, drain into
the LSU sewerage system, and receive secondary treatment at a municipal
wastewater treatment plant. Ash resulting from the combustion process (about 8
tons per week or 420 tons per year) would be stored temporarily in a wheeled 20-
cubic-yard bin within the prefabricated building and transported off-site
approximately weekly by a private contractor to the municipal landfill.?

Construction and installation could commence within six months of approval of the
proposed action. Once started, construction and installation of the proposed
incinerator/steam generation system would require approximately 12 months, with
full operation of the proposed system possible within 1 month of completion of
construction. Once operational, the proposed system would reduce the quantity
of waste presently going to landfill by approximately 3,015 tons per year. Of
the 3,650 tons of waste per year that would be incinerated, the non-recyclable
paper load would be 6.78 tons/day, the biological waste would be 3.2 tons/day,
and the potentially infectious waste would be 1ess than one-half of one percent
of the total volume incinerated. Also, over 2,000 gallons of diesel fuel would
be saved per year by not having to transport the waste to the municipal
Tandfill.?
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As the waste was burned, heat would be generated. This heat would be recovered
in a waste heat boiler that would generate steam to be used in the SVM Building.
The SVM would use the steam year-round for heat, hot water, autoclaves,
sterilizers, and humidity control. The steam produced by this plant would reduce
natural gas consumption by approximately 34,000 million cubic feet (MCF) per
year. After the initial expenditure on plant and equipment, the project is
expected to save $133,918 per year of operation.4

Should the system fail, have to be shut down under established emergency
procedures, or otherwise produce insufficient steam to meet the SVM’s heating
needs, the permitted natural gas-fired boiler currently used to generate heat for
the School would be used as a back-up. During a brief shut-down (one to several
days, contingent upon amount of waste vice temporary storage capacity), wastes
for incineration simply would be held until the system came back on Tine. During
a shut-down of more than several days, wastes would be disposed of through a
combination of transportation to 1landfill of non-infectious wastes and
transportation-via commercial hauler to a Ticensed waste disposal/incineration
facility for infectious wastes (for which contingency contracts would be in
place).

The simple payback for the prOJect would be thirteen years. The cost of building
the facility would be offset over time by:

- E1iminating the costs of transporting and disposing of potentially
infectious wastes at a commercial waste disposal facility;

Lo Eliminating the costs of transporting and disposing of non-hazardous,
combustible, non-recyclable waste at the municipal Tandfill; and

- Reducing the use and incurred cost of natural gas.

The University has received a State of Louisiana small-source medical waste
incinerator air emissions permit. > They have made application for a State of
Louisiana Subtitle D RCRA Part B solid waste 1nc1nerat1on permit for a Type II-A
res1dent1a1/commerc1a1 solid waste processing facility.' (NOTE: As mentioned
previously, LSU must re-submit this permit application to. comply with recent
changes in the application’s format. requirements. Because of the time and
expense involved in hiring a contractor to prepare the re-submission, LSU will
not do this prior to learning that Federal support for the proposed action has
"been approved. -It is unknown how long preparation, review, and approval of the
re-submitted permit application will take to accomplish.)
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- 3.2 Alternative Actions

Possible alternatives to the proposed action include building and operating a
landfill, finding markets for waste products, and reducing the amount of waste
requiring disposal. Each of these possible alternatives was analyzed and
eliminated from further consideration for the reasons discussed below.

3.2.1 Build and Operate a Landfill

Building and operating a landfill is not a viable option, as it is not cost
effective and there is a Tack of available space. Environmentally, the majority
of the nearby land that is undeveloped is unsuitable for a landfill -- the soil
characterjstics are sandy with a very low clay content, and the water table is
very close to the surface. Thus, containment of leachate could be a major
problem.

- 3.2.2 Find Markets for Waste Products

Finding new markets for waste products is very difficult, and the University is
already very active in this area. The University currently is collecting and
. recycling white and colored paper, newsprint, and corrugated paper (cardboard).
Landscape debris is being compacted. and used in landscaping projects. Non-
jnfectious animal carcasses.from the SVM are being sent to a rendering plant.
In 1992 a program was begun to recycle telephone books on campus, whereby the
books are converted to cellulose insulation. There is no current market for the
mixed paper, magazines, and general .garbage. The University will continue to
look for markets for these items; meanwhile, the University must deal with the
waste.

3.2.3 Reduce Hastés

~ This, alternative is not a viable option for solving the University’s waste
problems. The University currently is composting much of the debris from
landscaping activities (e.g., downed tree 1imbs, grass clippings, leaves, etc.).
This compost is being used for Tandscaping purposes. The composting operation
now meets most of the University’s mulch needs. The University already is
reducing waste as a means of controlling its budget, including the aforementioned
recycling program. The University already has exercised most of the available
waste-reduction methods, and thus it would be difficult to reduce wastes much
_further.
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3.3- The No-Action Alternative

The No-Action Alternative would be to keep transporting non-recyclable,
combustible wastes to the municipal Tandfill and potentially infectious waste to
a commercial waste disposal/incineration facility. While the municipal landfill
being used is a new one with at least 20 years of service 1ife remaining (from
1994), Tandfill disposal is not the most efficient or effective means of
disposing of the wastes. The University already has realized a slight increase
in disposal costs since the Devil’s Swamp landfill, to which they used to send
their wastes, was recently closed; the University now must transport its wastes
an additional. four miles to the new landfill. Further, without the proposed
incinerator/steam generation- system, it would be necessary to continue using
natural gas to heat the SVM Building, which would cause further depletion of ‘this
1imited, .non-renewable resource and would cost more than the incinerator-produced
heat derived from the proposed action. Also, the cost of sending potentially
infectious wastes to the commercial waste disposal/incineration facility would
remain and 1ikely would increase in the future.

Additionally, under the No-Action Alternative, the aging incinerator currently
used for cremation of non-renderable, non-infectious animal remains would
continue to be used. Approaching its twentieth year of use, this incinerator is
approaching the end of its service 1ife and, at some point, would have to.be
replaced, adding to LSU costs.

Finally, under the No-Action Alternative, the tentatively approved grant
application would - be denied. No DOE monies would go toward purchase and
installation of a waste incinerator/steam generation plant at LSU. As a-result,
the potential benefits to be derived from the system’s installation would not be
realized. Further, non-cost-shared payment for the system would place an
additional financial burden on LSU.

3
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4.0 DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
. 4.1 Air Quality and Climate

Baton Rouge is on the east shore of the Mississippi River, about 90 miles
northwest of New Orleans. The area is 64 feet above mean sea Tevel, mean
‘temperature is 67.7 degrees F, and average rainfall is about 60 inches per year.
The Baton Rouge area is in non-attainment under the Clean Air Act for ozone with
a classification of "serious." There is an aged incinerator next to the proposed
site, currently used only to burn non-infectious, non-renderable animal
carcasses, which would be shut down once the new facility is built and which,
other than four permitted boilers in the University’s main power plant and the
boiler presently used to generate steam for the SVM’s heat, is the only producer
of air emissions within the Tocal environs of the campus and adjoining
properties. The commercial waste disposal/incineration facility to which LSU
currently transports its small amounts of.potentially infectious wastes is
located about 45 miles southeast of the campus in Reserve, Louisiana. A wind
rose of the Baton Rouge area is provided at Appendix B.

4.2 Ecological Resources

"The LSU campus has been in use for seventy years and has been disturbed
extensively. Consequently, the site does not provide significant habitat for
animal or plant communities. Based on consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, no
Federal- or State-listed threatened, endangered, or rare plant or animal species
or critical habitat is present on the site.'® (See Appendix C.) -

4.3 Water Quality

No surface waters cross the site of the proposed action (see'Appendix A, Figures
2 and 3). The nearest surface water to the site is the Mississippi River, which
is 1,700 feet to the west. The direction of groundwater flow in the area is
variable; generally, it flows toward the Mississippi River (westward) when the
river is Tow and awdy from the river (eastward) when it is high. There are five
active wells within 2,000 feet of the site (see Appendix A, Figure 6); these are
relief wells to relieve pressure on the foundation- of the SVM Building during
high stages of the Mississippi River. The wells are artesian at high river
stages, and the well water flows into the SVM subsurface stormwater drainage
system. The relief well nearest the proposed facility is Relief Well #4, which
is located approximately 80 feet south of the side of the proposed facility
building. No public or industrial wells are located within a mile of the site.
There is an irrigation well at a practice field more than 2,000 feet from the

12
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site of the proposed action.'

The site of the proposed action is underlain by 12 groundwater aquifers ranging
in depth from recent alluvial deposits near the surface to approximately 2,800
feet. The principal recharge source to the alluvial aquifer is rainfall, which
is an average of about 60 inches a year and a maximum of 10 inches over 24 hours
every 25 years .

4.4 Floodplains and Wetlands

The proposed site is located about 1 foot above the 100-year flood plain. Based
~ on a-determination by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Fromherz Engineers,
Inc., there are no wetlands on the property. L7 (See Appendix D.) (NOTE: The
letter presently provided in the Appendix is to be replaced with a more current
.one; pending its receipt, a phone conversation between Peter Davidson of LSU and
the Army COE has ‘confirmed that there has been no change in the wetlands
determination as made in the older letter.)

4.5 - Land Use

The area is a college campus within a surrounding urban area (see Appendix A,
Figure 2). The location for installation and operation of the proposed action
would be next to the SVM Building, approx1mate1y 100 feet north of its northeast
_corner (see Appendix A, Figure 3). The .site also adjoins pasture land and
various research labs.- There is residential housing 1,400 feet to the north and
University housing 1,200 feet to the northeast. The Co-Recreational Facility (a
sports activity building) is located 1,200 feet to the southeast. The Student
Health Center, from which less than 1,000 pounds/year of potentially infectious
waste would be transported for incineration, lies about 4,100 feet northeast of
the proposed facility, near the mid-point of the campus’s northern boundary.

The incinerator/steam generator complex would occupy 4,000 square feet within the
city limits of Baton Rouge.. Construction and operation of the proposed system
would occur within the confines of the LSU compléx. No additional lands are
required for the' proposed action. No prime, unique, or important farmlands are
- present at the site.

4.6 Visual and Recreational Resources
Views from the site of the proposed action are the SVM to the south, the

Mississippi River levee to the west, pastures and residences to the north, and
pastures to the east (see Append1x A, Figure 2). The terrain is mostly flat.
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The nearby recreation areas are the University’s Co-Recreational Facility 1,200
feet to the southeast and Baton Rouge Park Commission properties on the other
side of campus. A small picnic area and a playground are about a mile away.
There are two parks about 1.8 miles away. One park is a beach and picnic area;
the opher is a golf course and park.

4.7 =~ Historic and Archaeological Resources

No resources of archaeological or historical significance are present in the area
of the proposed action.? (See Appendix E.)

4.8 Socio-economics
Baton Rouge is the state capitd] of Louisiana and also houses the State’s largest
university, Louisiana State University. There are no particular socio-economic

groups present that would be affected by this project. (See Section 4.5 for-
information on housing and residences.)
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION
5.1 Air Quality

For operation of the proposed incinerator/steam generator, a small-source medical
waste incinerator air.emissions permit has been granted by the State of Louisiana
Department of Environmental Quality, and the project would meet all current State
and Federal requirements.5 Air emissions, including particulate and acid gas
emissions, would be reduced by use of dry 1lime scrubber technology and
preprocessing the waste through the campus recycling program, so that hazardous
and toxic wastes, chlorinated plastics, and recyclables would be removed prior
to incineration. The proposed action is permitted for incineration of 825 pounds
per hour of waste containing 8,500 BTU per pound. The equivalent BTU content of
1,000 pounds of waste at 7,000 BTU per pound also is allowed under the permit.

Table 1
Permitted Emission Rates

from Proposed Incinerator’s °
Pollutant Pounds/Hour Tons/Year
PM;o 0.0428 0.180
S0, 0.231 0.971
" NO, 3.01 0.252
co 0.06 0.252
Lead 9.66E-4 4.06E-3
CDD/CDF 8.25E-8 3.5E-7
HC1 1.78 7.476
. voc 0.066 0.25

While the proposed action would be a new source of air emissions, further
. emissions from it, in combination with other sources, would neither cause nor
contribute to violations of Louisiana Ambient Air Quality Standards and would
produce emissions within 1imits currently in effect as dictated by the Louisiana
Department of Environmental Quality.’ (See Appendix F.) As stated in the air
emissions permit, Prevention of Significant Deterioration, New-Source Pollutant
Standards (NSPS), and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAP) . do not apply to the proposed action.’ Table 1 Tists the action’s
permitted emissions.
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As noted in Section 4, the Baton Rouge area is in non-attainment for ozone, with
a classification of "serious." However, the proposed action is not expected to
“contribute notably to present area ozone concentrations individually or
cumu]ative]y.1° As noted in Table 1, the small-source medical waste incinerator
permit already granted for the facility allows emissions of 3.01 pounds per hour
and 12.642 tons per year for nitrogen oxides and 0.066 pounds per hour and 0.25
tons per year for VOCs. These emission levels are below the rates for which a
conformity determination is required under recent amendments to the Clean Air Act
(40 CFR Part 51.853 (b)).

As noted, once the facility was operational, a dry 1ime scrubber would clean the
exhaust stream, and the stream would be monitored continuously to make sure the
exhaust is within prescribed limits (e.g., for opacity, hydrochloric acid,
particulates, carbon monoxide, and oxygen). Given its operating specifications
and the permit parameters under which the University would be required to operate
~ the facility, the incinerator effectively would ‘destroy all of the infectious
waste -- combustion efficiency has been estimated at between 99.94 percent to
99.975 percent." (See Appendix G.) With measures taken under LSU’s Integrated
" Waste Management Plan to ensure such metals as arsenic, beryllium, cadmium,
hexavalent chromium, nickel, or their compounds are not a part of the
incinerator’s feed stream, they would have no impacts on air quality or human
health; should any wastes containing these metals be accidentally introduced into
the feed stream, their quantities would be so small as -to be virtually
unmeasurable and effectively would have no adverse environmental effects on air
quality or human health. Although known precursors to the formation of dioxins,
including chlorinated plastics would be excluded from the waste materials to be
~incinerated some dioxins may be generated in the initial combustion process
within -the incinerator. However, temperatures in both chambers would be
sufficiently high to destroy any dioxins present. An air dispersion model has
been prepared as part of the solid waste permit application. The proposed
facility’s 70-foot stack is expected to be of sufficient height to disperse
’pollutahts adequately before they sink to the surface.’® . To prevent airborne
release of ash resulting from the combustion process, the ash would be stored in
leakproof metal containers within the facility building.

As already noted, air emissions would be maintained within permit requirements
of the Air Quality Division of the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality.
If,an emergency condition were to require bypassing of the air pollution control
system, all waste charging to the incinerator would cease and the incinerator
would be shut down as soon as possible within the operational constraints of the
facility equipment.’
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Because they would be 1imited in duration to the 12-month construction period and
would be mitigated through standard practices (e.g., spraying for dust control),
there are no projected impacts from fugitive dust or smoke from construction of
the proposed facility.

Finally, the reduced transportation to the landfill would result in fewer truck
emissions, although this unestimated effect is almost certainly negligible.

Under the:No-Action A1té¥native, there would be no additional impacts on air
quality. However, the present -incinerator used to burn non-renderable, non-
infectious animal wastes from the SVM would continue to operate. While this
would involve continued-emissions (whose rates and concentrations have not been
measured) from this facility, their present and, under the No-Action Alternative,
continued impacts on area air quality are considered negligible. At some
undetermined point, however, the aging, eighteen-year-old incinerator likely
would have to be replaced. Also, under the No-Action Alternative, a contracted
commercial waste disposal/incineration facility would continue to be used for
disposal of LSU’s potentially infectious wastes. Because the amounts of these
wastes are so small, continued emissions (whose concentrations have not been
determined) from their incineration are considered negligible. A possible impact
under the No-Action Alternative would be the release, in the event of a
transportation accident enroute from the LSU complex to the contracted waste
disposal/incineration facility, .of bacteria from commercially transported
potentially infectious waste; although exact estimates of the amounts of such
accidental bacterial releases have not been made, they are expected to be very
small. Finally, the unmeasured but almost certainly negligible emissions from
trucks. currently transporting combustible, non-recyclable wastes to landfill
would continue. :

5.2 Ecological Resources

Implementing the proposed action would not affect any natural areas or any
wildlife habitats. No vegetation would be cleared during the proposed action’s
construction phase. No endangered or threatened species would be affected during
the proposed action’s construction or operational phases. No disturbance to
wildlife resulting from construction or operations noise is expected due to the
location of the site. Construction activities would not affect wildlife cycles
adverse]y.6 '

Under the No-Action Alternative, there is not likely to be any impact on
ecological resources, as no modification of the present facility would be
necessary until the aging incinerator presently used to incinerate non-
renderable, non-infectious animal waste from the SVM had to be replaced. The
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only potential impact would be as a result of an accident involving the continued
transport of potentially infectious waste under commercial contract to an area
waste disposal/incineration facility. In the event of such an accident, it would
be possible for bacteria from the transported waste to be released, with an
undetermined effect on area plants or wildlife.

5.3 Water Quality

Because no surface waters cross the site of the proposed action and the nearest
surface water to the site is the Mississippi River 1,700 feet to the west (see
Appendix A, Figures 2 and 3), the proposed action would have no impacts on
surface waters. :

Construction of the facility could have some minor negative impacts on
groundwater quality, as oil and/or other materials used in construction could
leach into the ground; appropriate mitigation techniques during construction
would be implemented to minimize this possibility. Also, any dirt from
construction that is not carted away could run off and contribute to river
silting; however, with employment of appropriate mitigation techniques, the
amount of dirt run-off from the site is expected to be extremely small.

Once buiTt, the proposed action would have no negative impact on area groundwater
.quality. ATl operating equipment and solid waste storage would be completely
enclosed within .a pre-engineered metal building with an concrete floor rendered
virtually impervious with a crown, hardened surface, and joint sealants. This
design should eliminate the danger of leachate entering local groundwater.

Because there would be no waste storage outside of the proposed incinerator/steam
generator building, stormwater run-off exterior to the building would be
uncontaminated and would flow overland to the existing SVM subsurface stormwater
drainage system. The incineration system would use either a mist of water to
cool ash resulting from the combustion process or a water seal with wet ash
removal; neither system would generate-any free liquid. The air pollution
coritrol system would utilize a dry 1ime scrubber which would produce a dry waste
with no free 1liquids. Free liquids inside the facility building would be
generated by floor and cart washdown, boiler blowdown, and sanitary waste; these
would be contained by the impervious concrete flooring and curbing and would be
directed by floor drains to LSU’s sanitary sewerage system, which discharges to
Baton Rouge municipal waste water treatment facilities. These facilities possess
adequate capacity for this discharge, the wastestream of which would be
compatible with the municipal wastewater treatment process. No new discharge
permit would be required; further, LSU, under the provisions of its present
permit, would test the wastestream quarterly, and, to confirm compliance, the
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city periodically would perform random sampling. Water (i.e., surface water run-
ff, stormwater, and backflooding) would be prevented from entering the facility
by elevating the building’s floor slab on piling about 1.5 feet above the
existing ground level and about 0.3 feet above the 500-year flood elevation (the
existing land surface elevation is about 1 foot above the 100-year flood
elevation); stormwater would flow into the existing LSU subsurface stormwater
drainage system. Available utility capacities would be adequate.1 Water to be
used for the steam heating presently is and would continue to be obtained from
the local water company. The system would require an average of 2.1 million
liters/year of water.

Under the No-Action Alternative, there most 1likely would be no changes in local
water quality, as the present disposal method would remain in operation. This
method, however, includes transport of combustible, non-recyclable wastes to the
municipal landfill, where continued disposal of LSU waste could add to any
potential future threat of leachate affecting area groundwaters.

5.4 Floodplains and Wetlands

No wetlands are affected by this proposa1.1'7 The existing land surface
elevation is about 1 foot above the 100-year floodplain; the incinerator/steam
generator’s operating equipment would be on raised pillars about 1.5 feet above
the existing ground leve] and about 0.3 feet above the 500-year floodplain.

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no effect on local wetlands, as
there are none in the vicinity of the proposed action, nor would there be any -
additional impact on area floodplains, as the present methods of waste disposal
at LSU would continue.

5.5 Waste Management

The proposed action would meet all Federal and State requirements concerning
solid waste disposal. The only solid waste generated and stored at the proposed
facility would be bottom ash and f1y ash/dry scrubber waste from the incineration
of solid waste; there would be no on-site disposal of this ash at the facility.

As previously mentioned and discussed in greater detail below, potentially
infectious waste would constitute a very small portion of the incinerator feed
stream. RCRA includes "infectious characteristics" under its definition of
"hazardous waste," and Federal RCRA regulations at 40 CFR 261.4 do not
specifically exclude infectious waste from the hazardous waste regulations.
However, under Federal RCRA requlations for hazardous waste, medical infectious
waste does not necessarily meet the criteria for one of the four characteristics
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(ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity) delineated in RCRA
regulations, Subpart C, and infectious waste is not specifically listed as
hazardous waste in RCRA regulations, Subpart D. (Non-hazardous "medical waste"
is covered by RCRA medical waste tracking provisions and regulations that pertain
only to certain states and would not apply to the proposed facility.) States
- generally- are allowed to make their own determination as to whether or not to
regulate these wastes as hazardous wastes through their own medical waste and
solid and hazardous waste regu]ations.12 The potentially infectious wastes LSU
intends to incinerate in the proposed facility are considered by the State of
Louisiana to be special waste, regulated as a listed hazardous waste, and not
characterized as hazardous waste.™ ™ (See Appendix H.)

A permit under RCRA regulations Part B, Subtitle D for a Type II-A facility for
the processing of residential/commercial solid waste has been prepared for
approval by the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality.' (NOTE: LSU has
been informed it must re-submit the permit application [to comply with recent
non-substantive, format changes only]; LSU has decided not to commit the funding
for a contractor to re-format and re-submit the application until word is
. received that Federal funding for the proposed action has been approved. It is
not known how long, .once word is received, it will take for preparation, review,
and approval of the re-submitted permit application.) Once approved, the
requested permit would allow LSU to collect and temporarily store combustible,
non-recyclable waste from their academic/administrative offices and combustible
biomedical, potentially infectious waste from the School of Veterinary Medicine
and the Student Health Center and to temporarily store ash from the combustion
process prior to its being transported by a commercial hauler to the municipal
landfill.

A1l construction debris from the proposed action would be disposed of in
accordance with Louisiana solid waste disposal regulations which implement
Federal requirements.

Appropriate procedures would be utilized for .handling of the two solid waste
streams (wastes from the SVM and the Student Health Center and non-recyclable
office wastes from administrative/academic areas) delivered to the proposed
facility. The solid waste arriving at the proposed facility would be
"preprocessed,” first, under the University’s Integrated Waste Management Plan’s
materials purchasing controls, and, second, by source waste separation and
receiving controls at the proposed facility to remove hazardous materials, acid
gas precursors, and recyclable materials.

Potentially infectious waste from the SVM (between about 22,000 and 35,000 pounds
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per year) and the Student Health Center (less than 1,000 pounds per year) would
be less than one-half of one percent of the total volume incinerated. These
wastes would include such items as non-renderable, potentially infectious animal

‘carcasses, blood, tissues, etc. from the SVM and such biomedical wastes as

syringes, swabs, Q-tips, towels, etc. from the Student Health Center.

Domestic and non-infectious biomedical wastes (constituting over 99% of the waste
to be incinerated) would include such items as non-recyclable, combustible paper
wastes from the University’s administrative and academic offices and the
following items from the SVM: animal bedding (e.g., straw, hay, sawdust, fecal
matter, etc.); non-renderable, non-infectious animal remains; waste-basket
materials; hand-towels from bathrooms; and staff scrub suits, tubing, need]es,

"syringes, slides, etc.

Potentially infectious wastes for .incineration would be either "red bagged" or
"red bagged and boxed" at the point of generation prior to being loaded into
leak-proof, wheeled carts. Potentially infectious wastes would be segregated
from other wastes delivered to the facility, would be placed by hand into the
incinerator waste hopper (with all personnel wearing appropriate personal
protective equipment) and charged to the incinerator by manual actuation of the
charging ram, and would have separately maintained disposition records to meet
regulatory requirements and to verify that all packaged waste delivered to the
facility is incinerated. (Medical wastes which contain antineoplastic or

‘chemotherapeutic materials would not be incinerated unless the incinerator is

equipped with a 2,000-degree F/2.0-second secondary chamber under an alternate
bid. Such wastes would be segregated at the point of generation and disposed of
by a properly permitted contractor.)1

The non-hazardous waste that would be burned would be collected by LSU Facility
Services employees in plastic bags housed in wheeled dumpsters to minimize
contamination of the waste stream. These dumpsters would be trucked to the
incinerator/steam generator along University and State roads. The bagging
process, tight-fitting 1ids/tarpaulins, and similar procedures would minimize,
if not completely eliminate, any Titter during the transportation of wastes. The
transportation of waste is planned for the day shift. Any hazardous wastes
removed from the waste stream would be placed in a hazardous waste storage

-cabinet for pick-up by the hazardous waste disposal contractor, and any

unacceptable wastes (e.g., PVC piping or recyclable metals) wou]d be placed in
a cart for additional processing (e.g., recycling or 1andf1111ng) The proposed
action itself would generate no hazardous wastes.

Approbriate procedures for spills of potentially infectious waste, -facility
breakdown, fire or explosion, natural disasters/inclement weather, and personal
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injury would be in p1ace.1 (See discussions below on Safety and Health and

Accident Analysis.) The following procedures would apply in the case of other
abnormal conditions':

- If the waste supply were to exceed the incineration system’s capacity, the
excess waste would be directed to a permitted 1andfill under pre-existing
contract.. The excess waste could result from a special campus event, wet
wastes that reduce system through-put capacity, or an dincineration
malfunction resulting in reduced system capacity.

- If an unusual waste, such as an oily or potentially hazardous waste, were
detected in the waste stream, the supervisor would be notified. The waste
would be segregated and identified to determine if the waste can be
incinerated or if it requires special disposal.

- If hydrated 1ime supplies necessary for operation of the air pollution
control system were to become depleted, the facility would cease
operations until the necessary supplies are available.

The incinerator/steam generator is scheduled for -24-hour-per-day operation (with
about 12 maintenance periods per year of about 2 days duration each‘). Given its
operating specifications and the parameters under which the University would be
required to operate the facility, the incinerator effectively would destroy all
of the infectious waste (as noted earlier, overall combustion efficiency of the
proposed incinerator has been'estimated at between 99.94 and 99.975 percent'!).
Fly ash would be transferred to the storage container by a screw conveyor to
prevent release to the environment. Any combustible waste in the incinerator
bottom ash recognizable as to its former character would be reincinerated. All
resultant ash would be non-putrescible, would not generate nuisance odors, and
- would not support vermin. The concentration of pollutants in the ash are
expected to be qualitatively insignificant. Following completion of ash testing
procedures (any tested ash exceeding Louisiana Department of Environmental
'Quality permitted levels would be designated as special waste and would be
handled in accordance with specified LDEQ procedures), the remaining ash
(approximately 420 tons per year) would be stored temporarily in a 20-cubic-yard
wheeled bin for approximately weekly disposal trips of about 8 tons per run® and
-would be disposed of in the municipal landfill in accordance with State and
Federal regu]ations’. The burning process would reduce the volume of the waste
by 90%; the result would be over 3,000 tons of waste per year that would not have
to go to. the landfill.

In addition to landfill dfsposa]{ utilization of this ash (e.g., use as a
. recycled item for road construction, as a cement component, etc.) is under
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consideration, with marketability of the ash as the primary limiting factor to
this alternative. :

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no construction waste or ash
(other than that from the incinerator presently used to dispose of non-
renderable, non-infectious animal waste) to dispose of, and present waste
‘management methods would continue unchanged. Campus non-recyclable, non-
hazardous, combustible wastes (approximately 3,650 tons a year, at a cost of
about $68,000 a yearz), would continue to be disposed of at the municipal
landfill. Not only would this involve continued and, later, increased disposal
costs for LSU, but it also would contribute to continued landfill disposal of
wastes that might be incinerated and converted to energy. The potentially
infectious waste. (approximately 35,000 pounds per yearz) that LSU sends under
contract (for about $16,000 a yearz) to a commercial waste disposal/incineration
facility would continue to be sent, rather than being disposed of more
expeditiously and safely under the proposed action.

5.6 Land Use

Approximately 1.8 acres of an existing pasture area would be developed to make
room for a fence and to allow ‘for re-routing of a small dirt road (see Appendix
A, Figure 5) to permit access to the proposed facility; this<pasture land,
however, is part of the existing campus setting. No new roads would be built for
this project. The state of Louisiana has indicated by letter that the proposed
‘facility would not conflict with any plans or proposed facilities,"™ and the
University has indicated by letter the proposed action’s compliance with existing
University land-use requirements.”

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no land use impacts, as the
present use of area land would not be changed.

5.7 Visual and Recreational Resources

Upon completion of the proposed action’s construction phase, the final appearance
of the facility would be consistent with the existing campus buildings and the
character of the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed action would not affect
existing recreation areas. The stored solid waste and operating equipment would
be concealed from.view by the metal building. The nearest area is the Co-
Recreational Facility 1,200 feet to the Southeast. Because of the distance and
the facility’s indoor location, no impacts are expected.

Under the No—Action Alternative, there would be no impacts on existing visual and
recreational resources.
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5.8 Historic and Archaeological Resources

Based on consultation with the State Office of Cultural Development, Department
of Culture, Recreation, and Tourism, the proposed action would have no 1mpact
upon historic or archaeological resources.

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no impacts on historic and
archaeological resources, as there are none in the area.

5.9 Socio-economics

- The economic impact of the incinerator/steam generator would be negligible. The
construction and operation of the facility would have a negligible impact on
employment in.both the short and long term. A small number of workers from local
business(es) would be involved in the 12-month construction phase of the proposed
action, Once operational, the proposed system would require only one additional

- full-time employee (an operating engineer) and the services about 16 hours a week
of labor for clean-up activities.

An air d1spers1on model has been prepared as part of the solid waste permit
app11cat1on With the 70-foot height of the stack an the prevailing winds (see
Baton Rouge Wind Rose at Appendix B), it is expected that emissions would not
have significant impacts on the areas surrounding the site (see Appendix A,
Figure 2), including the residential areas to the north. Because the pollutants
wou]d'be‘spread over such a diffuse area, it is unlikely any single socioeconomic
group would be affected adversely by the incinerator/steam generator.

Under - the No-Action Alternative, there would be no socio-economic impacts,
a]though any employment that might occur under. the proposed action would be
foregone.

5.10 Noise

Increased sound levels would be generated during construction activities
associated with the proposed action. Because they are expected to be very minor,
the precise levels of these temporary noise levels were not measured. However,
since the nearest residence is roughly 1,400 feet and the nearest University
housing is about ‘1,200 from the site, impacts should be negligible. Any
construction activities would be limited to standard working hours. Once
operational, noise associated with the proposed action would be at imperceptible
Tevels to surrounding residences. Work place noise exposure from the proposed
action would be maintained within established State and Federal standards.
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Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no additional noise impacts
beyond those that already occur at the site.

. 5.11 Safety and Health

No negative impacts to occupational health and safety are expected to result from
routine operations under the proposed action. Any.potential exposures of workers
to hazards would be minimized by a combination of engineering controls and
implementation of appropriate work practices and procedures, as directed by
Federal and state occupational safety and health regulations. The area would be
fenced off during construction to protect students and staff.

After construction completion, the LSU Assistant Director for Energy Services
would be responsible for verifying that the proposed facility remained in
compliance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration, National Fire
Protection Association, Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, and other
relevant standards and for monitoring operations for deficiencies in facility
equipment and personnel training. The incinerator/steam generator would be
housed within an enclosed structure with 1imited access to increase safety. The
facility would be fully sprinklered, with the sprinkler system connected to the
fire detection system.- The fire detection system would also be connected to an
alarm at the campus police station, which is on 24-hour duty and has a direct
1ine to the Tlocal fire department. In addition, the potentially infectious
wastes would be stored in a separate, sealed storage area; personnel handling
such wastes would be outfitted properly in personal protective equipment, as
‘required by applicable safety standards and regulations. Appropriate emergency
_ care provisions, contingency plans, and safety training would be in place.
Should potentially inféectious wastes be released from their packaging, facility
peksonne] would don personal protective equipment, use absorbents to contain
liquid, spray waste with disinfectants, repackage the waste for incineration, and
disinfect the contaminated area in accordance with OSHA and State infectious
waste regulations. Appropriate safety and health procedures would be included
for such contingencies as breakdowns, inclement weather, and such emergencies as
fire, explosion, and natural disasters (e.g., hurricanes, flooding, and
earthquakes).1' (See Section 5.13, Accident Analysis.)

Under the No-Action Alternative, it is possible that a vehicle transporting
potentially infectious wastes wunder contract to a commercial waste
disposal/incineration facility (as is presently done) could have an accident; in
this case, implementation of procedures under OSHA and State infectious waste
regulations would mitigate against adverse impacts from such an accident.
Otherwise, there would be no additional impacts to public or worker safety and
health, as present methods of operation would continue, including continued
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protection‘against potential worker exposure to hazards through the use of
engineering controls and implementation of appropriate work practices and
procedures.

5.12 Transportation

It is expected that the proposed action would generate an insignificant number
of vehicles during either its construction or operational phases. Further,
because of low: traffic projections, motor vehicle emissions would be
insignificant.

Construction activities could result in an estimated increase of four vehicles
daily. This small increase in traffic volume can easily be accommodated by the
existing transportation network.

The facility would have only one new employee once operational, creating an
estimated increase of only one vehicle daily. '

In addition, transportation from the campus to the Tandfill would be reduced due
to the lTower amount of waste delivered to the landfill. With approximately one
trip of approximately 7 tons of ash to the municipal landfill per week?, this
effect, too, almost certainly would be negligible.

Under the 'No-Action Alternative, there would be no transportation impacts
additional to those that presently exist.

5.13 ‘Accident Analysis

Reasonably foreseeable accidents that could occur under the proposed action
include: spills of potentially infectious waste, facility breakdown, fire or
explosion, natural disasters/inclement weather, and personal injury. Each of
these accident scenarios either has a very low probability of occurrance, or the
jmpacts are expected to be negligible, or both. Therefore, they are discussed
betow in qualitative terms only. The following discussion includes measures that
would be taken-in the event of a given accident.

Spills of, Infectious Waste. This is a low-probability event with negligible
consequences to human health or the environment. If infectious wastes were
released from their packages, facility personnel, equipped with personal
protective equipment, would use absorbents to contain liquids, spray waste with
disinfectants, re-package the waste for incineration, and disinfect the
contaminated area in accordance with OSHA and state infectious waste regulations.
The proposed facility would maintain a spill containment and clean-up kit with
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absorbents, disinfectants, packaging materials, disposable protective clothing,
respirators, shovels, brooms, etc. to supplement required OSHA personal
protective equipment.1 As a result of these contingency plans, impacts of a
spill on workers, staff, students, or other persons and the environment would be’
negligible.

Breakdown. This is a Tow-probability event with neQ]igib]e consequences to human
health or the environment. Any major failure or disruption of natural gas supply
would result in the diversion of incinerator gases to the emergency by-pass
. stack, which is programmed to "fail open." Feeding of the incinerator would be
stopped, and the waste in the incinerator would be allowed to burn down. An
immediate review of the malfunctioning equipment would begin in consultation with
the vendor’s service personnel. The entire system would remain off-line until
_the problem was identified and the malfunctioning system operation was within
design specifications. Incoming solid waste would be diverted to a permitted
landfill under pre-existing contract; infectious wastes would be stored at the
point of origin, 1in the facility in acccrdance with time/temperature
restrictions, or diverted to a permitted disposal facility under pre-existing
contract. Appropriate notifications would be given to the Louisiana Department
of Environmental Quality concerning the system shu*-Zown and the temporary
diversion of solid wastes would be documented.! Because of the contingency waste
disposal plans, impacts of a breakdown on workers, staff, students, or other
persons and the environment would be negligible.

Fire. This is a medium- to low-probability event with potentially serious
consequences for the two or three workers or other indi.viduals in the immediate
vicinity of the fire. Smoke and partially combusted products from the fire could
have a short-term minor impact on the environment, primarily air quality. The
most 1ikely sources of fire are stored solid waste, the ash container, the
baghouse, and natural gas-fired or electrical equipment.. If the fire is small,
facility personnel would notify the University Police/Safety Office by phone and
assess the situation. Facility personnel, wearing personal protective equipment,
would extinguish minor fires with facility equipment after donning appropriate
personal protective equipment. The proposed facility would be equipped with a
fire hose, chemical fire extinguishers, a fire blanket, utility water hoses, and
an automatic sprinkler system. For a larger fire or a fire not first identified
by facility personnel, the automatic wet pipe sprinkler system, which would be
rated extra hazard over the waste staging area, would activate and trigger the
automatic fire alarm. If facility personnel spot a fire before the automatic
sprinkler system activates and, in turn, activates the automatic alarm, they will
activate the manual fire alarm pull box. If facility personnel need assistance
and a University Police/Safety Office officer has not arrived on-site, they will
recontact the Safety Office. When fire department personnel arrive, the facility
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personnel would assist with facility equipment as directed (e.g., stopping
equipment operation or cutting off electrical and natural gas services).
University Police/Safety Office personnel, in coordination. with assisting
agencies, would determine if the building site or surrounding population should
be evacuated. If the fire resulted in shut-down of the facility, established
béck-up waste disposal plans, as previously discussed, would be imp]emented.1
As a result of these procedures, impacts-of a fire on workers, staff, students,
or other persons and the environment are expected to be negligible.

Explosion. This is a Tow-probability event with potentially serious consequences
for the two or three workers or other individuals in the immediate vicinity of
the explosion, particularly from the mechanical effects of explosion debris.
Debris from the explosion, smoke, and partially combusted products from a fire
could have a short-term minor impact on the environment, primarily air quality.
Some possible sources of explosion are natural gas, moderate pressure steam
boilers, and organic vapors from contaminated solid waste. If an explosion were
imminent, the immediate area would be evacuated and the situation would be
reported to the University Police/Safety Office. If the situation allowed,
" facility personnel -would try to define the cause and take such remedial action
as equipment shut-down, stopping natural gas flow, or removing ignition sources.
If an explosion has occurred, personnel would withdraw to the facility office or
evacuate .to the Veterinary Medicine Building and contact the University
Police/Safety Office. There would be an immediate determination of personnel
“accountability and the extent of any injuries, and first aid would be
administered as needed. The University Police/Safety Office, in coordination
with facility personnel and assisting agencies, would arrange for transport of"
~any injured persons to medical care, implement damage containment, and determine
if the surrounding population should be evacuated. If necessary, as soon as
possible, established back-up waste disposal plans, as previously discussed,
would be imp]emented.1 As a result of these procedures, impacts of an explosion
on workers, staff, students, or other persons and the environment are expected
to be minimal.

Natural Disasters. These are Tow- to medium-probability events with negligible
consequences to human health or the environment (at Teast in terms of disruption
to the waste incineration process). Such disasters would -include earthquake
“(highly unlikely), hurricane (fair probability from June through November, the
recognized hurricane season), and flooding (a Tow probability considering that
the equipment and storage area floors would be, above the five hundred year flood
_plain). Any of these events could cause physical damage to the building
; structure,'tg the facility equipment, and to equipment alignments and result in
disruptions of facility supplies 1like electrical power, natural gas, and
chemicals. _University facility personnel would coordinate LSU maintenance and
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vendor maintenance bersonne] to evaluate any damage and determine operational
capabilities. | Delays in resupply services would be determined and alternate
"sources would be evaluated. If necessary, the pre-existing contracts for
alternate waste disposal would be imp]emented.1 Because of the contingency waste
disposal plans, impacts of a natural disaster on workers, staff, students, or
other persons and the environment would be almost non-existent.

-Personal Injury. This is a low- to medium-probability event, but the inpacts on
personnel could be serious. Impacts on the environment are anticipated to be
nearly non-existent. Facility personnel would be trained in first aid/CPR and
have a complete first. aid kit and eyewash/shower at the facility. These
personnel would notify the University Police/Safety Office of the injury, obtain
assistance from the Veterinary Medicine Building if help is needed to rescue an
injured. person, administer first aid, and. prepare the injured person for
transport to medical tqre. An accident/illness report would be prepared to
document the injury, identify ‘the cause of injury, and recommend changes to
prevent recurrence of the accident.’
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6.0 LIST OF PERSONS/AGENCIES CONSULTED

State of Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, Office of Solid and
Hazardous Waste.

‘State of Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, Office of Air Quality.
State of Louisiana Department of Health and Hospitals.
State of Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, Energy Division.

State of Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers New Orleans District, Operations and Readiness
Division, Regulatory Functions Branch.

- State Historic Preservation Officer, State of Louisiana Department of Culture,
‘Recreation and Tourism, Office of Cultural Development.

Louisiana Department of Health and Hospitals.
MBB-TreEan, Inc.

EPA, Office of Waste Programs Enforcement, RCRA Enforcement Division, Policy and
Regulatory Operations Branch.

EPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards.

EPA, Medical Waste Coordinator.
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"Permit App]ica%ion, Solid Waste Incineration Facility, for Waste
Incinerator/Steam Gzneration Plant, Louisiana State University, Baton
Rouge, Louisiana (Draft)," submitted by the State of Louisiana Division of
Administration Facility Planning and Control, Baton Rouge, Louisiana to
State of Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, Office of Solid
and Hazardous Waste, as prepared by Fromherz Engineers, Inc., New Orleans,
Louisiana, January, 1992.

"LSU Waste Incinerator/Steam Generation Plant Technical Report," Peter N.
Davidson, P.E., Director, Energy Services Department, Louisiana State
University.

Letter dated June 7, 1993, subject: LSU Waste Incinerator/Steam Generation
Facility, from Peter N. Davidson, P.E., Director, Energy Services,
Louisiana State University. ‘

Letter dated July 20, 1993, subject not stated, from Peter N. Davidson,
P.E., Director, Energy Services, Louisiana State University.
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Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, Office of Air Quality.

Phone conversation, February 24, 1994, between William Feild of Analytical
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Phone conversations, between February 17 and February 25, 1994, between
William Feild of Analytical Services, Inc. and the following:
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. Jeff Brooks, EPA RCRA Hotline;
. Kristina Meson, HQ, EPA Medical Waste Coordinator;

. Mickey Post, EPA Office of Waste Programs Enforcement, RCRA
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"Phone conversationé, between February 17 and February 25, 1994, between

William A. Feild, Jr., Analytical Services, Inc., and:

. Mia Tounsel, Louisiana Department of Environmental Qua]jty,
O0ffice of Solid and Hazardous Waste, Solid Waste Division,
Permits Section;

. Debbie Swiler, Louisiana Department of Health and Hospitals.

Letter dated April 26, 1994, subject: Medical Waste Incinerator, from
William J. Mollere, Administrator, State "of Louisiana Department of
Environmental Quality, Office of Solid and Hazardous Waste, Solid Waste
Division. o

Letter, dated August 20, 1991, from R. Brady Broussard, Chairman,
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DEPARTMENT oF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

-vmc’n’r«lM}AN@Eﬁt&'}" L *  POSY OFFICE.80X 93000 BUDDY ROEMER

et

o .\}Ysyﬁéﬁimw e

-SECRETARY"- ~ BATON ROUGE, LA. 70898 . GOVERNOR
to. PHONE (504) 765-2800 .

March 9, 1990 e

"My, Larry W. Evers

' Fromherz: Engineers, Inc.
4747 Earhart Blvd.

New o:;eans, LA 70125

ey

RE: Waste Incinerator/Steam Generator Plant
Loulsiana State University, Baton Rouge

- Dear "Mr,. ﬁvers;

Personnel .0f the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisherles have
reviewad the information ‘which. you provided to us., Based upon that information,
.we have;made a. cursoxy agsessment of possible impacts of the above referenced
'y gupbnﬂfish and wildlife. rasources and their habitat.

a,

- The. data available to us indicate no known threatened or endangered

. species of .animal is resident within the project area. No Wildlife Management

Areas are; :in :the -immediate vicinity. We are not aware of any designated sensitive
. ecological ‘areas ‘near the project sita.

- No' stream protected under the Louisiana Natural and Scenic Rivers Act will

".'-'ba aftected by the proposed activity. Therefore, no Scenic Rivers permit will be
'Lrequired for ‘this project,

Sincerely,

et ) : Virginia Van Sickle, Secretary
et ' ' La. Dept, Wildlife & Fisheries

RECEIVED
HAR 15 1090

FROMHERZ EHGIREERS. INC.

A}
. . .

AM EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY.

NEW ORLEANS DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.C. BOX 60267
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 70160-0267

e RECEIVED
JAN 31wy

fx”a“wNOF January 29, 1990

Operationa and Readinegs Divigion

Surveillance ‘andvEnzércement Seation . FROMHERZ ENGIVEERS, o,

EIe ‘}?

- L rry Wx Evers .
"ﬂFnomherz~Engineers. Ina.
PoatﬂOttice Box 13784
..New Orleans, Louigiana 70185

FR DEaﬁﬂMr. Evers:

" Reference iz made to your letter, dated Januvary 24, 1990,
requesting ..U, S" Army Corpa of Engineera’ jurisdictional
determination on property loecated in section B4, T. 7 S., R. 1 W.,
" Eagt:Baton Rouge Parish, Louisiana (enclosged map) This ia the
propoaed gite of a . waste . incinerator/asteam generator plant for the
Louikiana State University, Veterinary Medicine Building.

”3¥¥7'";Review 4 recent- maps, soils information, and aerial
photography -indicates: thet the property.ig not a wetland subject
i) AN Corps’ Jusrisdiation. A4 ‘Department of the Army Section 404

permit +will ‘not be required. prior to the depozsition ot dredged or
rill material on this gapecific site.

rf;fﬁ You are agdviged that thia determination isz.valid for a period
r0f two, years irom the date of thias letter. Should your project be

delayed beyond thia time, an updated determination will be
'required

'}hShould there be queations concerning this determination,

Sincerely,

LR S : ald J. Ventola .
LR - ' Chie?, Regulatory Functions Branch
L RPN . Operations and Readineas Division

JMuEnéfosﬁre

(-

| Copy Furnished-

4,MrJ1JerryﬂSaunders (GE~FT)
fFederar ‘Activities Branch
'Environmental Proteotion Agency

i445¢3088 "Avenue -
DELITas N Texad 1‘75202 2733

U D atam a7 ot et di I e——— ot - S e
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Henry A. Truxillo
Sacretary

State of Louisiana .
Leslle P, Tassin, Sr.
Department of Culture, Recreation and Tourlsm * Assistant Secretary
OFFICE OF CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT

e 13 g
g New Orleans, LA 70185 - , .

s Waste Incinerator/Steam Generation Plant
' Louisiana State. University

city .0f Baton Rouge’

East Baton ‘Rouge Parish, Louisiana

s, made to.. your letter dated July 2, 1991, concerning
A' review. of.our files: indicates that there are no
teSHOLYD rpperties either listed én or which-have been
ﬁ‘ermined'i’éligible ‘for listing.on the National Register of

‘stor 'c’zfr':P.laces “in-the- ‘proposed project area. In addition, there
"n6 T-.other known cultural resources in this area, As we

K q';ﬁ,objectio,ns ':to -the. proposed. project. Should any archaeological
v:materialzbe uncovered during ground altering activities, however,
'.that ‘this. office be notified. immediately.

£ weiinays el GE further -assistance, do not heéiate to contact my

staff ‘in the Divisions of Archaeology and Historic Preservation.

s RECEIVED
Lesl:l.e\seré.mTassin | | ' N R
9 State; Historic Preservation Officer

- FROMHERZ EXSaeeEns (e

Kathleen M. Byrd, Ph.D., Dlrector
Dlvision of Archaeoclogy.
- P.O..Box 44247. (300 Rliverside North)
Baton Rouge, LA 70804
(504) 342-8170

Tl T TR TTAERS iy : El A . -
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State of Louisiana

Department of Environmental Quality

Edwin W, Edwards

William A. Kucharski
Governor

Secretary

Mr. Bill Fielad

Analytical Services, Inc.
7135 Minstrel Way, Suite 303
Columbia, Maryland 21045

Dear Mr. Field:

RE: ' Environmental impact:request,'Louisiana State University,
Medical Waste incinerator Air Permit No. 0840-00223-00

This letter is in reply to your request for information needed
to complete an env1ronmenta1 impact assessment of the Louisiana
State University. medlcal waste incinerator. This assessment is
‘being conducted for the Department of Energy’s Office of Energy
Efficiency and Renewable Energy and is required by the National
Environmental Policy Act.

Louisiana State University was issued Small Source Permit No.
0840-00223-00 on August 10, 1992, to operate a medical waste
incinerator. The application was reviewed for compliance with the
Louisiana Air Quality Regulations and met’the criteria for a small
source permit. Emissions from the medical waste incinerator, as
permitted, will not adversely affect the ambient air quality of the
-Baton Rouge area.

Very truly yours,

Moo Borbingpn

Gustave A, Von Bodungen
Assistant Secretary

4/4/74
Date

GVB:GNS

c: file

i‘ OFFICE OF AIR QUALITY P.O. BOX 82135 BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70884-2135
: AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
recycled paper m
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"February 25 71994

Mr..Bill Felld .
Analytical Services Inc.
1135 Minstrel Way,
Suite 303, .

. Columbia, Maryland

21045

,""4ﬁj§UBJECT : Env1ronmental Analysis for LSU Medical Waste Incinerator

‘“'Mr.,Felld,

. 'Further to ‘our telephone conversation, we would like to confirm our
“"opinion on the- issue of destruction efficiency for medical waste

1ncinerator.

:In the USUPA Medical Waste Incinerator testing program, it was

"'!established that, overall pathogen "kill" efficiency of greater ‘than

" 99 995% .can, be-achieved at secondary chamber temperature of 1600 to

1900 Fi‘We.‘have enclosed a- copy of the report titled "Status of EPA
RegulatorynProgram for ‘Medical Waste Incinerators- Test Program and

“‘Characterization of Emissions” for your reference. This finding is
. .-Substantiated by thé State of California Air Resources Board studies
"fand’by test result on MBB-Trecan medical waste incinerator.

'Since SOlld waste is not a.consistent and homogenous fuel, one

cannot’' define the.combustion efficiency in the same in the usual

terms., There has been attempt to determine combustion efficiency
(CE) by the follow1ng equation:

Cc02 + CO

fwhere CO2 and CO are the concentrations in the exhaust gas. For a
. . properly designed and operated medical waste incinerator, the CO
. concentration is typically less than 25 ppm or 0.0025%, whereas the

‘CO2 ‘concentration varies between 4 to 9% depending on the excess air

‘level, This would imply a combustion efficiency of 99.94 to 99.975
) u51ng the above equation.

agMost .of' the.incinerators tested in the EPA and. Callfornla testing

".’programs are operating -at temperature below 2000°F and retention

-tifme of “less' than 2 seconds. The .effect of both temperature and
.. retention: time ‘on CO (and other.trace organics)emissions have-been
~well documented. Our test results showed that average CO reading as

, " low as 10 ppm can be maintained at 2 seconds retention time.

MBB-TRECAN INC.

0 Dunwin Drive, #3 Head Office:
2l l LaKeside, Nova Scotla (902) 876-8213
Mississauga, Ontarlo, ;
Saies Offices:
. Canada L5L SM8 Montreal, Québec 514& 336-1558
. Tel (905) 607-5905 - Fax: (905) 607-5908 Calgary, Alberta (403) 243-5570



¢Since CO is considered as a surrogate for PIC (Organic Products of
.,~Incomplete Combustion), .one can see that a well designed and
*.. operated’ incineration system will emit organics at below the

’ environmentally acceptable levels.

" We. trust this will be useful in the Environmental Analysis. If we
can be of further assistance, please-don't hesitate to contact us.

"Yours truly,

_ Kenneth Lui, P. Eng.
Chief Engineer

e T YT T I T T
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State of Louisiana
Department of Environmental Quality

Edwin W, Edwards William A. Kucharski
Governor April 26, 1994 Secretary

Mr. Bill Field

Analytical Services, Inc.
7135. Minstrel Way, Suite 303
. Columbia, Maryland 21045

RE: Medical Waste Incinerator
Dear Mr. Field:

As per our telephone conversation and your fax received in
this office on February 24, 1994, you réquested the Department to
‘'provide you with information about biological waste, medical waste,
or infectious/potentially infectious waste relative to the proposed
waste-to-energy incinerator. r

Louisiana’s regulations for Solid and Hazardous Waste are
consistent with the Federal regulations. The State of Louisiana,
undexr LAC 33:VII, does not consider any of these types of wastes to
.be- hazardous, unless mixed with a hazardous contaminant resulting
in a concentration exceeding toxicity characteristics as determined
using TCLP or with a listed hazardous waste. Confirmation of this
statement may be supported by referencing LAC 33:V.109 under the
definition of hazardous waste in the Hazardous Waste Regulatiomns.
Louisiana’s regulations for Solid and Hazardous Waste are
consistent with the Federal Regulations.

Enclosed, as you vrequested,. is a 1list of contaminants
considered as hazardous, if found in concentrations exceeding the
regulatory limit.

If we can be of any further assistance to you or if you have
any questions concerning this matter, please contact Ms. Mia
Townsel of the Solid Waste Division at (504) 765-0249. :

Sincerely,

William J. Mollere
Administratoxr

WJM-: MT Wl

OFFICE OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE ~ SOLID WASTE DIVISION'  P.0.BOX 82178 ~ BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70884-2178

Iy ) TELEPHONE (504) 765:0249  FAX (504) 765-0299 i 0
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Environmental Quality

{ "ABLE 5. MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS OF CONTAMINANTS
FOR THE TOXICITY CHARACTERISTIC

l\){} Regulatory Level
o Contaminant CAS NO.? (mg/L)
M2 | Endrin 72-20-8 0.02
131 | Heptachlor (and its 76-44-8 0.008
epoxide)
132 | Hexachlorobenzene 118-74-1 %.13
133 | Hexachloro- 1,3-butadiene 87-68-3 0.5
34 | Hexachloroethane 67-72-1 3.0
108 | Lead 7439-92-1 5.0
13 | Lindane 58-89-9 0.4
09 | Mercury 1439-97-6 02 |
114 | Methoxychlor 2-43-5 10.0
135 | Methy! ethyl ketone 78-93-3 £ 200.0
136 | Nitrobenzene 98-95-3 2.0
137 | Peatachlorophenol 87-86-5 100.0
38 | Pyridine 110-86-1 35.0
110 | Selenium ' 7782-49-2 1.0
"Nt Silver 7440-22-4 5.0
139 | Tetrachloroethylene 127-18-4 0.7
115 | Toxaphene 8001-35-2 0.5
140 | Trichloroethyleae 79-01-6 0.5
41 | 2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 95-95-4 400.0
42 | 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 99-06-2 2.0

1038
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TABLE 5. MAX]MUA—J CdNCENTRATIONS OF CONTAMINANTS
FOR THE TOXICITY CHARACTERISTIC

II-SIE\‘/A Regulatory Level

No.! Contaminant CAS NoO.2 (mg/L)
] ]

D017 | 2,4,5-TP (silvex) 93-72-1 1.0

D043 | Vinyl chloride 75-01-4 0.2¢

'Hazardous Waste Number
3Chemical Abstracts Service Number

*Quantitation limit is greater than the calculated regulatory level. The
quantitation limit therefore becomes the regulatory level.

‘If 0-, m- and p-Cresol concentrations cannot be differentiated, the total cresol
(DO26) conceatration is used. The regulatory level of total cresol is 200 mg/l.

F. A hazardous waste that is listed in LAC 33:V.4901 and /or is identified
by one or more of the characteristics in this Section is assigned every EPA
Hazardous Waste Number that is applicable as set forth in LAC 33:V.Chapter
49. These waste code numbers must be used in complying with all applicable
notification, record keeping, and reporting requirements.

AUTHORITY NOTE: Promulgated in accordance with R.S. 30:2180 et scq.

HISTORICAL NOTE: Promulgated by the Department of Environmental Quality
in LR 10:200 (March 1984), amended LR 10:496 (July 1984), LR 16:1057 (December
1990), LR 17:368 (April 1991), LR 18:723 (July 1992).

$4905. Exclusions for Wastewaters

A. The following mixtures of solid wastes and hazardous wastes listed in
LAC 33:V.4901 are not hazardous wastes (except by application of LAC 33:V.
4903) if the generator can demonstrate that the mixture consists of wastewater,
the discharge of which is subject to regulation under cither Section 402 or
Section 307(b) of the Clean Water Act (including wastewater at facilities which
have eliminated the discharge of wastewater), and:

1. one or more of the following speat solvents listed in LAC
33:V.4901.A—carbon tetrachloride, tetrachloroethylene, trichloro
cthylene—provided that the maximum total weekly usage of these solvents (other
than the amounts that can be demonstrated not to be discharged to wastewater)

1039




K

&

PN e N

o
el
b

33:V.4903 Environmental Quality

method approved by the administrative authority under the procedures set forth
in.LAC 33:V.105.H and 1. )

D. Reactivity

A solid waste that exhibits the characteristic of reactivity has the EPA
Hazardous Waste Number D003. A solid waste exhibits the characteristic of
reactivity if a representative sample of the waste has any of the following
properties: '

1. It is normally unstable and readily undergoes violent change without
detonating. '

2. It reacts violently with water.
3. It forms potentially explosive mixtures with water.

4. When mixed with water, it generates toxic gases, vapors or fumes in
a quantity sufficient to present a danger to human health or the environment.

5. It is a cyanide or sulfide bearing waste which, when exposed to pH
conditions between 2.0 and 12.5, can generate toxic gases, vapors or fumes in
a quantity sufficient to present a danger to human health or the environment.

6. It is capable of detonation or explosive reaction if it is subjected to a
strong initiating source or if heated under confinement.

7. 1t is readily capable of detonation or explosive decomposition or
reaction at standard temperature and pressure.

8. It is a forbidden explosive as defined in LDPS Regulation LAC
33:V.Subpart 2.Chapter 101, or a Class A explosive as defined in LDPS
Regulation LAC 33:V.Subpart 2.Chapter 101 or a Class B explosive as defined

in LDPS Regulation LAC 33:V.Subpart 2.Chapter 101.

E. Toxicity Characteristic

1. A solid waste exhibits the characteristic of toxicity if, using the test
methods described in Method 1311, in 40 CFR Part 268 Appendix 1, or
equivalent methods approved by the administrative authority under the
procedures set forth in LAC 33:V.105.H and I, the extract from a representative
sample of the waste contains any of the contaminants listed in Table 5 at a
concentration equal to or greater than the respective value given in that table.
Where the waste contains less than 0.5 percent filterable solids, the waste itself,
after filtering using the methodology outlined in "Test Methods for Evaluating
Solid Wastes, Physical/Chemical Methods"™ (EPA Publication No. SW-846),
latest edition, is considered to be the extract for the purposes of this Section.

1036
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2. A solid waste that exhibits the characteristic of toxicity, but is
listed as a hazardous waste in LAC 33:V.4901, has the Hazardous W

it to be hazardous.

* Number specified in Table 5 that corresponds to the toxic contaminant cau

TABLE 5. MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS OF CONTAMINANT:!
FOR THE TOXICITY CHARACTERISTIC
E{}\? - Regulatory Levt
No.! | Contaminant CAS NO.2 (mg/L)
D004 | Arsenic 7440-38-2 5.0
D005 | Barium 7440-39-3 100.0
-.DO018 | Benzene 71-43-2 0.5
D006 Cadmium 7440-43-9 1.0
D019 | Carbon tetrachloride 56-23-5 0.5
D020 | Chlordane 57-74-9 0.03
D021 | Chlorobenzene. 108-90-7 100.0
D022 | Chloroform 67-663 | 6.0
D007 | Chromium 7440-47-3 5.0
D023 0-Cresol | 95-48-7 4200.0
. D024 m-Cresol 108-39-4 4200.0
D025 | p-Cresol 106-44-5 4200.0
D026 | Cresol | esemeee- 4200.0
Do16 | 2,4-D 94-75-7 .10.0
D027 | 1,4-Dichlorobenzene 106-46-7 7.5
D028 | 1,2-Dichlorethane 107-06-2 0.5
D029 | 1,I-Dichloroethylene | 75-35-4 0.7
D036 | 2,4-Dinitrotoluene 121-14-2 30.13
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~ DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
FINDING .OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT FOR THE LOUISIANA.STATE UNIVERSITY
WASTE-TO-ENERGY INCINERATOR

AGENCY:  U.S. Department of Energy

ACTIO,N:/ Finding of No Significant Impact

SUMMARY : f The Department of Energy has prepared an environmental assessment

(DOE/EA-0952) to identify and evaluate the pdtentia]'environmenta1 impacts of

a proposed ection at Louisiana State University (hereafter referred to as "the
Universjty") in Baton Redge, Louisiana. The eroposed action inve]ves the

- construction of a waste-to—energy incinerator for the Universit}, using funds

provided from aigrant under the Department’s State Energy Conservation Program

(hereafter-referred to as "the Program").

.I'Based on the analyses in this eﬁviﬁonmenta] aésessment, the Department of

' Energy has determined that the proeosed action is nof a major Federal action
.significént]y affecting the quality of the human environment, within the
meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act. Therefore, preparation of
an environmenta] impect'statement is not required,'and the Department of

Energy is issuing a finding of no significant‘impact.

. COPIES OF THE- ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ARE AVAILABLE FROH

Mr Robert Gabour

Dallas Support Office

U. S. Department of Energy

1420 Y. Mockingbird Lane, Suite 400
Dallas, TX 75247 .
(214) 767-7248
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ON THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL
POLICY ACT PROCESS CONTACT:

Ms. Carol Borgsthom, Director

Office of NEPA Oversight (EH-25)

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S. W.

Washington, DC 20585 ‘ ‘
(202) 586-4600 or leave a message at (800) 472- 2756

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Louisiana State University is Tocated in Baton
Rouge, Louisiana, and Ties just east of the Mi§sissibp{ River, northwest of '
New Orleahs The site: of the proposed action is a 4,000 square foot p]ot
adJacent to the Un1vers1ty School of Veter1nary Med1c1ne and overlaps a
current service area and pasture. An 1nc1nerator is current1y lTocated next to
the site of the proposed fac111ty, however, the 1nc1nerator s old (bu11t in
1976) and is used only for burn1ng an1ma1 carcasses that cannot be sent to a

. rendering plant.

A new incinerator is needed due to the rising cost of landfill disposal and
the need to reduce the cost for steam in the School of Veterinary Medicine.
The steam is. prov1ded by a natura] gas -system, which is becom1ng more

.expensive due to recent increases in natural gas prices.

PROPOSED ACTION: The ﬁropo;ed action would involve the following activities:
e= Purchase and {nsta11 a 12-ton-per-day waste incinerator and heat
recovery .boiler. ) |

e: Connect the incinerator’s heat recovery system to the School of

Veterinary Medicine heating system.
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J Operate the incinerator and heat recovery boiler on a 7-day, 24-hour-

per-day basis.

‘A recycling program is already in place to handle all recyc]ab]e campus
wastes. The proposed 1ncinerator_w§u1d burn combustible non-recyclable, non-
hazafdous office wastes, combustible non-renderab]e biological waste, and
pofentia]]y infectious waste (less than 0.05% of the total volume incinérated)
from the University. The proposed unit would be a 1,000 1b/ﬂr dual chamber,
fixed hearth modular incinerator utilizing starvedlair‘combustion technology.
The proposed action would reduce the volume of waste presently going to

- 1andfill and the associated transportation costs.

As the wasfe is_burned, the heat that would be generated would be recovered
in a wasteiheat boiler that would produce steam to be’used in the School of
Veterinary Medicine. Producing steam this way would reduce natural gas
consumption, 56 that after the initial expenditure on p]ént and equipment, the

project is expected to save $134,000 per year of operation.

ENVIRONEENTAL IMPACTS: fmplementing the'proposgd action would not affect any
natural areas or wi}d]ife-habitats; No vegetation would be cleared during
construction, and no endangered or threatened species nor any wildlife cycles
would be affected during the construction or operation phases. No wetlands
wou]d be affected. The incinerator’s operating eqﬁipment would be above the

100-year floodplain.
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Upon completion of the proposed action’s constrocfion phase, the final
appearanee of the faoi1ity would be consistent with the existing campus
buildings and the character of the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed
action would not affect existing recreat1on areas. No negative impacts to
occupationa] hea]th and safety are expected to resu]t from routine operations.
~The proposed action would not cause a S1gn1f1cant local increase in traffic
duringieither its construction or operational phases. The proposed action

would have no impact upon historic or archaeological resources.

Air Quality. An air emissions permit has bgen granted by the State of
Louisiana Department of Eovironmental Quality, and the project would meet all
current State and Federal requirements. Air emissions, ineluding particulate
and ac1d gas em1ss1ons, would be reduced by use of dry lime scrubber

‘ techno]ogy and preproceSS1ng the waste through the campus recycling program,
so that hazardous and toxic wastes, chlorinated plastics, and recyclables
would be removed prior to incineration. Emissions of dioxins are not expected
because precursors such as ch]ofinated plastics would be excluded from the
waste stream and the incinerator would operate at a temperature that would

-

destroy any dioxins.

‘While the proposed action wou1d oe a new source of air emissions, it replaces
an ex{stfng'inoinerator. Emissions from the proposed action would be small
and would not affect air quality or human health. In combination with other
sources, these emissions would neither cause nor contribute to violations of

Louisiana Ambient Air Quality Standards. During construcﬁion, small
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"quantities of fugitive dust or occasional smoke would be emitted, but the

effects on wdrkens and nearby residents are expected to be negligibie.

Water Quality. Because no surface waters cross the site of the proposéd

" “‘action and the nearest surface water.to the site is the Mississippi River,
1706 feet to.the west, the proposed action would have no impacts on surface
waters. The construction of the site may have some minor negative impacts on
groundwater quality, as oil and/or other materials used in construction may
leach into the ground. Dirt frém the proposed site would be removed to
prevent runoff and siltation of rivers. Otherwise, the proposed action would
havg no impact on groundwater quality. Water to be used for the steam heating

presently is and would continue to be obtained from the Tocal water company. -

Waste Managemént. A solid waste permit. has béén applied for ana approval is
pending. . The proposed aétion would meet all Federal and State requirements
concerning soTid waste disposal. Al construction -debris from the proposed
., action would be disposea of in accordance with Louisiana solid waste disposal
regulations that implement Federa1‘requirement§. The burning process would
reduce the volume of the waste by 90%. The remainﬁng ash would be disposed of
in the East Baton Rouge Parish Tandfill in accordahce'witﬁ State and Federal

" regulations. The proboséd action would not generaté hazardous wastes.

Socioeconomics. The economic impact of the incinerator would be negligible.
Because of the.high stack and.prevai1ing wind characteristics, emitted air
~ pollutants would be spread diffusely and it is unlikely that any single

" socioeconomic group would be affected adversely.




e e

Noise.- Increased sound levels would occur from construction activities

associated with the proposed action, but impacts should be negligible. Noise

associated with operations under the proposed action would be imperceptib]e.to

surrounding residences. Workplace noise exposure from the proposed action

would be in compliance with all applicable regulations.

" ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Alternatives to the prbposed action include 1) No

Action, 2) Building and Operating a Landfill, 3) Finding Markets for Waste

Prodﬁcts, and 4) Reducing Waste.' Each of these was analyzed, and except for

the No Action alternative, eliminated from further consideration as discussed

below:

The No Action alternative would involve transporting non-

recyclable, combustible wastes to the municipal Tandfill and

potentially infectious waste to a commercial waste

disposal/incineration facility. Landf111 disposal is not the most

efficient or effective means of disposing of this waste.

Under the No-Action alternative, the grant application would be

denied. No Department of Energy funds would go toward purchase

- and .installation of a waste incinerator/steam generation plant at

the University.

Building and operating a landfill is not cost effective and there
is a lack of appropriate space. Ehvironmenta]]y, the majority of
the'nearby land that is undeveloped is unsuitable for a landfill;

contaminated Teachate could be a problem.




0 - Finding new markets for waste products is’'very difficult, and the
Univeféity is already very active iﬁ’this area. The University
will continue to look for markets fpr items that currently are not

" marketed. In the meantime, however, the University must deal with

“the waste by other ﬁeans.

o. Reducing waste is not a viable option for solving the University’s
waste prob]ems; The Universfty has been reducing.waste as a means
of-contfé]Tihg its budget, including the aforementioned récyg]ing
program. Having exércised most of the available waste-reduction

" methods, it would be difficult to reduce wastes much further.

DETERMINATION: Based on the 5na1ysis in the environmental assessment, the
Department of Eﬁergy has determined that the pfoposed_insta]]ation of a waste-
to-energy incinerator at‘fhe'University School of Veterinary Medicine does not
constitute an action significant]y affecting the quality of the human
environment wi#hin the meaning of the National Environmental Policy Act.
Therefore, an.Envirbnmenta1 Impact Statement for the proposed action is not

required.

. ’ B . . M )
Issued at Washington, D.C., this _24 "= day of _OAnTty, 1994.

\

/ Thra 0'Toole, M:D., M.P.H.
/| Assistant Secretary
Environment, Safety and Health

B ST s araironns ol andbiiaeing o e san Wil s Nk o0 e - redyall sl 7 -
I PR EE 75 N SR SN e v R 2 pot - T




	PREFACE
	1.0.PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION
	2.0 BACKGROUND
	3.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
	3.1 ' The Proposed Action
	3.2 Alternative Actions
	3.2.1 Build and Operate a Landfill
	3.2.2 Find Markets for Waste Products
	3.2.3 Reduce Wastes :

	3.3 The No-Action Alternative


	4.0 DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
	4.1 Air Quality and Climate
	4.2 Ecological Resources
	4.3 Water Quality
	4.4 Floodplains and Wetlands
	4.5 I Land Use
	4.6 Visual and Recreational Resources
	4.7 Historic and Archaeological Resources
	4.8 Socio-economics

	5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION
	5.1 Air Quality
	5.2 Ecological Resources
	5.3 Water Quality
	5.4 Floodplains and Wetlands
	5.5 Waste Management
	5.6 LandUse
	5.7 Visual and Recreational Resources
	5.8 Historic and Archaeological Resources
	5.9 Socio-economics
	5.10 Noi.se
	5.11 Safety and Health
	5.12 Transportation
	5.13 Accident Analysis

	6.0 LIST OF PERSONS/AGENCIES CONSULTED


