


One of BP's buildings in Lima was contaminated by uranium and is still underg01né de-
contamination. Some holding ponds on the BP site are contaminated with uranium. The
pollutants from the manufacture of Barex account for 58 million pounds of toxic waste
each year, much of it deep well injected. BP received permission in 1988 for a $30
million expansion to its Barex production. In an effort to understand and document the
enormous amounts of hazardous waste produced in the manufacture of plastic resins and
its health and environmental impact on the local community, Waste Not plans to publish,
over the course of the year, a series of reports concerning BP's operations in Lima,Ohio

HAZARDOUS WASTE INCINERATORS: HUGH KAUFMAN SAYS THAT EPA'S REGULATIONS ARE "NOT
PROTECTIVE OF THE PUBLIC'S HEALTH AND ENVIRO ."  British Petroleum (BP) is
conducting test burns of hazardous waste in Lima, Ohio. The portable hazardous waste
incinerator being used is run by Waste Tech Services, now owned by Amoco. The Ohio
Allen County Citizens for the Enviromment (ACCE) are opposing BP's plans to build a
hazardous waste incinerator in Lima. The group fears that BP's long-term plans are to
build an incinerator in Lima for hazardous waste from BP's nationwide plants. BP
refuses to reveal its intentions to the community. ACCE invited Hugh Kaufman, director
of US EPA's hazardous site control division, toLima to address the concerns of the
community. According to Kaufman: "The EPA science advisory board in 1985 found that
our regulatory approach is inadequate. Consequently, Congress strengthened the laws
requiring us to write more stringent regulations, but that's something we haven't done
under the Reagan administration...The EPA was supposed to have more stringent regulations
out by 1987, but we stillhaven't even proposed them to the Federal Register. So in the
area of incineration of hazardous wastes, EPA's regulations do not meet the Congression-
al mandates and are not protective of the public's health and environment...In the last
eight years, the EPA has served more as a deregulatory agency rather than as a
regulatory agency and we've got to turn that around...Basically, the regulations are
based on a destruction efficiency of 99.997,' he said. 'Because of the creation in the
combustion process of new toxic compounds, destruction efficiency is not an accurate
mechanism to protect the environment and the public health. On top of that...we don't
even know all the compounds that are coming up the smokestacks of these incinerators.
There's no way for us to even extrapolate how safe these incinerators are...The question
that naturally follows is, 'What is the track record of the regulatory agencies in
controlling air pollution from that particular plant? Only one time was the facility
(BP) fined a large amount of money because of air pollution...And what did the
regulatory agencies do after that fine? They moved the air monitoring devices 25 miles
away'...(Kaufman) was asked why, if US EPA scientists oppose test burns in incinerators,
the permits were granted to BP...'You've got powerful companies that are the main
contributors to candidates and elected officials in both political parties. That buys
access and smoothes the way for things to happen in a political environment..."

Lima News, Ohio, February 6, 1989, Front page. For more information from ACCE contact
Noreen Christoff, 1123 Rice Avenue, Lima, Ohio 45805, tel: 419-227- 4495

"INCINERATION: TECHNOLOGY VS. SCIENCE?" This paper
discusses the scientific problems posed by hazardous
waste incineration. It is available from the author:
Professor Richard Cook, Chemistry Dept., Kalamazoo
College, Kalamazoo, MI 49007.
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