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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

DEMONSTRATION GRANT PROGRAM 
HAS LIMITED IMPACT ON 
NATIONAL SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL PROBLEM 
Offlce of Solid Waste Management Programs, 
EnvIronmental ProtectIon Agency B-166506 

DIGEST _----- 

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE 

This IS the first General Accounting Office (GAO) report on what 1s some- 
tames called the third pollution--solid waste 

More than 3 5 bllllon tons of solid wastes--such as abandoned cars, dls- 
carded bottles and cans, and paper--accumulate In the United States each 
year Residential, commercial , and industrial wastes represent about 
10 percent of the total About $4 5 bllllon 1s spent annually to dispose 
of wastes from these sources 

The most common methods of solid waste disposal are landfill and lncin- 
eration A survey by the Office of Solld Waste Management Programs of the 
Environmental Protectlon Agency (EPA)1 showed that 

--94 percent of landfills used were inadequate because the wastes were 
not covered dally or were burned in the open 

--75 percent of the incinerators used were inadequate because they did 
not reduce waste efficiently or because they caused air pollution 
(See p 5 1 

In view of these facts and of the lncreaslng public and congressional con- 
cern over solid waste disposal, GAO reviewed the effectiveness of the 
Federal grant program conducted by the Office of Solid Waste Management 
Programs for demonstrating new and improved means of solld waste disposal 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The grant program has been beneflclal in improving existing technology to 
a lImited extent, in stimulating public interest in proper solid waste 
disposal methods, and in solving a number of local solid waste disposal 
problems Greater benefits could have been achieved lf more emphasis had 
been placed on developing methods of recovering natural resources from 
waste for reuse (recycling) and on new or improved and more economical 
methods of disposal 

The grant program was supposed to be the primary mechanism to test newly 
developed solid waste disposal technology on a full-scale basis, however, 
GAO found that 

'The Environmental Protection Agency became effective on December 2, 1970, in 
accordance with Reorganlzatlon Plan No 3 of 1970 Prior to that date, the 
Office of Solid Waste Management Programs was known as the Bureau of Solid 
Waste Management in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
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--Few grants had been awarded for proJects primarily concerned with re- 
cycling (See pp 74 and 75 ) 

--Some grants for proJects to demonstrate new and improved techniques 
were, in reality, merely refinements of existing disposal methods 
(See pp 15to 20) 

--The equipment or facility funded by a program grant to demonstrate 
new methods or uses was not used by the grantee in the Intended man- 
ner (See pp 27 to 24 ) 

In the last two sltuatlons, the grants, in effect, provided financial as- 
sistance to commun7tles to solve local problems but had lImited benefTt 
of national or regIona significance 

As a result, the demonstration grant program has had only a limited im- 
pact on the national solid waste disposal problem GAO attr-sbutes the 
limited effectiveness of the program to the failure of the Off-ice of 
Solid Waste Management Programs to 

--Establish specific program obJectives 

--Develop a systemat'lc method for establishing pnonties and for making 
specific program needs known to prospective grant applicants 

--Provide criteria or guidance for its staff to use in reviewing and 
approving grant applications (See pp 72 and 13.) 

Other factors contributing to the limited effectiveness of the program 
were as follows 

--The OffIce did not obtain timely reports on several completed demon- 
stration grant proJects For proJects for which reports were obtained, 
results were not disseminated to potential users (See p 25 ) 

--The Office did not have a formal training program for new proJect of- 
flcers$ nor did it have formal written policies concerning the functions, I 
duties, and responsibilities of the officers I 

I 
--ProJect officers generally were commlssloned off-icers of the U S Pub- 

llc Health Service who were fulfilling 2-year military obligations 
; 
I 

Many proJect officers resigned when they had fulfilled their military 
obligations 

; 
I 
I 

The proJect officers for 20 proJects GAO visited had been assigned to the 
proJects for an average 9 months, although most of the proJects had been 

; 
I 

In progress for more than 2 years Of the proJects, 79 had three or more 
proJect officers assigned during the grant periods One of the proJects 

f 
I 

had five proJect officers assigned over a 77-month period I 

Because of the high turnover of proc)ect officers and because of their In- 
I 

experience, proJect officers frequently were not able to provide local I 
government units receiving grants with requested technical or financial I 

guidance (See pp 26 and 27 ) I 
I 
I 

2 I 
I I 
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As of December 31, 1970, the Offlce of Solld Was ement Programs had 
awarded 26 grants, totaling about $1,635,000, for s and lnvestlgatlon 
proJects, the principal purpose of which was the development of solid waste 
disposal plans for a munlclpallty or region GAO found that, even though 
a number of grants had been awarded for proJects having the same general 
obJ@ctive, the Office did not have a policy of following up on the plans 
developed to ascertaln whether the plans were Implemented (See pp 28 
and 29 ) 

RECOMWENDATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS 

The Administrator, EPA, should 

--Establish specific goals for the demonstration grant program and a 
plan for accompllshlng the goals 

--Establish criteria for evaluation of proJect proposals to ensure that 
they will meet the established goals 

--Identify prlorltles and establish procedures to ensure that the prlorl- 
ties are made known to prospective grant applicants 

--Establish procedures to ensure that facllltles and equipment are be- 
ing used for their Intended purposes and that proJect results are ob- 
tained, evaluated, and disseminated to potential users on a timely 
basis 

--Place greater emphasis on the selection of civilian personnel as prod- 
ect officers 

--Promulgate formal written pollcles on the functions, duties, and re- 
sponslbllltles of proJect officers and establish a basic orlentatlon 
and training program for new officers 

--Require that office personnel follow up on actions taken by grantees 
to implement plans developed under all completed study and lnvestl- 
gation proJects 

In establlshlng goals and priorities, the Administrator, EPA, should place 
greater emphasis on the need to develop and demonstrate new methods, de- 
vices, and techniques of solid waste disposal--particularly those related 
to resource recovery and recycling--which have potential for national or 
wtdespread use 

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

EPA generally has agreed with GAO's proposals and has taken, or plans to 
take, appropriate steps to implement them (See app I ) 
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MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 

This report IS part of a contlnulng effort by GAO to keep the Congress 
Informed of the effectiveness of Federal programs In lmprovlng the quality 
of the environment 

In October 7970, while GAO's review was in progress, the Solid Waste DIS- 
posal Act of 1965 was amended by enactment of the Resource Recovery Act 
of 1970 Although GAO's revtew covered demonstration grant proJects 
awarded under the 1965 act, the corrective action proposed by GAO 1s 
needed to eftlclently and effectively administer the demonstration grant 
program under the Resource Recovery Act of 1970 GAO plans to follow up 
on the matters discussed Tn this report by revlew'lng EPA's solid waste 
disposal program as carrted out under the Resource Recovery Act 
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CHAPTER1 

INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE 

Environmental degradation has become a matter of great 
concern in recent years, Much has been written about air 
and water pollution and, more recently, about the ever- 
increasing volume of solid wastes--abandoned automobiles, 
discarded bottles and cans, and, of course, paper--which 
can be seen everywhere 

fire than 3 5 billion tons of solid wastes are generated 
in the United States each year. About 2 billion tons come 
from agricultural and animal wastes, 1 1 billion tons from 
mineral processing, 250 million tons from residential and 
commercial sources, and 110 million tons from industry. 
Although wastes fromresidential, commercial, and industrial 
sources represent only 10 percent of the total, about $4.5 
billion is spent annually to dispose of these wastes. Col- 
lection and transportation costs account for about 75 percent 
of that expenditure. 

The most common methods of solid waste disposal are, 
and have been for many years, landfill and incineration-- 
which account for the disposal of about 98 percent of the 
wastes from residential, commercial, and industrial sources. 
According to a 1968 survey by the Office of Solid Waste Han- 
agement Programs (OSWMP), Environmental Protection Agencyl, 
whrch is responsible for administering the Federal solid 
waste management program, 94 percent of the landfills used 
were inadequate because the wastes were not covered daily or 
were burned in the open. The survey showed also that 75 per- 
cent of the incinerators used were inadequate because they 
did not reduce waste efficiently or because they caused air 
pollution, 

1 The Environmental Protection Agency became effective on 
December 2, 1970, in accordance with Reorganization Plan 
No. 3 of 1970. Prior to that date, the Office of Solid 
Waste Management Programs was known as the Bureau of Solid 
Waste Management in the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare (HEW) 
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LEGISLATION 

The Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965 (42 U S.C 3251) 
was the first maJor legislation directing a national at- 
tack on the mounting problem of solid waste The purposes 
of-the act were. 

"(1) to-xnitiate and accelerate a national research 
h and development program for new and improved 

13 t*' *methods of proper and economic solid waste dis- 
posal, including studies dlrected toward the 
conservation of natural resources by reducing - i d the amount of waste and unsalvageable materials 

' and'by recovery and utilization of potential c * < r resources in solid wastes, and 

"(2) to provide technical and financial assistance 
to State and local governments and interstate 
agencies in the planning, development, and 
conduct of solid waste disposal programs." r 

The act authorized a solid waste disposal program to 
be carried out under research, planning, training, and dem- 
onstration grants and under certain OSWMP in-house active- 
ties e The act defined "solId waste"' as garbage, refuse, 
and other dxscarded solid material, including materials 
from industrial, commercial, agricultural, and community 
activkties "Solid waste disposal" was defined as collec- 
taori, storage, treatment, utilization, processing, and 
final disposition of solid wastes. r 

In October 1970, the Solid Waste Disposal Act was 
amended by enactment of the Resource Recovery Act of 1970, 
which reemphasized that demonstration grants were to be 
awarded for proJects related to resource recovery systems 
or new and improved methods of solid waste disposal. (See 
p. 31.1 

D%(=MONSTRATION GRANT PROGRAM 

The Solid Waste Disposal Act provided for a demonstra- 
tion grant program and authorized Federal funding up to two 
thirds of the estimated total proJect costs for the support 
of (1) proJects demonstrating new and improved methods, 
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devices, and techniques of solld waste disposal, (2) studres 
and investigations of municipal and regional solid waste 
drsposal problems, practices, and programs, and (3) studies 
and lnvestlgatlons of specific sol-Ld waste disposal problems. 

As of December 31, 1970, OSWMP had awarded Federal 
grants of about $22.7 million for 127 proJects--$15.8 mll- 
lion for 55 demonstration proJects and $6.9 mullion for 72 
study and investigation proJects. The maJor distinction 
between demonstration proJects and study and lnvestrgation 
proJects 1s the purpose for which the funds are provided. 
A significant amount of the grants for demonstration proJects 
generally are used for the construction of facilities or the 
purchase of equipment, whereas, generally little or none of 
the grant funds for study and investigation proJects are 
used for construction or equipment. 

We examined into the effectiveness of the OSWMP demon- 
stration grant program. Cur review was conducted at OSWMP 
headquarters in Washington, B.C., and at Cincinnati, Ohio. 
We also visited 20 demonstration grant proJect sites in 
12 states--California, Connecticut, FlorIda, Georgia, Illr- 
nois, Indiana, Missouri, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 
Washington, and Wisconsin--and in the District of Columbia. 
We reviewed legislation, pertinent documents, reports, 
records, and files and held discussions with responsible 
OSWMP officials and grantee representatives. P 

The 20 prodects visited included the 11 proJects for 
which demonstration grants in excess of $400,000 had been 
awarded and nine proJects for which grants of less than 
$400,000 had been awarded. The grants for the 20 proJects 
amounted to about $11.6 million, or 51 percent of the demon- 
stration grants awarded. 

The 20 proJects were approved during fiscal years 1966 
through 1969. Most of the proJects, which had received 
OSWMP grant assistance over a 3- to 5-year period, had been 
completed by December 31, 1970. 

7 



CHAPTER 2 

LIMITED IMPACT OF THE DEMONSTRATION GRANT PROGRAM 

ON THE NATIONAL SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL PROBLEM 

The maJor goal of the Solid Waste Disposal Act was to 
provide a Federal program to aid in the development of new 
and improved methods of solid waste disposal, including re- 
duction of the amount of solid wastes and recovery and 
reuse of recyclable solid waste material, In August 1965 
the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, in 
commenting on the proposed Solid Waste Disposal Act, stated 

ment 

"In the opinion of the committee, immediate ac- 
tion must be taken to initiate a national program 
directed toward finding and applying new solu- 
tions to the waste disposal problem. 

"*** A primary need is for a national research 
program *** to develop improved methods of solid 
waste disposal, particularly methods of reusing 
materials of potential economic value. The time 
gap between research and its application must be 
narrowed This can best be accomplished by es- 
tablishing demonstration projects *** " (Under- 
scoring supplied.) 

Also in August 1965 the Under Secretary of the Depart- 
of Health, Education, and Welfare stated 

"What is needed at this point is *** not a large- 
scale Federal construction grant program to build 
more disposal plants of the type now in use, for 
these are not the answer to the problems. Very 
few technological advances have been made in 
this field in recent years *** We need to de- 
velop new methods of conversion and of safe, 
healthful, and economic utilization of solid 
wastes. And we must narrow the time gap between 
research and its application. This can best be 
accomplished by establishing demonstration proj- 
ects on an operating scale " (Underscoring sup- 
plied > 
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In 1968 the Senate Committee on Public Works, in its 
report on the Solid Waste Disposal Act Amendment of 1968, 
stated that the only long-term solution to the solid waste 
problem was a shift from the use-and-discard approach to a 
closed cycle of use, salvage, reprocess, and reuse. The 
report stated also that the solid waste disposal methods of 
the past must be improved and new methods must be developed. 

Thus it appears to us that the Congress intended that 
the Federal Government provide leadership and stimulation 
to the development and application of (1) new and improved 
methods, techniques, and processes of solid waste disposal 
and (2) resource recovery and reuse The demonstration 
grant program was to be the primary mechanism through which 
newly developed solid waste disposal technology would be 
tested on a full-scale basis for technical and economic 
feasibility. 

Our review showed, however, that the demonstration 
grant program had only a limited impact on the national 
solld waste disposal problem because (1) some grants awarded 
by OSWMP, ostensibly for proJects to demonstrate new and 
improved techniques, were m reality merely for refinements 
of exlstlng disposal methods and (2) in other cases in- 
volving potential innovations, the equipment or facility 
funded by the OSWMP grant had been used by the grantees m 
a manner other than that contemplated by OSWMP In both 
cases the grants, In effect, represented financial assis- 
tance to communltles for solving local problems but contri- 
buted few benefits of national or regional slgnlficance 

As of December 31, 1970, most of the grants had been 
awarded for proJects related to existing disposal methods 
(incineration, sanitary landfill, or compostmg) rather 
than to resource recovery and reuse (recycling), even 
though recycling was cited by many as the only long-term 
solution to the solid waste problem. 

Our review of OSWMP's administration of the demonstra- 
tion grant program has shown that the principal deterrents 
to greater effectiveness have been OSWMP's failure to es- 
tablish specific program goals and related priorities to 
accomplish the goals,lts corresponding failure to inform 
prospective grant applicants of specific program needs so 
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that their proPosed protects could be structured to be res- 
ponsrve to those needs, and rts lack of specsfrc criteria 
or guidance for use by OSWMP personnel in reviewing grant 
applrcatlons to ensure that they conform to program bbJec- 
tives. 

Also contributmg to the limated effectiveness of the 
program were OSWis lnordlnate delays In obtaaning and 
evaluating final reports on completed proJects and in dls- 
seminatmg the results to potential users,OSWMP's insuffi- 
cient training and tenure of proJect officers, and 0!3WMP's 
failure to follow upon the lmplementatlon by grantees of 
plans develope*d a's a result of study and investigation 
proJects 

Although the demonstration grant program has been 
beneflclal in improving existing technology to a limited 
extent, 111. strmulatlng publnc interest in proper solid 
waste'disposal methods, and in solving a number of local 
solid waste problems, we believe that, in view of the 
limited funds available, greater benefits could have been 
obtained had OSWMP placed greater emphasis on methods of 
resource recovery and reuse and on more innovative and 
economical methods of disposal. , 
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In commenting on the matters discussed in this report, 
OSWMP officials stated that these matters should have been 
considered in light of the following organlzataonal changes 
which occured after passage of the Solid Waste Disposal Act. 

Perrod Actrvlty txtle Responsible organlzatlon 

Jan 1966 to Dee 1966 Demonstration Branch Office of Solrd Waste, Publrc 
Health Service, HEW, Washlng- 
ton, D C 

Jan 1967 to June 1967 Demonstration Solld Wastes Program, Public Ser- 
Activities vice, HEW, Chevy Chase, Md 

July 1967 to Jan 1963 Demonstration Grant Solid Wastes Program, Publxc Health 
Activities Service, HEW, Clncinnatl 

Feb 1969 to Nov 1970 Division of Demon- Bureau of Solid Waste Management, 
stration Operations Public Health Service, HEW, 

Cincinnati 

Dee 1970 to April 1971 Divlslon of Demonstra- Solid Waste Management Office, EPA, 
tion Operations Cincinnati 

May 1971 to Nov 1971 Division of Demon- Offfce of Solid Waste Management 
(note a) stration Operations Programs, Office of Categorical 

Programs, EPA, Cincinnati 

aEffective December 1, 1971, the Dzvision of Demonstration Operations was abol- 
ished The activltles of the Divisron were assigned to three newly established 
divlslons--Systems Management, Resource Recovery, and Processing and Dzsposal 

From January 1966 through November 1971, the top offi- 
clal charged with overall administration of the solid waste 
program has been changed five times. (See p. 40.) During 
the same period the official responsible for the demonstra- 
tion grant program has been changed four times. Although 
the scope of our review did not include a detailed study of 
the effects of the reorganizations and personnel changes, 
we belleve that they had a detrlmental, though somewhat in- 
tangible, effect on the administration and effectiveness of 
OSWMP1s demonstration grant program. We mention the orga- 
nizational and personnel changes to put in proper perspec- 
tive the matters discussed in the following sections. 
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NEED TO ESTABLISH SPECIFIC 
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES AND PRIORITIES 

Although the 1965 act, the 1968 amendment to the act, 
and the legislative history of each provided a rather spe- 
cific mandate as to what the act was intended to accomplish 
(see p. 8), we found that OSWMP had not formally imple- 
mented this mandate by establashxng and promulgating demon- 
stration grant program objectives and establishing priori- 
ties for attaining the objectives. We found also that some 
confusion existed among OSWNP personnel as to the primary 
goals of the demonstration grant program. 

Generally grant applicants submitted proposals for 
grant assistance on an unsolicited basis, and OSWMP person- 
nel acted on the proposals as they were submitted. We be- 
lleve, however, that the program could have been more effec- 
tive had OSWMP personnel established program obJectives and 
priorltles and actively sought grant applications on the ba- 
sis of the established priorities. In April 1971 an EPA 
Grants Procedural Task Group3 in commenting on this matter, 
stated that "the Office has, therefore, placed itself in the 
position of reacting to events rather than setting a course 
of action." 

OSWMP personnel charged wrth reviewing and evaluating 
applications were under a handicap because of the lack of 
criteria or guidance. For example, although one purpose for 
awarding grants was the demonstration of new and improved 
solid waste disposal methods, devices, or techniques, OSWMP 
did not define "new and improved." We noted several cases 
in which OSWMP reviewers concluded that proposed proJects 
would not demonstrate anything significantly new or improved 
and recommended disapproval, only to have the proposals ap- 
proved at a higher level. 

Our inquiries of knowledgeable high-level OSWMP offl- 
coals as to their understanding of the principal obJectives 
of the program brought out widely divergent views. One of- 
facial told us that the purpose of the program was to demon- 
strate new and improved methods of solid waste disposal, In- 
cluding systems for recovery and recycling of useful waste 
and for reduction in the amount of waste generated. He said 
that financial assistance was limited to prolects involving 
new or improved methods of solld waste disposal. 
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A second offlclal told us that few demonstration grant 
proJects involved new technrques or methods of solid waste 
drsposal. He said that the solld waste disposal problem 
was not necessarily the result of anadequate disposal tech- 
nology but was due to mlsconceptlons, lack of knowledge, and 
lack of interest on the part of State and local offacials. 
The official stated that demonstration grant proJects were 
to be not only a means of testang research flndrngs but also 
a means of demonstrating that exlstlng technology could be 
used to satlsfactorlly resolve most solld waste disposal 
problems. He expressed the belief that the proper appllca- 
tion of exlstzng disposal technology could solve up to 80 
percent of the country's solid waste problems. 
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Few proJectsc,oncerned with recycling -me- 

As mentioned earlxer, recycling of solid wastes has 
been cxted by many, including the Senate Committee on Publxc 
Works, as the only long-term solutaon to the solid waste 
problem. Yet, according to a classification of demonstration 
program grant awards developed by OSWMP, few of the projects 
were concerned primarily with recycling. The following 
table shows, by principal purposes of the projects, the 
grants awarded as of December 31, 1970. 

Solld Waste Demonstration Grants Awarded 
as of December 31, 1970 

Classlflcatlon by 
principal purpose 

Exlstlng methods of disposal 
Incineration 
Sanitary landfill 
Composting 

Other 
Regional and municipal 

programs 
Processes to facilitate 

disposal 
Recycling 
Collection, storage, and 

tr2nsportation 
Systems analysis 
Miscellaneous 

Tot21 

Number of grants 
Study/ 

Investi- Demon- 
gation stratron Total 

11 13 24 
6 12 18 

2 - 3 6 

20 - 28 48 

26 26 1,635 1,635 

:: 

4 
6 
8 - 

52 -- 

z 

9 13 665 
5 9 446 

8 12 
5 6 

- 13 

27 - 79 

g 127 _ 

Amount of prants 
Study/ 

investi- Demon- 
pation stration Total 

-(OOO omitted>------ 

$ 918 $ 4,534 $ 5,452 
676 3,646 4,322 
874 1,538 2.412 

2,468 9,718 12,186 

407 
843 
482 

4,478 

$6,946 

2,907 3,572 
1,235 1,681 

1,033 1,440 
a43 

885 1,367 

6,060 10,538 

$15,778 $22,724 ____ ___ 

The table shows that 48 grants, totaling about $12.2 mrl- 
lion, were awarded for projects related to existing methods 
of solld waste disposal--sanitary landfill, incineration, and 
composting. In addition, 26 grants, totaling about $1.6 mil- 
lion, were awarded for studies and investigations, for which 
the principal purpose was to develop solid waste disposal 
plans for a municipality or a region by using existing tech- 
nology. 



Only nine grants, totaling $1.6 mullion, were awarded 
for projects dealing with recycling, however, and only 12 
grants, totaling $1.4 million, involved projects demonstrat- 
ing collection and transportation techniques, even though 
collection and transportation costs represented about 75 
percent of the total funds spent annually on solid waste man- 
agement in the United States. In our opinion, this apparent 
misdirection of emphasis was directly attributable to the 
absence of specafic goals and priorities for the use of pro- 
gram resources. 

Many prolects concerned with 
refining existing disposal methods 

On the basis of our review, which included visits to 
20 demonstration project sites, we believe that many demon- 
stration grants were awarded for projects that merely re- 
fined exasting drsposal methods and provided flnanclal as- 
slstance to communities to solve local problems--with little 
benefits to solution of the national solid waste disposal 
problem. The following examples are illustrative of the 
situations that we found at the project sites visited. 
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Example 1 

'I'hls project was approved by OSWMP In November 1967. 
Its stated purpose was to demonstrate that a tried and proven 
method of solld waste disposal--sanitary landfill--could be 
used to convert an open burning dump Into a recreatron area. 
The estimated cost of the project was $2,410,711 of which 
the Federal share was $992,247. The Federal share did not 
Include costs for the recreational facllltles. 

An OSWMP staff reviewer, In commenting on the grant 
application, stated that the applicant proposed to provide 
an expensive lnterlm solution to the applicant"s worst solid 
waste problem and that 

'I*** the project will not demonstrate anything 
new or improved since conventional Pandflllnng 
operations which are well establrshed will be 
utlllzed." 

Prior to approval of the project, for 25 years the city 
had been Qlsposrng of much of Its refuse m an open burning 
dump within the city llmlts. This contributed to air pollu- 
tion, caused health hazards, and was unsightly. The project 
plan required the grantee to use a private contractor, na- 
tionally recognized and experienced In the operation of 
sanitary landfills, to operate the landfill rn accordance 
with the best sanitary landfall standards and practices as 
determined by the U.S. Public Health Service and the American 
Public Works Assoclatlon. 

The grantee's project dlrector who accompanied us on 
our vlslt to the project site told us that conventional 
sanitary landfill techniques and equipment were being used. 
Actual landfllllng operations were completed In October 1969. 
Although the project accomplished the purpose of converting 
an open dump into a recreational area and, to that extent, 
benefited one community, we believe that the project con- 
tributed little to solving the national solld waste disposal 
problem. The project did not contribute to a permanent 
solution of the community's solid waste disposal problem be- 
cause the community did not have additional sites for sanl- 
tary landfills and, consequently, was seeking alternative 
methods of solld waste disposal. 
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OSWMP officials told us that the principal purpose of 
this proJect was to gain public acceptance of sanitary land- 
fill methods in large cities. We noted that OSWMP later 
reJected several applications for similar proJects on the 
basis that they2 in effect, were merely requests for finan- 
cial assistance in resolving local solid waste disposal 
problems. 

Example 2 

The stated purposes of this proJect were to (1) test 
and demonstrate a newly developed machine which was designed 
to excavate a trench, receive refuse, compact it, discharge 
It into the trench, and cover it with compacted earth to 
final grades and (2) demonstrate the feasibility and advan- 
tages of consolidating and centralrzlng various public, prl- 
vate, and Gdustrnal solid waste disposal actlvlties into 
one region&l solid waste management authority. The esti- 
mated protect cost was $915,604, of which the Federal share 
was $610,403. 

The newly developed machine was orlglnally designed as 
a pilot model f or a town with a population of 40,000. The 
town was under contractual obligation to purchase the ma- 
chine which was built in 1963 and which was tested by the 
manufacturer and was proven successful for its designed use. 
In July 1966 the town applied for a demonstration grant to 
help finance the cost of the machine. The applicatron was 
disapproved by OSWMP on the basis that the town's contractual 
obligation had exrsted prior to the enactment of the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act of 1965. 

In December 1966 a countywide disposal agency was 
created which included several cities, villages, and towns 
having a combined population of 250,000. The agency included 
the town for whrch the machine was originally designed. In 
February 1967 the countywide agency submitted an application 
for a demonstration grant to include part of the cost of 
purchasing the machine 

In May 1967 OSWMP approved the application subJect to 
certain conditions, including a requirement that the grantee 
conduct,and report to OSWMP on,a thorough technical evalua- 
taon of the refuse machine. The proJect period began in June 
1967 and had an estimated completion date of May 1969. 
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At the time of our vsslt to the proJect site III March 
1970, the refuse machlne was not In operation and had not 
been operated since September 1969 because of numerous me- 
chanical problems. According to the manufacturer the ma- 
chine was designed to dispose of solld waste from a commu- 
nlty of 40,000 people--not 250,000. 

Although the manufacturer had operated the machine 
successfully and had accumulated test data related to the 
disposal of wastes of 40,000 people, we found no lndlcatlon 
that QSWMP had made any attempt to obtain or analyze this 
data before awarding the grant to the countywide agency. 
We also noted that the attempt to establish a countywlde 
agency had achieved only limited success because the agency 
had no authority to require towns to participate. As of 
March 1971 OSWMP had not receaved any of the required re- 
ports on the results of the project. 

We questlon the need for OSWMPfs partrclpatron in the 
cost of the machlne because It seems to us that OSWMP, prior 
to awardxng the grant, could have obtained ~nformatlon on 
the machIne's performance from the manufacturer or the town 
for whxh It was orlglnally deslgned. Furthermore, because 
the mactxne was designed to dispose of the waste from a 
communlY$ of 40,000 and was used unsuccessfully to dispose 
of the WV‘cistes of a county with a population of 250,000, It 
was not fiosslble to evaluate fairly the machine's effectlve- 
ness In performlng as designed. Thus there was little bene- 
fit to OSWMP or to the communxty as a result of the demon- 
stratron grant funds used to purchase the machlne. 

Example 3 

The stated objectives of this project were to demon- 
strate the rellabzllty, sultablllty, economac feaslblllty, 
and sanitary and nuisance-free operation of a recently de- 
veloped, high-rate, mechanical compostlng system for the 
disposal of munlclpal refuse from amedlum-slzedcommunlty. 
The project was approved by OSWMP In June 1966 for Federal 
funding of $P,451,185. 
were $2,233,700. 

The total estimated prodect costs 
* 

k!i considering the grant appllcatlon, two of OSWNP1s 
staff tevlewers noted that the proposed project was for the 



construction of a compostlng plant for refuse and raw sewage 
sludge using a waste conversion system of the type being 
operated on a smaller scale at one locatzon and being con- 
structed on a larger scale at another location In a large 
southwestern city. According to the staff reviewers, this 
would be the third plant of Its kind In the Unlted States. 
They also stated that 0SWM.P was conducting a research proJect 
that Included the use of thickened raw sludge III a slightly 
different compostlng proJect. 

The OSWMP reviewers recommended that the proJect be 
disapproved because the particular compostlng process In- ' '1' Ii\ \ I 

volved was being demonstrated at two other locatlons and 
because the use of raw sewage sludge In refuse compostlng 
would be demonstrated in OS'WMP's own research proJect, Tfav 
concluded that the maln benefits to be gained from the prs- 
posed proJect would be cost-data and chemical and mncroblo- 
logical studies which could be more economically obtained 
from the exlstlng compostang plants, such as the one an the 
large southwestern city. We found that the pertinent grant 
records contained no lnformatLon as to OSWP1s reasons for 
approving the progect In light of the reviewers' recommenda- 
tions. 

The demonstration plant began operatrng rn January I!%8 , 
and continued through December 1969--the end of the grant 
period. During that period only 10 percent of the compost"' 
produced at the plant was sold, The rest was donated to 
public lnstltutlons, stored at the plant, or used as fill. 
at a stone quarry. 

The plant was closed at the end of the grant period " 
but was reopened In October 1970 with flnancaal aid from 
the county. At the ts_me of our visit In November 1970, 
most of the compost being produced at the plant was besng 
used as fill at the stone quarry because there was no qarket 
for it. 

During our vlslt 0SGM.F project offlclals told us that 
the prop ect was needed to provide data which would not other- 
wise have been avaIlable fkorn the privately owned and operated 
plants. They said that tie private corporation Involved In 
these two compost plants would not have been wllllng to 
reveal i?echnologlcal and cost data needed for an admuate 
evaluation of the waste-conversion process* 
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We found no lndrcatlon that OSWMP had consrdered ob- 
talnlng this data from the private corporation or that OSWMP 
had fully consldered whether their own In-house research 
proJect would provide the needed data, This grant in the 
fanal analysis prlmarlly represented flnancxal assistance 
to a cormnunlty to solve a local problem 
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EQUIPMENT NOT USED FOR INTENDED PURPOSES 

One of the factors consxdered by OSW in determining 
the desirability of demonstration projects was the potential 
for general applicatxon of the methods, devices, or tech- 
nxques to be demonstrated. Two of the 20 projects we vis- 
ited were related to the incineration of bulky solid waste. 
OSWMP personnel, in. commenting on the grant applications, 
stated that, since all communities were confronted with such 
wastes, there was a need to demonstrate the feasibility of 
burning bulky solid wastes. We found, however, that the 
equipment at both of these projects was not being used for 
the purposes for which it was intended. 

?%e obJectives of the first proJect were to (1) deter- 
mine the feasibility of burning, in a multipurpose inciner- 
ator, solid wastes that generally were too bulky or volatile 
for conventional incinerators and (2) demonstrate the prac- 
ticability of using an electrostatic precapatator to meet 
State and Federal air pollution criteria. The estimated 
proJect cost was $1.5 million, of which the Federal share 
was $728,499, 

The incanerator was designed to handle automobile bod- 
ies, highly volatile liquid xndustrial wastes, and other 
oversized burnable wastes--such as logs, stumps, brush, de- 
molition lumber, furniture, and tires. 

In recommending approval of the grant application, an 
OSWMP review panel acknowledged that there was a real need 
to construct a multipurpose incinerator to demonstrate the 
feasibility of burning solid wastes that were normally too 
bulky or volatile for a conventional incinerator. The project 
was approved in June 1966. Construction was begun offi- 
cially in March 1968, 

The grantee began operating the multipurpose incinera- 
tor in September 1969, but operational failures, due mainly 
to construction and manufacturing defects, required the op- 
erations to be stopped in November 1969. Full-scale opera- 
tion of the incinerator was resumed by the grantee in March 
1970, During our visit to the project in November 1970, we 
saw that raw, wet refuse and other household solid wastes 
were being fed into the incinerator and that relatively lit- 
tle dry bulky refuse was being burned. 
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Grantee representatives told us that, after operations 
were resumed in March 1970, the incxnerator had been used 
generally for burnrng the community's normal day-to-day 
soled wastes rather than bulky and volatile wastes because 
(1) a private contractor, using another method, was dispos- 
Ing of Junk automobiles, (2) the liquxd inJectron system 
used for volatile liquid industrial wastes had been tested 
by a consultant and found to be inefficient, and (3) dis- 
posal of the day-to-day solid waste generated by the commu- 
nity required the use of the multipurpose incinerator as 
well as the community's existing conventional incinerators. 

At the time of our visit in November 1970, an evaluation 
of the performance of the multipurpose incinerator in terms 
of the project objectives could not be made because the in- 
canerator was not being used for its intended purposes Al- 
though OSWMP officials had requested the grantee to submit 
a report on the problems and malfunctions associated with 
the multipurpose incinerator so that others contemplating 
similar projects could benefit from the grantee's experi- 
ence 9 the requested report had not been submxtted. 

As of March 1971 the grantee (1) stall had not submitted 
the requested report to OSWMP an the results of the project 
and (2) was using the multipurpose Incinerator primarily for 
dasposal of normal day-to-day solad wastes, 

The objective of the second project was to demonstrate 
the feasibility of reducing the size of bulky, burnable 
solld wastes by a heavy duty impact crusher to permit dis- 
posgl by inclneratlon, whfch would not otherwise have been 
possible because of the limited size of xncinerator openings. 
The estimated project cost was $807,600, of which the Federal 
share was $538,400. 

The bulk refuse crusher was an "add on" facility to a 
city's overall lnclnerator nmprovement program that involved 
the complete rehabllitatnon of xts three existing inciner- 
ators and the construction of a new Incinerator. 

In xts March 1967 application for assistance, the 
grantee noted that practically every community in the United 
Skates was plagued with the problem of what to do with such 
bulky9 oversized wastes as old furniture, bed springs, 
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mattresses, carpets, washers, and dryers. The grantee 
stated that it alone accumulated 2,000 cubic yards of such 
wastes daily. 

The grantee's proJect plans provided for the purchase 
of a crusher from a manufacturer that had had at least 
5 years' experrence In designing and buifdrng mmpact-type 
crushers for bulky items, The crusher was purchased from 
the manufacturer In a foreign country where it had been 
successfully operated for many years. 

In considering the grant applncatron an May 1967, an 
OSWMP staff reviewer commented that the proJect appeared to 
be in the nature of a construction-type pro3ect and that 
there was some doubt as to the amount of new or useful data 
which would result from the project. 

Another OSWMP staff reviewer stated that the grantee 
"displayed a lack of sancerrty" because it would rnolude the 
crusher in the incinerator improvement program only if the 
grant were approved, otherwise the crusher would be the 
first item cut from 
viewer, the grantee 
portunity to obtain 
of equipment." 

the budget. According to the staff re- 
%ees this as nothing more than an op- 
Federal assistance for the rnstallatlon 

OSWMP approved the award of the grant in May 1967, 
The grantee's plans provrded for the collection of all over- 
size solid wastes separately from general refuse for proc- 
essing in the bulk refuse crusher and for the crushed bulky 
wastes to be burned in the existing incinerator. The 
grantee was required to (1) maintain records of the quanta- 
ties, weight, and characteristics of wastes processed in 
the crusher and (2) obtain data on power consumption, main- 
tenance and labor costs, and other costs so that the econom- 
ics of the operation could be evaluated. 

The operation of the crusher began in January 1970. 
At the tune of our visit in March 1970, large bullcy items 
were not being collected separately but were being commrn- 
gled with regular household refuse and processed through the 
crusher. According to the grantee no data was being col== 
lected on the type, FntEty, volume, or weight of bulky 
items processed or on the costs of operating the crusher. 
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In March 19711 the project officer told us that the 
data needed to evaluate the crusher had not been obtained 
because there had been an insufficient amount of bulky waste 
avaalable and, as a result, the crusher had not been operat- 
ing as intended, As of March 1971 no project results had 
been reported to CSWMl?. 

Nexther grantee had used the project equipment for its 
Intended purpose-- only normal day-to-day wastes had been 
burned. Consequently OSWMP had not been able to obtain the 
type of information anticipated when the two projects were 
approved. The projects had not demonstrated anything new 
or improved which might have potential for general applrca- 
tion, In our opinion, the demonstration grant funds for 
these two projects represented little more than financial 
assistance in solving local solid waste problems. 
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PROJECT RESUIXS NQT RECEIVED 
AND DISSEMINATED OH A TIM[GI..Y BASIS 

QSWMP regulations provide that one of the consrdera- 
tions in determining the desirability of demonstration 
projects is "the potential for general application of the 
methods, devices, or techniques to be demonstrated I' 
OSWMP grant requirements provide for grantees to submit, 
within 6 months after projects are completed, final reports 
on their activities under the grants 

If the results of demonstrataon grant projects are to 
be widely utilized, it is essential that QSWM? obtain timely 
final reports from grantees, review and evaluate the reports, 
and promptly disseminate the information to potential users. 
We found, however, that QSWMP had not obtained timely re- 
ports on several completed demonstratzon grant proJects. 
For other proJects where reports were obtained, QSWMP dad 
not disseminate the results to potential users N 

As of April 1971, 66 demonstration projects had been 
completed and seven had been terminated by QSWMP prxor to 
completion. QSWMP had accepted final grantee reports on 
32 of the completed projects and on one termbnated project. 
Reports on the other 34 completed progects either had not 
been recexved or were not acceptable to QSWMP, although one 
of the projects had been completed as long as 31 months, 
Of the 34 projects, 20 had been completed for 12 months or 
longer. Of the 33 fxnal reports accepted by QSWMP, only 
nine had been published or disseminated to potent&al users, 
although interxm reports on an addatxsnal 12 prsJects had 
also been published. 

In January 1971 QSWMP issued regulations whxh, nf 
properly implemented, should result in final reports' being 
submxtted by grantees on a more timely basts. The regula- 
tions provide that up to 10 percent of an applacant's dem- 
onstration grant funds be withheld until OSWP is satlsfxed 
that all grant conditions and requzrements have been met. 
It still remaxns, however, for QSWMP to see that the results 
of demonstration proJects receive wide dlstributxon to po- 
tential users, we believe a need stall exists for unprove- 
ment in this aspect of QSWMP's administration. 
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INSUFFICIENT TRAINING AND 
TENURE OF PROJECT OFFICERS 

ProJect management 1s a function that requires technl- 
cd and managerial competence OSWMP project officers gen- 
erally were commissioned officers of the U S Public Health 
Service and were fulfllllng a Z-year military obligation. 
Many resigned when they had fulfilled their mrlitary obllga- 
txons Most had degrees in sanitary engineering but had 
little or no experience-- either technical or managerial--in 
solid waste dksposal problems or practices 

Our review indicated that OSWMP had not provided ade- 
quate guidance to ats project officers for carrying out 
their responsibilities. OSWMP did not have a formal train- 
ing program for new project officers, nor did it have formal 
written policies concerning the functions, duties, and re- 
sponslbalntles of the officers. OSWW offlclals told us 
that project officers (1) reviewed and evaluated demonstra- 
tion grant applications, (2) monitored the progress of on- 
going proJects by making periodic site visits, and (3) pro- 
vided gudance to grantees on technical and financial 
matters. 

With regard to the lack of IraInIng, an EPA Grants 
Procedural Task Group,in April 1971, stated that OSWMP. 

'I*** does not train its technical monitors on ad- 
ministrative management aspects of grant admin- 
lstrataon Such matters include fiscal determina- 
tion and property accountablllty requirements. 
lack of basic knowledge in such management has 
required the protect officers to spend a longer 
period an acquiring the knowledge than if a basic 
orientation program had been devised ** " 

At December 31, 1970, OSWMP had eight commzssioned of- 
ficers serving as project officers for 56 ongoing demonstra- 
tion grant projects. The project officers for the LO proJects 
we visited had been assigned to the projects for an average 
9 months--although most of the projects had been in progress 
for more than 2 years Of the projects we visited, 19 had 
had three or more project officers assigned during the grant 
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periods One of the proJects had had five proJect offxcers 
asslgned over a 17-month period. 

Durrng our visits to project sites, we dlscussed with 
grantee representatives the role of QSWMP project officers, 
The grantees stated that the proJect officers frequently 
were not able to provade them wath the technLca1 or flnan- 
cnal gaudance requested. They attributed this to rnexperr- 
ence and to the high turnover of project officers. 

This high turnover of proJeet officers results In de- 
lay and loss of contlnulty in monitoring projects Durrng 
the course of an indLvldual's assignment as project officer, 
he becomes familiar with the progress and problems assocx- 
ated with his projects If the project officer is reas- 
signed or resigns, a period of time 1s revred before has 
successor can become sufflclently knowledgeable about the 
project and the program to be of assistance to the grantee. 

Because of the short tour of duty (generally 2 years) 
that commassloned officers serve, rt is probable that these 
project officers spend a slgnlficant portion of their tour 
merely becomrng famlllar with project rnformatlon known to 
the previous project offlcers. We do not believe that this 
1s conducive to good declslonmaklng. Civilian personnel, 
on the other hand, are not subject to the tour-of-duty pol- 
icy which applies to commxssloned officers and probably 
could be available as project officers for longer periods 
of tame. Clvl1ia.n project officers could thus provide con- 
sistent and continuous leadership, which should result in 
more effectave project management. 

In view of the Hugh turnover of project officers, who 
at the time of our review were primarily Public Health Ser- 
vice commassioned officers, we believe that OSWMP should 
place greater emphasis on the selection of civllLans as 
project officers We belaeve also that OSWMP should promul- 
gate formal written policies on the functions, duties, and 
responslballties of project officers and should establish a 
basic orlentatxon and traanlng program for new project of- 
ficers. 
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LACK OF POLICY TO ASCERTAIN ACTIONS 
TAKEN BY GRANTEES AFTER COMPLETION 
OF STUDY AND INVESTIGATION PROJECTS 

As shown on page 14, as of December 31, 1970, OSWMP 
had awarded 26 grants, totaling about $1,635,000, for study 
and lnvestlgatlon proJects, the prlnclpal purpose of which 
was the development of solid waste disposal plans for a 
municipality or region. In view of the number of grants 
awarded for proJects having the same general obJective, we 
believe that OSWMP, as a matter of policy, should not only 
evaluate the adequacy of the plans developed by grantees 
but also follow up on the lmplementatlon of the plans by 
the grantees. Little benefit 1s derived from the develop- 
ment of good solld waste disposal plans that are not ample- 
mented. 

We found that OSWMP did not have a polxy of following 
up on the plans developed to ascertain whether the plans 
were Implemented. In July 1970, however, OSWMP lnvltlated 
a special study to determlne whether the plans developed 
under completed regional and municipal study and lnvestlga- 
tlon proJects had been or were being Implemented. 

As of February 1971 OSWMP had completed Its study of 
five proJects and had found that four of the grantees had 
Implemented virtually no part of their plans, The grantees 
told OSWMP that the plans had not been implemented for a 
number of reasons, lncludlng (1) lnsufflclent funds, (2) In- 
effective polltxal organlzatlons, (3) inadequate state laws, 
and (4) nonacceptance by the cltxzenry. 

The fifth grantee, however, had amended and updated 
Its solid waste ordinance, 
for disposal operations, 

adopted rules and regulations 

posal dlstrlct. 
and establlshed a countywide dls- 

Open burning had been eliminated, and plans 
for new landfills were being developed and coordinated with 
other land-use planning groups. 

In view of the fact that four of the five grantees had 
not implemented the solid waste disposal plans developed 
with grant funds, 1-t appears that these grants have had lit- 
tle impact on the solid waste disposal problem. It appears 
also that there 1s a need for OSWMP to follow up on all 
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study and lnvestrgatron projects and to work with and en- 
courage grantees to implement solid waste drsposal plans. 

Although we found that a number of grants had been 
awarded for projects that drd not demonstrate methods, de- 
vices, or techniques that were srgnlfrcantly new or rmproved 
and that there had been relatively lxttle emphases on recycl- 
lng projects, we noted a few projects that were rnnovatlve 
and had the potential for provrdrng permanent solutrons to 
solid waste drsposal problems. One such project we vlslted 
was located rn Franklrn, Ohio, and had received considerable 
publrclty because of Its recyclrng features, 

In February 1969 OSWMP approved an applrcatlon from the 
city of Franklin for a "system for total refuse drsposal by 
fluid-mechanical separation of solid wastes and fluid bed 
oxldatron of combustibles." The estimated project cost at 
March 31, 1971, was $2 mlllaon, of which the Federal share 
was about $1.3 mlllron. 

The plant takes the city's unsorted solrd wastes, In- 
cludrng sewage sludge from a waste treatment plant, and 
sorts and screens the various materials through a number 
of mechanical processes. The result 1s the conversron of 
much of the waste to recyclable materrals such as paper 
fiber, ferrous metals, and glass cullet, All unreclaimed 
soft materials are burned, and unreclaimed hard materials 
are drsposed of rn a small sanitary Bandflll. 

Another project we vlsrted 1s located in North Tonawanda, 
New York, and 1s a pilot demonstration of a new lnclnerator 
process called pyrolysrs, whrch IS the conversion of organic 
matter to gases through Intense heat. The incinerator takes 
combustrble and noncombustible refuse in an as-is condition 
and converts rt to either a gaseous product or a molten slag. 
This proJect represents a slgnifrcant advancement In lncln- 
erator technology because 

--air pollutron 1s srgnlfxantly less than that result- 
ing from the conventional xxrneratlon process, 
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--capital and operating costs are less than those 
generally Incurred for conventional lnclnerators, 

--weight and volume reduction of wastes 1s greater 
than that obtained by conventional lnclnerators, and 

--the material remalnlng 1s a sanitary residue with 
potential for reuse as roadflll or construction ma- 
terial. 

30 



CHAPTER 3 

CONCLUSIONS AND AGENCY COMMENTS AND ACTIONS TAKEN 

CONCLUSIONS 

The success of a Federal program depends not only&on 
technical competence but also on Its effective and efficieint 
management. Our review of the Solid Waste Demonstration 
Grant Program indicated a need for OSWMP to improve its man- 
agement and surveillance of the program. 

We found that OSWMP had not established (1) specific -' 
program goals and related priorities for accomplishing the 
goals9 (2) procedures for informing prospective grant ap- 
plicants of specific program needs, and (3) specific criteria 
or guidance for reviewing grant applications. As a result, 
even though a maJor purpose of the Solid Waste Disposal Act 
is to provide a Federal program to aid In the development of 
new and improved methods of solid waste disposal, many demon- 
stration grants (1) were awarded for proJects that merely 
provided for refining existing disposal methods and (2) pro- 
vided financial assistance to communities to solve local 
solid waste problems, 

We believe that greater benefits could have been - ; 
achieved under the defnonstratlon grant program If OSWMP had, 
placed greater emphasis on such proJects as the one in Frank7 
lin, which demonstrated resource recovery and reuse, and the"R 
one in North Tonawanda, which demonstrated a new and improved 
method of solid waste disposal. 

In October 1970 the Congress, in passing the Resource 
Recovery Act9 reemphasized that grants were to be awarded 
for proJects related to resource recovery systems or new and 
improved methods of solad waste disposal. The act provided 
that grants for the construction of new or improved solid 
waste disposal facilities could be made only if. 

"*** the proJect advances the state of the art by 
applying new and improved techniques in reducing 
the environmental impact of solid waste disposal, 
in achieving recovery of energy or resources, or 
in recycling useful materials." 
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The act authorized for the solid waste management program 
for fiscal years 1971 through 1973 about $460 million, of 
which about $220 million was available for demonstration 
grants for resource recovery systems or for new and improved 
solid waste disposal facilities. 

The specific language of the act with regard to new and 
improved techniques, coupled with the substantial increase 
in funds made available for demonstration grants, clearly 
conveyed the concern of the Congress in this area. It 1s 
our opinion that OSWMP, if it is to effectively and effi- 
ciently utilize its grant funds in accordance with the in- 
tent of the act, must establish specific program goals and 
a plan setting forth its needs and priorities for accom- 
plishing the goals. 

In addition, OSWMP needs to ensure that proJect equlp- 
ment is used for its intended purposes and that final proJ- 
ect reports are obtained from grantees on a timely basis, 
are evaluated, and are disseminated to potential users. 
OSWMP regulations issued in January 1971, if properly im- 
plemented, should provide the means to deal effectively with 
those grantees which, for one reason or another, do not com- 
ply with their grant agreements. The regulations provide 
for withholding up to 10 percent of an applicant's demon- 
stration grant funds until OSWMP is satisfied that all grant 
condltlons and requirements have been met. Such a practice 
should provide grantees a greater incentive to (1) utilize 
proJect equipment in accordance with Its intended purposes 
and (2) submit final proJect reports on a timely basis. Once 
reports are received, however, there LS a need to review, 
evaluate, and disseminate the information on a timely basis. 

In view of the high turnover of proJect officers, who 
at the time of our review were prlmarlly Public Health Ser- 
vice commissioned officers, and the adverse effect of such 
turnover on the admlnlstratlon of the program, we believe 
that OSWMP should place greater emphasis on the selection 
of civilians as proJect officers. To assist the proJect 
officers in becoming more effective rn fulfilling their re- 
sponsxbllxtles, we believe that OSWMP should (1) promulgate 
formal written policies on the functions and duties of proJ- 
ect officers and (2) establish a basic training program for 
new officers. 
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND ACTIONS TAKEN 

In a draft report submitted In September 1971 to EPA 
for its comments, we proposed that the Administrator, EPA: 

--Establish specific goals for the demonstration grant 
program and a plan for accomplishing the goals. 

--Establish criteria for evaluation of proJect proposals 
to ensure that they willmeetthe established goals. 

--Identify prroratles and establish procedures to en- 
sure that the priorities are made known to prospec- 
tive grant applicants. 

--Establish procedures to ensure that facllltles and 
equipment are being used for their intended purposes 
and that proJect results are obtained, evaluated, and 
disseminated to potential users on a timely basis, 

--Place greater emphasis on the selection of civlllan 
personnel as proJect officers0 

--Promulgate formal written pollcles on the functions, 
duties, and responslbilltles of proJect officers and 
establish a basic orlentatlon and trammg program for 
new officers. 

--Require that OSWIP personnel follow up on actions 
taken by grantees to implement plans developed un- 
der all completed study and investigation proJects. 

We proposed also that the Adrmnlstrator, m establlsh- 
ing goals and priorltles, p lace greater emphasis on the need 
to develop and demonstrate new methods, devices, and tech- 
niques of solid waste disposal--particularly those related 
to resource recovery and recycling--which have potential 
for natlonal or widespread use. 

By letter dated November 17, 1971 (see app. I), EPA 
stated that it generally agreed with our proposals and that 
our informal observations and the report had been extremely 
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helpful in presenting an objective checkllst of needed rm- 
provements. EPA informed us of the actions it had taken or 
planned to take rn accordance with our proposals, We be- 
lieve that the actrons taken or planned, if properly xmple- 
mented, should result in improved management, admlnistra- 
tion, and effectiveness of the demonstration grant program. 

A draft of our report was also submitted in October 
1971 to the Council on Environmental Quality. By letter 
dated November 23, 1971 (see app. II), the Council stated 
that it deferred to EPA detailed comments on our report. 
The Councrl stated, however, that it believed that EPA was 
pursuing a balanced program which would be effective in 
dealing with the solid waste disposal problem. 
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APPENDIX I 

ENWWQNMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON DC 20460 

NQV 17 1971 

Mr Edward A Densmore, Jr 
Assistant Director, Clvll Dlvis7on 
U S General Accounting Offlce 
Room 736, Parklawn Bulldlng 
5600 Fishers Lane 
Rockvllle, Maryland 20852 

Dear Mr Densmore 

We have reviewed the General Accounting Office Draft 
Report, "Limited Impact of the Demonstration Grant Program 
on the National SolId Waste Disposal Problem I' During the 
past five years the Solid Waste Management Program (OSWMP) 
was moved organlzatlonally several times before becoming 
a part of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) It 
was a re'iatlvely new program with frequently changing 
management expectations It needed consistency an direction 
to establish agresslveness and program purpose, and thas need 
was reflected ln your findings. We have taken pos7tlve steps 
to strengthen the program since your review ended early this 
year The program has also undergone a change ln top manage- 
ment personnel who will be refining and supplementing the 
corrective actions The informal observations of your audit 
team and the report have been extremely helpful to EPA and 
the new OSWMP management in presenting an ObJectlve checklist 
of needed improvements 

Specific EPA actions which relate to your recommendations 
are as follows 

RECOMMENDATION Establish specific goals for the demonstration 
grant program, and a plan for accompllshlng the goals 

ACTION TAKEN Five-year Program Plans have been prepared, 
together w7th a detailed two-year plan which includes specific 
demonstration proJects to be carried out, funds avaIlable for 
each proJect, and a milestone timetable for proJect complet7on 
A copy of the two-year plan is available for review in the 
OSWMP Program Deve7opment Office 
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RECOMMENDATION Establish criteria for evaluation of proJect 
proposals to ensure that they wall meet the established goals 

ACTION TAKEN Evaluation criteria for demonstration and study 
and lnvestigatlon proJects are included ln the "Rules and 
Regulations for Grants under Sections 203, 204, 707, 208, and 210 
of the Solid Waste Dasposal Act," which was publashed ln the 
Federal Register on September 17, 1971 In addition to this, the 
Davision of Demonstration Operations has developed a proJect rat- 
ing system based on a more specific analysis of these criteria 

RECOMMENDATION Identify prlorltles and establish procedures to 
ensure that the priorities are made known to prospective grant 
applicants 

ACTION TAKEN Prlorltles are ldentlfled ln the Program Plan and 
are being made known to prospective applicants through announce- 
ments ln the Commerce Business Dally and selected trade Journals 
The Commerce Business Dally dated August 23, 1971 included Section 
204 proJect announcements We plan a similar announcement later 
this year for addltlonal work ldentlfled in the Program Plan 

RECOMMENDATION Establish procedures to ensure that facilltles 
and equipment are used for their intended purposes and that 
proJect results are obtained, evaluated and disseminated to 
potential users in a timely manner 

ACTION 1AKEN An improved proJect monitoring program has been 
initiated, lncludlng formal lnspectlon reports, with special 
attention being given to areas which have been problems ln the 
past Newly authorized positions should also relieve some of 
the past overload on proJect officers 

Since August, 1970, the OSWMP has had a Review and 
Publications Officer whose primary duty and responslblllty 1s 
to manage all the review and publlcatlon activities for demon- 
stration grant pro3ects 

Under provlslons of the new "Terms and Condltlons" coverlng 
demonstration grants, final reports are now required within 90 
days of the proJect ending date Also, 10 percent of the grant 
funds may now be withheld until the grantee has satlsfactorlly 
completed the proJects obJectives and final report 
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A "Symposium on Sol-td Waste Demonstratton ProJects" was held 
In May, 1971 to disseminate information on demonstrat-ron proJects 
Over 200 people attended and proceedings are being published 
Future symposra are planned 

RECOMMENDATION Place greater emphasis on select-ran of clvlllan 
personnel as proJect officers 

ACTION TAKEN Plans are being made to recruit career orTented - 
personnel, Including CPV'I~ service personnel, and posltlons are 
being structured to provide opportunity for upward moblllty 
InterdIscIplInary expertise 1s being sought to provide competency 
In varied englneerlng dlsclpllnes, economics, law, etc 

RECOMMENDATION Promulgate formal wrl tten poll&es on the func&ons, 
duties and responslblllt&es of proJect officers, and establish a 
basic orientation and trai?ning program for new officers 

ACTION TAKEN: The duf?es,a$d respons7bllltles of proJect officers 
have now been developed in formal posation descrlptlons More 

1 emphasis 7s being placed on staff training such as Solid Waste 
Train-trig Courses by OSWMP Tralnlng Branch and a seminar on the new 
rules and regulations held for proJect officers on July 22 and 23, 
1971 More training seminars are planned 

COMMFNDATION Formalize the review procedures Instituted in the 
July, 1970 study to require that OSWMP personnel follow-up on 
actions taken by grantees to implement plans developed under all 
completed study and investigation proJects 

ACTION TAKEN The efforts already started in this area are being 
continued on the completed proJects Since regIona planning 
grants are now handled by the Dlvlslon of TechnIcal Operations, 
this type of follow-up will not be required for future demonstra- 
tton work 

RECOMMENDATION Place greater emphasis on the need to develop 
and demonstrate new methods, devices and techniques of solid 
waste disposal 
and recycling - 

- part?cularly those related to resource recovery 
which have potential for national or wide-scale 

use 
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ACTION TAKEN- Emphases on new and improved technxques and on 
resource recovery IS reflected In the Program Plan previously 
mentioned. Also, a contract has been awarded to the Midwest 
Research Institute to help determlne the resource recovery 
systems which are now ready to be demonstrated It cannot be 
overlaoked, however, that there is also a need to demonstrate how 
to solve today's problems with the best technology available today. 

In summary, we generally agree with your recommendations and 
appreciate the ObJeCtlVe analysis that led to them Your work, 
combined with the experience we have gained since EPA's inception, 
will help to assure the continued development of the Demonstration 
Program into the effective vehicle that we need. 

We appreciate having had the opportunity to review and comment 
upon the draft report. 

Assistant Admlnlstrator 
for Planning and Management 
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APPENDIX II 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESfDENT 
COUNCIL ON ENVIRQNMENTAL QUALITY 

722 JACKSON PLACE N W 

WASHINGTON D C 2 0006 

Dear Mr. Densmore: 

The Council on Environmental Quality, per your 
request, has revxewed the General Accounting Offxe's 
report, "Llmxted Impact of the Demonstration Grant 
Program on the National Solid Waste Disposal Program," 

The Council defers to the Envxonmental Protection 
Agency for detailed comments on your report. However 8 
the Council does belleve It 1s lmporrsant to place 
the use of the demonstration grant program in per- 
spectlve. Fxst, there are a number of alternatives 
to demonstration of technology which can slgnrf&cantly 
improve current natzonal waste management pract3.ces. 
Utzllzatlon of exlstlng technology and amplementatlon 
of sound management techniques can yield substantial 
Improvements. 

With respect to recyclzng technology a number of 
studies have indicated that a wide range of technical 
possabllltles exist, but that 1-k may well be exlstlng 
economzc and lnstltutlonal factors which are the main 
lmpedlment to recycling, A combanatlon of Federal 
actxvltles rather than -Just one must ultamate%y be 
utlllzed to alleviate the solid waste disposal problem, 
The Council believes that the Environmental Protection 
Agency is now pursuing a balanced program which wall 
be effective In dealing wath thus complex problem. 

Chairman 

Mr. Edward A. Densmore, Jr. 
AssIstant Dlrector 
General Accountzng Office 
KAshington, D C 20548 
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APPENDIX III 

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS 

OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTRATION OF THE ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

Tenure of office 
From To - 

Dec. 1970 Present 
ADMINISTRATOR: 

Walllam D. Ruckelshaus 

ASSISTANT AIMINISTRATOR FOR CATE- 
GORICAL PROGRAMS: 

David D. Dominick June 1971 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR FOR 
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 
(note a): 

Samuel Hale, Jr. Oct. 1971 
Hugh Connolly (acting> Sept. 1971 
Rxhard Vaughn Aug. 1967 
Leo Weaver Jan. 1967 
Wesley Gilbertson Dec. 1965 

Present 

Present 
Oct. 1971 
Aug. 1971 
Aug. 1967 
Dec. 1966 

"The Office of Solid Waste Management Programs was trans- 
ferred from the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare on December 2, 1970. 

40 U S. GAO Wash D.c 



Copies of this report are avaIlable from the 
U S General Accourtmg Offlce Room 6417 
441 G Street N W WashIngton D C , 20548 

Copres are provided without charge to M;m- 
bers of Congress congresslonai commrttee 
staff members Government offlcla Is members 
of the press college libraries faculty mem 
bers and students The price to the general 
publrc IS $1 00 a copy Orders should be ac- 
companled by cash or check 




