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1 ‘‘Report to Congress on Special Wastes from
Mineral Processing,’’ Volume II: Methods and
Analyses, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Office of Solid Waste, July 1990, Chapter 8.

2. Plastic Pipe and Fittings

Comment: While one commenter
supported the proposed designation of
plastic pipe and fittings, EPA received
numerous comments expressing
concern about the possible liability and
adverse effects were there to be failures
of plastic pipe containing recovered
materials. These commenters stated that
the American Society for Testing and
Materials (ASTM) and American
Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) are
currently reviewing their material
specifications that preclude the use of
recovered materials in plastic pipe and
fittings for possible revision to allow the
use of these materials. These
commenters suggested that ASTM and
other reliable specifications are
necessary to ensure the quality of plastic
pipe containing recovered materials,
and that EPA should not designate
plastic pipe containing recovered
materials until such specifications are in
place.

Response: As described in the
proposed CPG, several manufacturers
have conducted performance testing on
pipe made with recovered materials and
demonstrated that the pipe meets
applicable ASTM performance
specifications. However, there currently
exist ASTM and other material
specifications that preclude the use of
recovered materials in plastic pipe and
fittings. As pointed out by commenters,
there is a major effort underway to
review these specifications for possible
revision to allow the use of recovered
materials. This effort is not yet
completed. Based on the comments
received, EPA has become aware that
many manufacturers and users of plastic
pipe do not believe that adequate
testing, especially field testing, has been
conducted and that designation should
be delayed until such testing is
conducted. For this reason, EPA has
determined that it is premature to
designate plastic pipe and fittings, even
for non-pressure applications.

Many commenters in industry and
government, particularly state
transportation officials, expressed a
strong interest in working with EPA to
overcome the barriers to using plastic
pipe made of recovered materials. At
least one state transportation office
currently is conducting field testing of
HDPE drain pipe made of recovered
materials. EPA will continue to follow
developments in this area and will
reconsider designating plastic pipe
when these barriers have been
overcome. In the meantime, EPA
encourages manufacturers and users of
plastic pipe made with recovered

materials to keep the Agency apprised
of new developments in product
performance testing and revision of
material specifications.

3. Geotextiles
Comment: Although many

commenters supported the proposed
designation of geotextiles, the majority
of commenters opposed it. Those in
support of the designation stated that
there are non-woven geotextiles
available made with postconsumer
recovered polyethylene terephthalate
(PET) and they are being used in a
variety of applications. These
commenters also stated that adequate
performance testing has been conducted
to justify the designation of geotextiles
made with recovered materials.
Commenters opposed to the proposed
designation of geotextiles expressed
concern that using recovered resins in
geotextiles could result in catastrophic
failures if used in critical applications,
such as in landfills or in road
construction. These commenters stated
that evidence does not exist on the long-
term performance of geotextiles made
with recovered resin or on the chemical
compatibility of geotextiles containing
recovered materials when used in
landfill applications. Additional
commenters claimed that no
manufacturers actually make geotextiles
with postconsumer polypropylene, that
the technology does not exist to make
geotextiles with recovered
polypropylene, and that high-quality
postconsumer polypropylene is not
available in sufficient quantities for use
in making geotextiles.

Response: EPA has not yet been able
to resolve the numerous technical issues
raised during the comment period. To
do so would have meant a delay in
issuance of the final CPG and a delay in
the date on which procuring agencies
would be required to begin purchasing
the 19 additional items that are being
designated at this time. Thus, EPA
determined that it would be best to
issue the CPG for those items on which
the Agency is ready to proceed and to
defer a final decision on the designation
of geotextiles until a future update of
the CPG.

EPA will continue to track
developments in this area, evaluate the
issues raised by commenters, and
maintain a dialog with manufacturers
and users of geotextiles. EPA encourages
manufacturers of geotextiles made with
recovered materials to keep the Agency
apprised of new products being
manufactured with recovered materials,
the availability of recovered
polypropylene, and developments in
product performance testing.

4. Cement and Concrete Containing
Ground Granulated Blast Furnace Slag

Comment: Several commenters
opposed the designation of ground
granulated blast furnace (GGBF) slag
because of its lack of availability.

Response: EPA has concluded that
availability is not a barrier to
designating GGBF slag. Data provided in
comments by GGBF slag producers
indicate that granulators currently are
located at four steel plants, an
additional five steel companies are
considering the installation of
granulation capacity at locations in six
states, ten cement manufacturers in nine
states currently grind granulated blast
furnace slag, and excess capacity is
available to supply granulated blast
furnace slag to additional customers.
Additionally, EPA’s Report to Congress
on special wastes from mineral
processing 1 indicates that most U.S.
primary iron producers are expected to
modernize their blast furnaces and
install slag granulation facilities,
resulting in greater availability of
granulated blast furnace slag for use in
cement and concrete.

While GGBF slag currently is used
primarily in Eastern states and states
located just west of the Mississippi
River, the product also has been used in
states more remote from the nation’s
steel centers (e.g., Texas, Oklahoma, and
Colorado), indicating that this item can
be made available to states that are not
proximate to steel mills. In light of the
Agency’s past experience with the
positive effect of an item designation on
markets, EPA concludes that
designation of cement and concrete
containing GGBF slag will encourage
additional states to consider the use of
GGBF slag, thereby creating expanded
markets for this item.

If a procuring agency determines that
cement or concrete containing GGBF
slag is not available, it is not required
to purchase this item. Section 6002 of
RCRA provides that procuring agencies
need not purchase a designated item if
the item is not reasonably available
within a reasonable period of time or
the item is available only at an
unreasonable price. The procuring
agency must, however, take the
affirmative step of inquiring whether the
item is or can be made available.

Comment: The comments contained
both positive and negative information
about the performance of cement and
concrete containing GGBF slag. Several
states commented that they use GGBF


