
HOUSE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE tlINUTES 
March 21, 1983 

The House Natural Resources Committee convened at 
12:30 p.m. on March 21, 1983, in the Governor's Reception 
Room with Chairman Hal Harper presiding and all members pre­
sent except Reps. Brown, Fagg, Nordtvedt and Quilici, who 
were excused. Chairman Harper opened the meeting to a 
hearing on SB 182. 

SENATE BILL 182 

SENATOR JOE HA..Mr10ND, District 24, chief sponsor, said the 
title of the bill would cause you to believe we are going 
to change _everything to do with solid waste. He said 
put your mind at ease. He said the bill provides for 
different regulations for Class II sites serving rural, 
unincorporated areas or towns. The disposal area would 
remain open seven days a week, without an attendant, and 
the garbage would be covered once a week. The local board 
of health would be in cqnt~ol rather than the state. He 
said they are unable to-conform to the state's rules as 
prescribed at this time as they are more stringent than 
the federal regulations. He said the bill would comply with 
federal re"gulations. He said there have been many complaints 
sent to the Administrative Code Committee on this. Also 
affected would be the third-class cities. These are the 
cities with under 5,000 population. 

PETE FRAZIER, Environmental Health Coordinator, City-County 
Health Department in Great Falls, spoke next in support and 
a copy of his testimony is Exhibit 1 of the minutes. 

GORDO!J CLAIRE, Silver Star, repres~nting self, spoke in 
support and a copy of his testimony 'is Exhibit 2 of the minutes. 

WILLIAM R. JONES, County Commissioner of Teton County, spoke 
in support. He read a letter addressed to the House members 
and signed by the TetQn County Board of Commissioners. A 
copy of the letter is Exhibit 3 of the minutes. 

E. RICHARD ISERN, Lewistown, Central Montana Health District, 
spoke in support and a copy of his testi~ony is Exhibit 4 
of the minutes. He handed to the members a copy of a letter 
from J.O. (BOOTS) ASBJOmJSOH, who was unable to be present. 
A copy of this letter is Exhibit 5 of the minutes. 

DALE SKAALURE, Chouteau County Commissioner, spoke in support 
of the bill and a copy of his testimony is Exhibit 6 of 
the minutes. 

DOUGLAS ALLEN, County Commissioner from Madison County, spoke 
in support and a copy of his-testimony is Exhibit 7 of the 
minutes. 
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RICHARD G. GASVODA, Cascade County, said he was speaking as 
a united voice for their three commissioners. He said they 
support the flexibility allowed by this bill and the local 
control. He urged a do pass recommendation. 

ART LINDSETH, Chairman of the Pondera County Commissioners, 
spoke in support. He said this law would be livable for small 
towns and rural communities and it would be enforceable, 
while still accomplishing the job. 

JACK HAYNE, 'Oupuyer Solid Waste District, spoke for the bill. 
A copy of his testimony is Exhibit 8 of the minutes. 

PAT UNDERWOOD, Montana Farm Bureau, said they agree with the 
testimony given and wished to go on record as supporting the 
bill. 

WILLIAM PRICE, Black Eagle Disposal, spoke for the bill and 
a copy of his testimony is Exhibit 9 of the minutes. 

OPPONENTS 

BILL ROMINE, Solid Waste Contractors Association, spoke in 
opposition to the bill and a copy of his testimony is Exhibit 
10 of the minutes. 

RICHARD A. BEULKE, Yellowstone Disposal District Board, spoke 
in opposition. He said there are many open dumps around the 
state and this is an inappro?riate disposal as we should be 
reclaiming the refuse in some manner .. 

DUA...'.JE L. ROBERTSm~, Chief, Solid vlaste Management Bureau, 
Department of Health and Environmental Sciences, spoke in 
opposition, and a copy of his testimony is Exhibit 11 of the 
minutes. 

TOM LAPPERT, Hardin, Big Horn County Sanitarian, spoke in oppo­
sition. He passed pictures showing what can happen when dumps 
aren't properly regulated. He explained what a cubic yard of 
refuse would be - a 3 foot square. He said 100 people will 
produce approximately 2 cubic yards per day, 7 days a week. 
Tha t would be 14 cubic yards or a row of garbage 3 feet wide 
and 42 feet long and 3 feet high. A community of 500 people 
would make five times that pile and that is a lot of garbage to 
cover only once a week. He said they hope to establish a canis­
ter site to eliminate the problem of arriving at the dump and 
having the gates locked. He said if you adopt the bill people 
will be back in two years trying to get it put back together and 
going through the same fights to get the standards back up again. 
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He said there will also be a group back saying let's lower 
the standards if it is not passed. He said he preferred the 

-----=-word "landfills" to "dump." He urged a do not pass as he said 
the bill would back up the state of Montana ten years. 

DR. JOHN W. MCMAHEN, Montana Medical Association, spoke in 
opposition. He said the question is strictly public convenience 
versus public health. He questioned that $4 a month (a cost 
that had been mentioned by a supporter) would be too much 
to pay for garbage disposal when most are already paying $150 
to $250 for health insurance. He felt it could be considered a 
good buy. He mentioned on the local control issue that bats, 
being a carrier of rabies that could be contracted at uncontrolled 
dumps where infected skunks and other animals could be, do not 
respect county lines. He pointed out the retired landfill in 
Helena as an example of what a good landfill can become - a 
recreational facility for the community. He also pointed out 
that the Scratch Gravel -landfill is an opposite example and 
would be even worse if the regulatins were relaxed and they 
didn't have to cover daily. He said those who dump before the 
gate when it is locked do not show re~pect for their neighbors. 
He pointed out that the communities having problems complying 
can get a three year variance and that variance can be renewed 
if need be. He said they need to go through the state board 
and fill out some forms. 

JOY I. NASH, Chairman, Gallatin County Commissioners, read a 
letter signed by all the Gallatin County Commissioners opposing 
the bill. A copy of the letter is Exhibit 12 of the minutes. 

FRN~K DELEO, RV Ranch Company, said pe lives near the Elliston 
dump. He said the dump burns all the time and is covered only 
about 3 to 4 times a year. He said they oppose the bill as 
PowelJ County has started in the right direction and they 
don't want to lose ground by passage of this bill. 

PHILLIP PALLISTER, Jefferson County Health Officer, spoke 
in opposition, and a copy of his testimony is Exhibit 13 
of the minutes. 

TERRY SCHULTZ, Health and Planning Officer, Hill County, spoke 
in opposition. He said there are cost-effective alternatives 
available to the small communities. He said they are imple­
menting a cooperative one that consists of 12 units of local 
government from parts of three counties. He said the cost will 
be-$2per homeowner or $24 per household per year. He said 
he didn't know if this bill would affect their program as it 
is fairly well along, but it would remove one of the major 
incentives to resolve problems on an area-wide basis. 
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REPRESENTATIVE PAUL PISTORIA, District 39, spoke in opposition. 
He presented copies of testimony that had been given in the 
Senate committee hearing on this bill. These are Exhibit 14 
of the minutes. He said he hoped the committee would not undo 
the good that has been done in getting our landfills in the 
condition they are today. He said the reason it has been done 
is to protect our health. 

MARK YOUNG, vetinarian, spoke in opposition. 

MAXWELL K. BOTZ, Clancy, ground water geologist, said this 
could lead to serious groundwater pollution problems. A copy 
of this testimony is Exhibit 15 of the minutes. 

MIKE W. HUTCHIN, Lake County Commissioner, spoke against the 
bill and a copy of his testimony is Exhibit 16 of the minutes. 

EUGENE REGAN, Beaverhead County Sanitarian, spoke in opposition 
and a copy of his testimony is Exhibit 17. 

LINDA STOLL ANDERSON, Lewis and Clark County Commissioner, spoke 
in opposition. She said all three Lewis and Clark County 
Commissioners wish to be recorded as opposing the bill. 

KEN HAAG, City of Billings, spoke in opposition. He said the 
bill represents a big step backwards. He said over 25,000 
people in Yellowstone County could use a facility that wouldn't 
require daily cover.under this bill. 

EDWARD G. ZULAGER, Missoula City-County Health Department, spoke 
in opposition and a copy of his testimony is Exhibit 18. A 
letter received by him from Dennis Johnson, Forest Service, is 
Exhibit 19. 

ROBERT SOLOMON, representing Dr. John McGregor, Chairman of 
the State Board of Health and Environmental Sciences, read 
Dr. McGregor's testimony opposing and a copy is Exhibit 20 
of the minutes. 

JIM SCHILLING, Great Falls, representing self, spoke in opposition. 
He said he lives near a dump and has ~ad trouble with garbage 
blowing onto his land so does not want a relaxing of covering 
rules for landfills. He said he would also oppose a variance 
ruling where there would be less say by adjacent landowners­
operators as to where a landfill is located. 

JOHN A. K\VIATKOWSKI, Deputy State Director, Division of Lands 
and Renewable Resources, Bureau of Land Management spoke in 
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opposition and a copy of his testimony and exhibits is 
Exhibit 21 of the minutes. This includes a letter from Mr. 
Duprey, Director, Air and Waste Management Division, united 
States Environmental Protection Agency. 

JOHN ANDERSON, Scratch Gravel, Helena, said those that live 
near the Scratch Gravel dump are scared to death of this bill. 
He said if certain things, like daily covering, weren't 
required under the law, when money is dear (like now) the 
local officials might decide to spend the money in another 
place and the landfills just wouldn't be cared for like they 
should. He said he is very concerned about the groundwater 
supply. He said this landfill is a busy site and without some 
supervision anything from pesticides to pets could be deposited. 
He said seagulls and ravens really make a mess if the refuse 
is not covered. 

DAWN A NORTH, League of W9me~ Voters of Montana, said the 
League worked hard and long for this legislation and would 
hate to see it changed. A copy of her witness sheet is 
Exhibit 22 of the minutes. 

ELIZABETH KNIGHT, Montana Environmental Health Association, 
Jefferson-Broadwater Counties, said they oppose the bill and 
a copy of her testimony is Exhibit 23. 

LUCI BRIEGER, Montana Environmental Information Center, said 
they are opposed. A copy of her witness sheet is Exhibit 24 
and a copy of the fact sheet prepared by the EIC is Exhibit 24. 

DAVE PALAGI, Great Falls, City Transfer and Disposal, said he 
opposed the bill, A copy of a letter'he sent to the committee 
members is Exhibit 26. 

SENATOR HAMMOND closed. He said this is an exclusive setting 
for a garbage bill (Governor's Reception Room). He said in 
no way shape or form was he there to dilute the control of 
garbage in our state. He said the way the landfill law is 
now it is an imposition of regulations on a rural community 
that the community can't and won't conform to. He said when 
you impose you get nothing but resistance and much more would 
be gained by letting the local people have more control. He 
said they are a proud people and they do have local health 
authorities. He said the 40 yard containers aren't going to 
make the fly situation much better. He said there is clutter 
around them all the time. He added that it is not easy to get 
a var-iance - there-is a-lot of harassment. 

Questions were asked by the committee. 
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Rep. Curtiss asked just what specifically 
that is in noncompliance with the federal 
said the biggest thing is access control. 
that in the 3rd class cities. 

is in the bill 
law. Mr. Robertson 

No provision for 

Rep. Bergene asked Mr. Fraser if he couldn't accomplish what 
he was seeking by getting a variance. Mr. Fraser said a 
variance is not a permanent solution as they are good for 
only three years. You have to indicate when you get the 
variance when you will be in compliance and provide a main­
tenance plan. . ,He s.aid for the small counties a variance 
won't solve the problem as sometime they will have to be in 
compliance. 

Rep. Hand asked about the reference to ground water - what 
difference whether open or closed dumps. Mr. Anderson said 
if somebody was on the site they would segregate the garbage. 
Dr. McMahen said if something is covered with two feet of 
dirt and it rains it will not carry anything from the dump 
in a leaching process. Bacteria will ultimately die but viruses 
don't. These can be carried into the ground water with the 
rains and will travel a long way. 

Rep. Curtiss asked about generators of harzardous wastes using 
untended dumps at their convenience. Mr. Robertson said there 
are 110 generators of hazardous wastes who generate more than 
1000 kilos. He said there are lots generating less and they can 
take their wastes to the disposal sites. He said they need 
to have a control on this by having people there. This way 
they would have a handle on it; the .gatekeeper could report it 
and steps be taken to correct it if need be. 

Chairman Harper asked if a statement of intent were needed 
and Senator Hammond said there is the regulatory authority now, 
and all they are doing is relaxing the two rules with the 
effect of leaving it up to the local authorities. 

Additional testimony handed in included: 

ELAINE BILD, Environmental Health, Missoula City-County 
Health Department, Exhibit 27, opposing. 

WILLIAM R. JONES, Teton County, Exhibit 28, supporting. 

MRS. R.J. LOUGHNEY, Helena, Exhibit 29, opposing. 
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MELINDA A • TUSLER, Rosebud County Sanitarian, Exhibit 30, 
opposing. 

KEN THOMPSON, Glasgow, Exhibit 31, opposing. 

YELLOWSTONE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, Exhibit 32, opposing. 

DENNIS JOHNSTON, Big Sky Haul-Away, Exhibit 33, opposing. 

Meeting adjourned at 2:15 p.m. 

Eme1ia A. Satre, Sec. 

Respectfully submitted, 

HAL HARPE; CHAJru1.AN~ 
/./~ 

.; 
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TESTIMONY ON SB 182 

MR. CHAIRMM~ AND COMMITTEE MEMBERS, MY NAME IS PETE FRAZIER. I AM 

CURRENTLY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH COORDINATOR \VITH THE CITY-COUNTY HEALTH 

DEPARTMENT IN GREAT FALLS. IN ADDITION, I SERVE AS DIRECTOR OF SOLID 

WASTE PROGRAMS FOR THIS DEPARTMENT, A POSITION I HAVE HELD FOR THE LAST 

ll~ YEARS. DURING tHIS PERIOD OF TIME I HAVE BEEN DIRECTLY INVOLVED IN 

THE DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATION OF A SOLID \lASTE DISPOSAL DISTRICT THAT 

INCLUDES ALL OF CASCADE COUNTY EXCLUDING THE INCORPORATED TOWNS HITHIN 

OUR COUNTY. OUR DISPOSAL PROGRAM CONSISTS OF TWO PUBLIC SANITARY 

LANDFILLS AND FIVE 40 CUBIC YARD REFUSE CONTAINER SITES. I APPRECIATE 

THE OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY TODAY WITH REGARD TO SENATE BILL 182. 

CURRENTLY THE STATE SOLID WASTE REGULATIONS REQUIRE ALL LANDFILLS, 

REGARDLESS OF SIZE OR POPULATION SERVED, TO BE COVERED AFTER EACH DAYS 

USE, AND TO BE FENCED AND HAVE A SUPERVISOR OR "GATEMAN" PRESENT WHENEVER 

OPEN. WE AGREE THAT THESE ,RULES ARE THE IDEAL METHOD FOR LANDFILLING 

AND ARE PROBABLY NECESSARY FOR VERY LARGE LANDFILLS SERVING SEVERAL 

THOUSAND PEOPLE, WHERE LARGE VOLUMNS OF REFUSE ARE RECEIVED EACH DAY 

AND WHERE TRAFFIC FLOW IS HEAVY. HOWEVER, THESE SAME REQUIREMENTS FOR 

THE SMALL RURAL LANDFILL SITE ARE NOT ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE OR PRACTICAL. 

CURRENTLY WE CHARGE RESIDENTS IN RURAL CASCADE COUNTY $36.00 PER YEAR 

FOR THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF OUR TWO LANDFILLS AND FIVE CONTAINER 

SITES. WE USE TO COVER THE LANDFILL SITES NOID1ALLY FIVE DAYS EACH WEEK 

AND HAD A LANDFILL SUPERVISOR AT EACH LANDFILL SEVEN DAYS EACH WEEK, 

YET THIS WAS NOT ADEQUATE TO BE LICENSED AND BE IN TOTAL COMPLIfu~CE WITH 

EXISTING REGULATIONS. 



ONE ALTERNATIVE FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE E;aSTING SOLID WASTE RULES 

" FOR DAILY COVER AND SUPERVISION IS TO HAVE THE SMALL RURAL LANDFILL SITES 

_ OPEN._ ONLY .ONE OR TWO DAYS PER WEEK AND CLOSED AND LOCKED THE REMAINDER 

OF THE TIME. FROM OUR OWN PAST EXPERIENCE ~c CAN TELL YOU THIS POLICY 

~ 

DOES NOT WORK. EVEN AFTER HOLDING SEVERAL PUBLIC MEETINGS IN A COMMUNITY 

WITH A MAJORITY OF THE RESIDENTS PRESENT AND WITH THEM CHOOSING THE DAYS 

THEY WANTED THE SITE OPEN, WE HAD MORE GARBAGE DUMPED OUTSIDE THE LANDFILL 

GATE AIm ALONG THE ROAD THAn IN THE LANDFILL. THE GATE, BUILT OUT OF 

PIPE AND CEMENTED INTO THE GROUND \.JAS, ON SEVERAL OCCASIONS PULLED OUT 

AND DEMOLISHED. WHEN SMALL RURAL LANDFILL SITES ARE CLOSED FOR ALL BUT 

ONE OR TWO DAYS EACH WEEK, A MORE SERIOUS PUBLIC HEALTH AND ESTHETICAL 

PROBLEM IS CREATED DUE TO INDISCRIMINANT DUMPING IN FRONT OF THE GATE 

AHD ALONG COUNTY ROADS, THAN IF THE LANDFILL WAS OPEN ALL THE TIME AND 

COVERED ONCE OR TI1ICE A WEEK. IT IS ONLY HUMAN NATURE THAT ONCE AN 

INDIVIDUAL LOADS HIS GARBAGE IN HIS TRUCK AND TAKES IT TO THE LANDFILL, 

ONLY TO FIND THE GATE LOCKED, TO DUMP THE GARBAGE IN FRONT OF THE GATE 

OR IN SOME HAHDY COULEE, RATHER THA1~ TAKE IT BACK -!-lOME WITH HIM AND WAIT 

SEVERAL DAYS FOR THE LAHDFILL TO OPEN. IF THE SMALL LANDFILL TRENCH IS 

OPEN AND AVAILABLE AT ANY TIME TO MEET THE Pt;BLIC'S NEEDS, THE REFUSE 

WILL BE DUMPED IN THE TRENCH, WHERE IT BELONGS. THE RISK OF FIRE IS 

REDUCED IF THE SITE REMAINS OPEN, SINCE THE CHANCE OF A FIRE SPREADING 

FROM A LANDFILL TRENCH IS MUCH LESS Tl~N IF REFUSE DUMPED IN A COULEE, 

DITCH OR IN FRONT OF THE GATE IS SET ON FIRE. CURRENTLY THE STATE SOLID 
• 

\-lASTE RULES ALLOW LARGE 40 CUBIC YARD REFUSE: CONTAINERS, WHICH, IN 

ESSENCE, ARE NOTHING MORE THAN PORTABLE LAND~ILL TRENCHES, TO BE LEFT 

UNCOVERED AND EMPTIED AT LEAST ONCE EACH WEEK:- SINCE THESE CONTAINERS 

!llllJ\CAN BE LEFT UNCOVERED AHD UNSUPERVISED FOR A WEEK IT WOULD APPEAR THAT 

SMALL LANDFILL TRENCHES SHOULD BE ALLOHED TO BE UNSUPERVISED AND 

'I 



AND UNCOVERED FOR AT LEAST ONE WEEK AS WELL. AS LONG AS THE LANDFILL 

MEETS EXISTING SITIHG REQUIREMENTS, WITH REGARD TO SOIL CONSISTENCY AND 
...." 

PERMIABILITY AND DISTANCE TO GROUNDWATER, rWT flAVING DAILY COVER SHOULD 

NOT CAUSE ANY POLLUTION TO GROUNDWATER. 

HAVING BEEN IN THE FIELD OF PUBLIC HEALTH FOR OVER TEN YEARS, I AM 

VITALLY CONCERNED ABOUT PROTECTING THE PUBLIC'S HEALTH. IT IS TRUE 

THAT SUCH DISEASES AS POLIO, T.B., HEPATITIS, ETC. MAY SURVIVE IN THE 

WASTE STREAM IF THE REFUSE IS LEFT Ut~COVERED FOR E:~TENDED PERIODS OF 

TIME. HOWEVER, ONE OF THE MAIN SOURCES OF DiSEASE SPREAD IS THROUGH 

FLIES. TIlE CYCLE FOR FLY PRODUCTION IS USUALLY AT LEAST TEN DAYS. THUS, 

IF THE REFUSE IS PROPERLY COVER,ED AT LEAST ON A \ffiEKLY BASIS, THE FLY 

&~D VECTOR CYCLE CAN BE ADEQUATELY CONTROLLED. 

IT APPEARS THAT CURRENTLY THE STATE SOLID WASTE RULES ARE MORE 

STRINGENT THAN FEDERAL RULES. SECTION 4004 (A) OF-THE RESOURCE CONSER-

.", VATION AND RECOVERY ACT REQUIRES THAT CRITERIA BE ESTABLISHED TO PROVIDE 

THAT "NO REASONABLE PROBABILITY OF ADVERSE EFFECTS ON HEALTH OR THE 

ENVIRONMENT WILL RESULT FROM THE OPERATION OF THE FACILITY." SECTION 

257.3-6(A) OF THE FEDERAL RULES STATES THAT'''THE FACILITY OR PRACTICE 

SHALL NOT EXIST OR OCCUR UNLESS THE ONSITE POPULATION OF DISEASE VECTORS 

IS MINIMIZED THROUGH THE PERIODIC APPLICATION OF C~ER MATERIAL OR OTHER 

TECHNIQUES AS APPROPRIATE SO AS TO PROTECT PUBLIC HEALTH." SECTION ... 
257.3-6(C)(4) DEFINES "PERIODIC APPLICATION uF CUVER" AS "THE 

APPLICATION AND COMPACTION DF SOIL OR OTHER SUITABLE MATERIAL OVER 

DISPOSED SOLID WASTE AT THE END OF EACH OPERATING bAY OR AT SUCH 

FREQUENCIES_J\ND IN S_UC.!!._~MA~B.E_R __ A_S __ .Ig_l3-~UCE THE RISK OF FIRE AND TO 

IMPEDE VECTORS ACCESS TO THE WASTE." IT APPEARS THAT COVERING A SMALL 

RURAL SITE ONCE OR nHCE PER WEEK WOULD MEET THESE fEDERAL CRITERIA. 

- 3-



SECTION 2S7.3-8(2)(D) OF THE FEDERAL RULES REQUIRES THAT "A FACILITY 

OR PRACTICE SHALL NOT ALLOW UNCONTROLLED PUBLIC ACCESS SO AS TO EXPOSE '-

THE PUBLIC TO POTENTIAL HEALTH AND SAFETY HAZARDS AT THE DISPOSAL SITE." 

HOWEVER, THE FEDERAL RULES DO NOT SPECIFY THE NEED FOR FENCES OR DIRECT 

SUPERVISION AS DO THE STATE RULES. AGAIN, AS WITH THE DAILY COVER RE­

QUIREMENT, WE AGREE THAT THIS IS THE IDEAL METHOD TO HANDLE THE SITUATION. 

HOWEVER, IT IS AGAIN, AN unNECESSARY REQUIREMENT THAT IS NOT ECONOMICALLY 

FEASIBLE FOR SMALL RURAL LANDFILLS WITH EXTREMELY LOW TRAFFIC FLOW AND 

REFUSE VOLUME. THE INTENT OF THE FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS IS TO PROTECT THE 

PUBLIC FROM HAZARDS AT LARGE LANDFILLS \HTH HEAVY ~RAFFIC FLOW AND 

SEVERAL PIECES OF HEAVY EQUIPMENT OPERATING THROUGHOUT THE SITE. IT IS 

FELT Tl~T THE FEDERAL RULES ON ACCESS WERE WRITTEN IN A GENERAL MANNER 

TO ALLOW FOR FLEXIBILITY. ACCESS CONTROL AT SMALL FACILITIES CAN BE 
I 

ADEQUATELY HAHDLED WITH PROPER DIRECTIONAL SIGNS AND PERIODIC SUPERVISION 

DURING THE TU1E THE OPERATOR IS ON SITE. 

I AM AWARE THAT THE 1981 LEGISLATURE PASSED k'G.w ALLOWING FOR 

VARIANCES FROM THE SOLID WASTE RULES. HOWEVER, SECTION 16.14.602 

THROUGH 16.14.608 REQUIRES AN EXTENS IVE AMOU~lT Or" TIME AND COST TO APPLY 

FOR SUCH A VARIANCE, HITH NO GUARANTEE THAT THE VARIANCE WILL BE ISSUED. 

IN ADDITION, THE VARIANCE IS ONLY ALLOWED FOR A PERIOD NOT TO EXCEED 

THREE YEARS. IF THE INDIVIDUAL DESIRES TO RENEW THE VARIAr~CE IT IS 

NECESSARY TO COMPLETE THE ENTIRE INITIAL VARIANCE PROCEDURE. THE VARIANCE 

IS ISSUED ONLY WITH THE INTENT THAT TOTAL COMPLIANCE WILL BE ACHIEVED 
f-

AT A LATER DATE. A VARIANCE IS NOT CONSIDERED TO BE PERl1ANENT. 

IH CLOSING, I WANT TO EMPHASIZE THAT WE AGREE THAT THE CURREtn STATE 

SOLID WASTE RULES AND REGULATIONS ARE THE IDEAL METHOD TO HANDLE SOLID 

WASTE DISPOSAL. HOWEVER, FOR THE SMALL RURAL COUNTY LANDFILLS, THE 

-4-
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CURRENT STATE REGULATIONS WITH REGARD TO DAILY COVER AND SUPERVISION ARE 

\.,. NOT ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE OR REALISTIC. WE ALREAD.Y KNOW THE PROBLEMS 

! \HTH CLOSING THE LANDFILLS FOR A PORTION OF EACH WEEK. MOST. IF NOT ALL. 
Ii. 

RURAL COUNTIES IN MONTANA. WITH LOW RESOURCES, CAN NOT PROVIDE A CATER-

PILLAR. OPERATOR. AND SUPERVISOR ON A DAILY BASIS. HOWEVER. IF SENATE 

BILL 182 IS NOT PASSED. THAT IS EXACTLY WHAT YOU WILL BE REQUIRING EACH 

COUNTY TO DO. ONE ALTERNATIVE WOULD BE FOR ALL RURAL COUNTIES TO CLOSE 

THEIR SMALL LANDFILL SITES AND DEVELOP 1+0 CUBIC YARD CONTAINER SITES AND 

TRANSPORT THEIR WASTES TO LARGER. REGIONAL LANDFILL SITES THAT ARE BIG 

~ ENOUGH TO JUSTIFY THE EQUIPMENT AND HANPOWER TO PROVIDE DAILY COVER AND 

SUPERVISION. THIS PROGRAM IS. IN ~ACT. AN EXCELLENT METHOD WHICH 

"- CASCADE COUNTY PIONEERED IN MONTANA. HOWEVER. SUCH CONTAINER PROGRAMS 

ARE NOT THE ANSWER FOR ALL COUNTIES DUE TO THE COST. THUS. IT WOULD 

APPEAR THAT A MORE REASONABLE AND COST EFFECTIVE APPROACH WOULD BE AS 
\ 

II1II 
,IS PROPOSED IN SENATE BILL 182. 

IT WOULD APPEAR THAT SENATE BILL 182 WOULD NOT VIOLATE FEDERAL 

II1II CRITERIA. NOR WOULD IT INCREASE POTENTIAL PUBLIC HEALTH HAZARDS, AIm 

WOuLD PROVIDE FOR ADE~UATE AND MORE COST EFFECTIVE SERVICE TO THE 
II1II 

TAXPAYERS OF Mor~TANA. HOWEVER, If THE COMMITTEE FEELS THE PRESENT 

• REGULATIONS SHOULD REMAIN AS WRITTEN, THEN WE URGE THAT CONSIDERATION 

BE GIVEN TO PROVIDING STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO COUNTIES, THROUGH 

~ A STATE REVENUE SHARING PROGRAM fROM COAL TAX MONIES OR EXCESS STATE 

JUNK VEHICLE MONIES TO SUPPLEMENT EXISTiNG COUNTY SOLID WASTE BUDGETS 
• 

IN ORDER TO PROVIDE THE NECESSARY FUNDING TO MEET THE STATE SOLID WASTE 

.. RULES AND REGULATIONS THAT EXCEED THOSE REQUIREMENTS OF THE FEDERAL 

GOVE.RNMENT . 

.. 
-5- . 

.. 



SENATE BILL 182 PROVIDES FOR SOME FLEXIBILITY WITHIN THE REGULATIONS, 

RATHER THAN REQUIRING ALL COMMUNITIES, REGARDLESS OF SIZE AND WASTE 

VOLUME, TO MEET THE MAXIMUM REQUIREMENTS. IN ADDITION, THIS BILL ALLo\.JS 

NOT ONLY STATE, BUT LOCAL AUTHORITIES, DIRECTLY INVOLVED WITH AND COGNI­

ZANT OF THEIR OWN PROBLEMS, THE OPPORTUNITY TO HAVE INPUT IN DETERMINING 

WHAT STANDARDS ARE NEEDED TO SOLVE THEIR OWN PROBLEMS. 

YOU MUST KEEP IN MIND THAT SENATE BILL 182 DOES NOT AFFECT THE 

CURRENT OPERATIONAL STANDARDS FOR LANDFILLS SERVING FIRST AND SECOND 

CLASS CITIES. CURRENT STATE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENCES ADMINISTRATIVE RULES ADEQUATELY PROVIDE FOR THE NECESSARY 

RESTRICTIONS WHERE HIGH REFUSE YOLpMES AND HEAVY TRAFFIC FLOW EXIST, 

THUS JUSTIFYING THE NEED FOR DAILY COVER AND ON-SITE SUPERVISION. 

UNDOUBTEDLY, YOU WILL HEAR OPPONENT TESTIMONY TODAY WITH REGARD 

TO CONCERNS OF FIRES, BLOWING PAPER, POSSIBLE RAT OR OTHER VECTOR IN­

FESTATIONS, ETC. YOU MUST BEAR IN MIND THAT SENATE BILL 182, WHILE 

ALLOWING FOR FLEXIBILITY, STILL PROVIDES THE LOCAL AND/OR STATE HEALTH 

AUTHORITIES THE RIGHT TO REQUIRE MORE FREQUENT COVERING, SHOULD COM­

PLAINTS OR PROBLEMS EXIST. IN THIS WAY, WHERE SUCH PROBLEMS DO NOT OCCUR, 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS WOULD NOT BE FORCED TO DO MORE THAN IS NECESSARY TO 

CONTROL A PROBLEM. 

AS A LOCAL PUBLIC HEALTH OFFICIAL IT IS NOT MY INTENT TO DO LESS 

THAN IS NECESSARY TO CONTROL A POTENTIAL PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEM, BUT WE 

ARE OPPOSED TO BEING REQUIRED TO DO MORE TI~N IS NECESSARY TO RESOLVE 

A PROBLEM. WE FEEL SENATE BILL 182_1S A VERY REASONABLES_QLUTION TO 

CONTROLLING POTENTIAL PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLEMS WITHOUT REQUIRING LOCAL 

GOVERNMENTS TO GO BEYOND WHAT IS NECESSARY TO CONTROL ANY SUCH. PROBLEM. 

I THEREFORE URGE THIS COMMITTEE TO PROVIDE A DO PASS 

ON SENATE BILL 182. 

THANK YOU. 

RECOMMENDATION 
\Ii 



Lcqislative hearinq on SL~ 1(~2 

before thc Natural F<esources Commi.ttee 

[J]arch 21, 19P,3 i.(oom', iii; 
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C"X. e2 

My name is Gordon Clare. I live in :;i lver :';l;H, ~flad.i~;on county 
and am here to speak in favor of :;[) 1fJ2. 

~Je who live in the Silver ~;tar- Twin :\rid(;(' ~d'''(~<.l, Li rUlcll ranching 
community of about 400 persons, are f0ced with d financially burden­
some dilemma in the near future due to the strict interpretation 
and enforcement of the solid waste disposal laws on Class 11 
disposal sites. If the local sites are closed down a solid waste 
disposal program for the County will be instituted at great expense 
to the individule county tax payer. A one time start-up fee of 
$67.00 per household plus a monthly fee of about $4.CO per house­
hold has been mentioned. I have srec:i fic2'.' u::("'>d t.he ',lOr'os per 
household since this is what the assessment or tee will be based 
on, without regard to how many persons are in the household, or 
how many days a year the house might be oC:'I!r~ied. An empty house 
would pay the same as an occupied house .... :"nchec ',IilO [;1,j'l (Ii ;:pose 
of his oltm waste on his land would l?(,: a;i,~;(?:;:;c(j the :;,",mc as u ci ty 
dweller who depends on a wuste dL~po;~di :;:te. 

How will the changes proposed in::';H 'l'~? c:occect. Lh.i~~ (~rwquity? 

Gy relaxinq some of the ::;tcic:t rec;uir'c;:tent:~ of the :;,)licl '~Jdste 

disposul act so thut sm,dJ cornmunit.ic:; \-Ii i1 not !i;"VC (r1(" costly 
ex pen s e 0 f u f u 1 1 tim e CJ (1 t eke e r::: e L idl ( ; t h (' n l': f:; d tor C 0 vee i n CJ 0 n 
a daily basis. These being the areas of qreate~t expense. 

The ability of the rural family or household to use a near-by 
waste disposal site certainly will help to keep our roadsides 
free of liter and trash. Toxic waste is not a problem of the 
rural community as any manafacture of or commercial user of toxic 
material would still be subject to State and Federal laws regard­
ing disposal of toxic or hazzardous waste. 

As for the nuisance or odor problem of an open disposal site, I 
doubt they are any worse than the alternative, the uncovered, 
fourty yard, dumpster which is emntied only once eilch week. 

The low population rural ureas need the~>e Chdn(je::-,. ~ites will 
s till bel ice n sed and r e q u 1 ate d by the S t. il t e • T r 1 e ,.; e c h d n CJ e ~; do 
not mean a dump site at every turn in the r'od(-J.ll' the,~e ell!:"ul 
areas could provide un income und protf i L tor ;. rornmer~:ii'll \v~~~3te 

disposal operution 'Iou cun be <lssured '/01: v,ottlci h,~ve the commercial 
operators knocking on your door for d licF,'n;,e to open one. 

I request you give the curul communitie.'~ o[ tr;i.~; ';tate d iin<lncial 
break by giving S~\ 182 a 'Do Pass'. 



TETON COUNTY 

Montana State Legislature 
House of Representatives 
Committee on Natural Resources 

Honorable Ladies & Gentlemen: 

STATE OF MONTANA 

CHOTEAU 

59422 

March 17, 1983 

Commissioners of Teton County have had problems over the past years in 
q:>eratin~ Solid Waste Landfills. Under the present law we have seldom been 
in compliance for one or more reasons. At the best, coping with the solid 
waste problem is difficult and is a drain on local resources and manpower. 

Senate Bill 182 is a more re~lis~ic approach to solid waste disposal 
in that availability of a dumping site is much improved; that indescriminate 
dumping in front of a locked gate will be eliminated; that the cost of hiring 
a continuous attendant will be alleviated; that for small towns the honor 
system of waste disposal will probably be at least as effective as scheduled 
but inadequate supervised dumping. 

The cost of daily covering in a landfill is almost prohibitive for small 
cities and towns and consequently this requirement under the present law is 
seldom fulfilled. With proper fencing litter would not be an undue problem 
and periodic covering will undoubtedly be adequate. 

Teton County supports the concept as outlined in Senate Bill 182 and 
urge your favorable considerationf. 

WRJ/s 

Yours very truly, 

TETON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Member 
) 

_ f'-", =z-r 0/ C"p <;,.- ,> / 
~~- / 

Scott Mangol~_, Member 
,r-'\ II, ~ '-- II Ii -f / ./" _ .·:dkL~ L-- SJ (,~ -

Robert Goodell, Mayor 
Town of Dutton 



REGARD SENATE BILL 182 

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE. 

I AM RICHARD ISERN, DIRECTOR OF THE SIX COUNTY CENTRAL MO~TANA HEALTH 

DISTRICT. OUR OFFICES ARE IN LEWISTOWN. 

I STRONGLY SUPPORT THE PASSAGE OF SB182 PERTAINING TO SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 

FOR SMALL TOWNS AND RURAL COMMUNITIES. 

THE MAYORS AND COUNCIL MEMBERS OF THE!TOWNS IN THIS DISTRICT ARE VERY 

CONCERNED FOR THEIR ENVIRONMENT AND CERTAINLY WOULD NOT WANT A HEALTH 

PROBLEM TO BE CREATED. THEY DO HAVE AN ECONOMIC PROBLEM AND ASK THAT 

THEY NOT BE REQU I RED TO PERFORM TASKS \JH I CH ARE UNNECESSARY FOR PROPER 

OPERATION. THEY ARE WILLING TO BE COOPERATIVE UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 

THIS BILL AND THEY WANT TO BE ALLOWED FLEXIBILITY IN DISPOSING OF THEIR 

SOLI D \~ASTE. 

THIS LEGISLATION WILL PROVIDE THIS FLEXIBILITY AND ENABLE THE LOCAL 

GOVERNING BODY TO PARTICIPATE IN THE CONTROL OF SOLID \tASTE. 

E. R I CHARD I SERN 
D I RECTOR, CENTRAL MO~ITANA HEALTH D I STR I CT 

t1ARCH 21, 1983 



RE SE~ATE BILL # 182 

Dear Legislators: 

I am J. O. (Boots) Arbjor'1so'1, former Legislator a'1d also }iayor of the 
8mall To~ of Wi~ifred, ponulatio'1 last ce'1sus, 188, 1 mill brought i'1 less tha'1 
~ 100.00 whe'1 Hilwaukee Ftailroad was in a.,d "'\ow that is gO'1e. 

I stro,gly support a,d urge passage of Se,ate Bill #182. The pre8e.,t 8tatute 
is impossible for the ~maller, fi.,a'1cially strapped pover.,me'1tal e.,tities to comply 
with. 

Sev9ral year8 apo I discu8~ed ~ith quite a ,umber of the neonle of Wi'ifred 
Ol~ the probability of a !Tlo'1thly charge ·-·10.00 for a 8clid waste rroC'ram ,,!hereby the 

solid wa8tes wouJd be collected o~ce each week by a Lewi8toW'1 rarbare collecti'g 
firm a',d hauled to his disnosal site 42 miles aw~y. (84 miles rou.,d trip) 

It vas quickly aprare'1t that that they ow,ed or had frie'1ds or relatives that 
ow'ed farm la'1d r-ld that they would make arre",\geme.,ts to have their solid waste 
take" out i., the cou,try a'1d disposed of i'1 ~hat ma~'1er. 

The Tow" of Wi'1ifred has some acreage which was purchased for a garbage disposal 
site i" 1918 a.,df the To~ has had a garbage burial prop-ram for qlJite a '1umber of 
years hut were '1ot able to comply witht the freque'1cy of coveri"g reguJatio'1s. 
The tow, has e"'\couraged the rural people to bri 'g their wastes to this area for 
burial rather tha, disro8i"g of it i' some coulee a·,d they have c6mnlied pretty 
well. 

I have "0 doubl that the local health authorities, who ~ake freque"t i'1~pectio"s 
of sa"'litary co,ditio"'ls at schools, restaura.,ts a"d food ha"'ldli,p facilities ca'1 
" .. ith a bit more effort make i~8nectio'8 a"d work with the local rn.nicipal officials 
80 a8 to ha~e a" accentable solid waste nropram which would by adequate a"d satis­
factory. 

I had hoped to pet over to Hele.,a for the heari"g 0'1 this bill but I do have 
a date co"flict. As I k,ow ma',y of you I would liked to have had a f'hort vh:it with 
you. :'tt, Richard I8er'1 of the local Health Departme.,t has advised me that he 
will be b Hele~a for thi8 .heari'1g a'd 1,..1:l11 prese'1t tl-.is i'lformatio'1 for me. 
P.f. A year a.,d a half ago I sold my home i11 ,Ii"ifred a'1d "'lOW live i'1 Le',?istow'l, 
my solid waste is picked up regularly so I am "ot i'lvolved i'1 a"'\y way, but I do feel 
that some of my former nroblems at Winifred might be of i,terest a'1c i'1formatio'1 
to you. 



SOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OiOi.JEAU COUNTY. MONT t~Nf· 

M!'. Shairman &- Members of the Committee 

t1)~ na me ~::: .wa le .skaEi~ ~re ~ 3. Chou".: ea.u ',-,Dun ty vommiGsioner- t cr:a &. k'r..erlY" ~€ fore yo;:;. 
in support of SENATE BILL #182 ••• Regarding operational requirements for land fills. 

~~he ccnt:-oversy reg-·a .. rding t!-le need for" cove:--in~ Class II solid wa5;~e El tes ha.s 
aff'I=I""~ed :na.nv S"'J3~,l ""orm:rmit,;",t:: fo"" somp time 10'-31 CiC)",,-+-s E."'-C elected to rep:--.. .l_ ..... _ • ", ......... ~ ........ ~ & .. _ ..Low'-- ~ ,~.,. ...... ~~~ _ ..... -

sent thei.r peo;:le i:: many service Lmctiolls, and also{as agents of the Stiite, 
however it would appear tnat: 

I-Montana is a very diverse state. and that there is a need for some flexability 
in the handling of solid waste, which I assume is a part of local govt's mandate 
from the peorle in it's day to day o~;.erations. 

2-This bill is not unreasonable, 
in it's land fill operations, 
weekly .•. instead of every day 

and allows local govt to be more cost effective 
by allowing the disposal site to be covered 
as the State Dept of Health would have us do. 

3-~~e lane :ill that my Comm'E District is responsible for in lAma - was cons­
t!"ucteci acco:;ciing to 16-14-505 MG.!;, and to my knowledge there has been no 
proble~s wi::: disease, rodents, complaining ci.tizens or :r-om the la::d owner. 
Local Govt does not live in a vacurn, and endeavors to serve its constituents 
in an adequate and least cost manner. 

4-501io waste sites are physically impractical to cover under winter time conditions, 
yet the law has said it should oe done. 

5-The exi..s~~in[ oS. ~'. la.tE allow :~o:- tr.e use o~ oi-() Cl.l. yd con'tainersl' c.nd the 50-

called Jreen Sox collection syste~, and they cat set for a week and available 
to the ~lblic at all tirnes ••• without being emptied ••• yet solid waste land fills 
are to be covered at the close of each operating day. The contradictory claims 
in favor of t!1e containers compared to tt..at of the land fills are difficult to 
prove. 

6-The argument that this bill ""ill weaken our present solid waste standards is 
debateable ... in view of the fact that there are presently si tuations of non­
compliance and non-cooperation because of the impTacticalness of having to 
caver sites every day in the smal.1Ar communi ties- w<~lich have a loTt volume of 
solid waste. 

7-The Fed Law allows for periodic cover of land fill sites. See section 257.3-6(a) 
of the red. Register page 53463 (F~blic Law 94-580), This information was give~ 
to the ;;ta te Adm Codes Comm Hearing in June of 1980. 

8-As a representative of local govt-Ole need to recognize that often saall un­
incorporated communites do not have garbage hauling services available at a 
reaso:1able cost ..• 50 we in locar gcwt try to fill that void - wit!: the approval 
of cur constituency. 

Thank Yot:. 



TOs 

"FROM: OOUGLAS ALLEN • SILVER STAR, MONTANA -senate Bill 182 

I served for ten years, 5 months as Madison County Commissioner. During that time, no 
.~ 

'-'sue was more controversial, or attracted more people to hearings than the proposals on 

, solid waste districts and road-side containers. Nobody liked them but state solid-waste ... 
bureau representatives and contractors who would make a buck off them. 

~ The reason is, that no county with a small population, like Madison, just over 5000, and 

with a large area, needs, or can afford the strict regulations now required by the state -. 
solid-waste regulations. We do not produce a large enough volume of waste, and have too 

, few households to support it • .. 
Officials declare the need to protect our health, safety and welfare, and preserve our 

..,environment. I suggest to you committee members, that it is our health, our safety, our 

welfare and environment that is being protected, and we have done a pretty good job of it 

.. to date. We are dedicated to continuing that job. 

Some of these regulations are asinine, why can green boxes or 40 yard containers sit by 

the roadside for a week, but immediately upon placing garbage in a land-fill it must be covered 

~ ~T They claim it is because it breaks the fly cycle. What about flies that are hatched or 

eggs laid in someones garbage before it reaches the green box? I submit to you people that 

·our dumps, located out of sight and away from the main roads are cleaner and safer than 

40 yard containers along a main road. 

The laws providing for solid-waste districts are a study in democracy, most issues are 

.. settled by a vote, the votes are counted, a majority rules. Not so with a solid-waste 

district, here the county commission must send out registered letters to all land-owners, 

.. if a majority of over 50% does not protest, in writing within thirty days, they may create 

the district. - At the Senate hearing on this bill, opponents were composed of contractors, solid-waste 

. bureau people, one elected county commissioner, some appointed officials. They fail to -understand that this bill would not force them to change if they don't want to, it would 

.. just relieve the burden on the re st that don't need it or can't afr ord it. Or are they .. 
~~ssing the buck, the big bad government made us do itT 
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Itemize the main argument or points of your testimony. This will 
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Black Eagle Disposal 
Box 571 

Black Eagle, Montana 59414 

Phone (406) 727-6034/761-4975 

TESTIMONY FOR SB182 

Mr. Chainnan and Cornni ttee MEmbers: 

My name is Bill Price, I am a partner in Black Eagle Dis~Dsal, a private 
refuse collection service serving C~eat Falls, Black Eagle and surrounding 

I 

rural areas. 

We currently use the Great Falls city landfill and the county land fill 
sites in Ulrn and Vaughn. 

I am in 3::rong support of SBl82 as I believe it is a rrore sensible approach 
to rural land fill operation and a rrore cost effective means of maintaining 
these site. I say this as an operator using these sites; we are currently 
looking for a site for our awn landfill operation. 

I fear that without passage of SB182, county land fill operation will be 
forced to maintain rrore restrictive hours of operation. This will put 
a burden on rural disposal operators, who don't have their awn land fill 
and residents in remote areas, who don't have private collection service. 

I am sure that restrictive hours at our county land fill sites will lead to 
indiscriminate waste disposal along Ollr county roads and a resurgence of 
back yard dumps throughout our rural areas. 

I, therefore, urge this carrnitte to reccmnend a DO PASS on SB182. 

Thank you. 
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NAME 71,.II.e ....... . './' 

ADDRESS /,kb w'A 

YOU REPRESENT <rDI\rK'~cd~.$t.. c$eJ WHOM DO _ 

f'ORt1 CS-34 
1-81 

BILL No. ,m 1".2.. 

DATE 7-»-1' 1 
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SENATE BILL 182 

Testimony before the House Natural Resources Committee 
By Duane L. Robertson, Chief 
Solid Waste Management Bureau 

I ( 

The Department of Health and Environmental Sciences (DRES) is strongly 
opposed to Senate Bill 182. He feel this legislation will destroy much of 
the progress Montana has made in its solid waste program over the past 15 
years. 

This bill represents a radical change in direction from that estab­
lished by previous legislatures. Since 1975 a total of $850,000 has been 
allocated for a statewide solid waste plan, planning grants to local 
governments, and implementation of resource recovery systems. The money 
has been tvell spent, and the trend has been to consolidate the wastes into 
fewer landfills where it is more economical to handle large quanti­
ties,where it can be better managed and, where feasible, so that the waste 
can be used for energy recovery. To date, 26 counties and 234 communities 
have shared in this planning effort, and many of these local government 
plans are in various stages of implementation. 

Senate Bill 182 encourages reversal of this process. It reduces 
landfill standards such that there will be a trend to decentralize waste 
disposal and encourage many new dump sites to be opened across the state. 

As we read it, SB 182 contains some serious "flaws". The bill is 
represented as giving a break to a few small communities, but it goes far 
beyond that. With the exception of thirteen disposal sites which serve the 
1st and 2nd class cities, every other Class II landfill in Montana would be 
able to back away from the present public health requirements. 
208 sites, or over 90% of our landfills could revert to significantly 
lessened standards. 

In many cases, sites which are classed by SB 182 as serving rural, 
unincorporated areas may serve very large populations. Examples are, the 
site at Victor serving 20,706 people, the site at Logan serving 16,000, and 
the Scratch Gravel site in the Helena Valley which serves 14,000. All are 
sites serving rural, unincorporated areas. 

Similarly, many 3rd class cities also service a large unincorporated 
area around the city. Examples are Dillon and the surrounding area - 6587, 
Deer Lodge - 6455, Glasgow - 7000, Laurel - 10,000, Libby - 14,000, Polson 
21,000 and Hardin - 11,000. All these have the opportunity to revert to 
the greatly lessened standards. There are many other examples. These 
certainly do not represent a few small sites serving a few people. 

Public health authorities regard the daily cover requirement as 
essential at sanitary landfills and the most practical and inexpensive 
method to prevent fires, to control litter, control scavenging, and to 
prevent the spread of disease by flies, rodents, skunks and other vectors. 
The federal criteria which has been mentioned lumps garbage landfills, 



liquid waste impoundments, sludge application sites and many others under a 
single criteria. The federal document uses the term periodic cover, since 
it applies to such broad groupings of sites. The federal criteria, 
specifically points out that daily cover is the most practical method to 
prevent environmental and public health hazards. It further states that in 
lieu of daily cover, the operator must provide water trucks for fire 
control, pesticide applications to control vermin, and other methods which 
we believe are actually more costly than daily cover. 

Access control and supervision is essential to basic control of a 
disposal site. SB 182 removes these requirements and would leave dumpsites 
unattended and open 7 days /week, 24 hours/day. Without proper 
supvervision, public health and safety hazards are dramatically increased 
and scavenging, dumping of prohibited waste materials, and the chances of 
fire increase substantially. 

The state of Montana at this time is developing a comprehensive 
program for control of hazardous waste material. We cannot control the 
disposal of hazardous material if SB 182 is passed causing the potential 
creation of over 200 uncontrolled disposal sites in Montana. Hazardous 
waste generators will not pay the higher fees for shipping hazardous 
materials to approved disposal sites when an uncontrolled landfill site 
will be readily available for dumping these types of wastes. The national 
news is reporting almost daily on incidents of improper dumping of hazard­
ous wastes throughout the United States. The reasonable costs associated 
with handling the waste materials properly now will far out-weigh the costs 
for cleanup of this material in the future. 

There are many other adverse ramifications if SB 182 passes. In 
addition to adverse environmental effects, some of which I've mentioned, 
the bill would discourage the formation and operation of refuse districts 
and encourage communities to drop out of existing districts. To date 34 
refuse districts are in existence and seven more counties are in the 
process of creating them. These districts serve populations from 3,000 to 
51,000. The average cost of these districts is less than 
$2.00/month/family to dispose of solid waste in compliance with the present 
law and rules. We feel that SB 182 will effectively stop further creation 
of these districts. 

Under SB 182 operating standards will vary from site to site. creat­
ing a cumbersome, ineffective system which will only add confusion rather 
than direction to solving our statewide solid waste problem. 

One of the greatest ramifications of SB 182 is that it denies neigh­
boring landowners the opportunity to have a say regarding the operation 
requirements, while the current law contains adequate procedures for public 
input. 

As I described, we feel lessened access control and superv1s10n 
requirements, as well as the weekly cover provisions, will put the state in 
conflict with the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. The 
federal act gives specific authority for citizen suits to be brought in 
federal district court against anyone including a local government and the 



• 

state for any disposal sites not being operated in compliance with the 
federal criteria. 

Passage of SB 182 would substantially increase an already critical 
siting problem. It's difficult right now to find land for landfills; under 
SB 182 it will be nearly impossible to find land for uncontrolled disposal 
sites. 

In conclusion, we feel the existing laws and rules are adequate and 
need no change at this time. The existing rule contains basic flexibility, 
including language which allows the department to consider severe weather, 
equipment breakdowns, and stmilar emergencies when we work with the various 
site operators. The current law contains a variance procedure which is 
available to those communities which feel they have special circumstances. 
The Board of Health has the authority to allow any community to operate a 
landfill under lessened standards. The variance procedure does require 
that adjacent property owners be notified of the request so they may have 
the opportunity to testify before the board. SB 182 would remove this 
opportunity from those people most affected by lessened standards. 

The great majority of sites are licensed and operate in compliance 
with the existing law and rules. Eighty-five percent of the citizens in 
Montana are now served by sites which are substantially in compliance with 
the present law and rule. We feel that the law change is being requested 
by a few entities which have not really made a serious attempt to comply 
with the existing, reasonable standards. 

I have taken the liberty of attaching a sheet showing the membership 
of our solid waste advisory committee. Realizing the need for continuous 
review of our rules and policies, we've asked the people on this list to 
help us make decisions about several important issues in solid waste 
management, some of which are listed on the sheet. As a group, the commit­
tee recently voted overwhelmingly to not consider rule changes which would 
lessen current access control and daily cover requirements at this time. 
We in the department believe strongly that these committee members, all 
having experience in the solid waste field, can continue to help us in 
planning and implementation in the solid waste field. He feel that the 
existing system for rulemaking can adequately address issues such as these, 
and major changes in the Montana Solid Waste Management Act would be unwise 
at this time. 

The department urges you to oppose the passage of Senate Bill 182. 



ALKEHA, KEN 
BAUER, MAX 

BENNETT, ROY 
BLAKE, KELLY 

DELEO, FRANK 
FLYNN, JUI 
FRAZIER, PETE 

HAGER, TOM 
HANSEN, ALEC 

HARPER, HAL 
JOHNSON, HOHARD 

JOHNSTON, DENNIS 
JONES, DAVE 
KNIGHT, JEANIE 
KHIATOWSKI, JOHN 

LIPPERT, TOM 
MC NENNY, DARELL 

NORTH, DAWN 
PALAGI, DAVE 
SKAALURE, DALE 
STOREY, BOB 
TRUSLER, PAT 

SOLID HASTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Acting Director, Montana EPA Office, Helena 
Vice President, Browning-Ferris Industries of Montana, 
Inc., Hissoula 
Superintendent, Sanitation Dept., City of Billings 
Administrator, Land Administration Division, Dept. of 
State Lands, Helena 
RV Ranch Company, Elliston 
Director, Dept. of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Helena 
Sanitarian, Cascade City-County Health Dept., Great 
Falls 
Montana Senate, Billings 
Executive Director, }1ontana League of Cities and Towns, 
Helena 
Montana House of Representatives, Helena 
Research Scientist, Environmental Quality Council, 
Helena 
President, Big Sky Haul-Away, BilHngs 
Soil Conservation Service, Bozeman 
Sanitarian, Broadwater & Jefferson Counties, Boulder 
Administrator, Land Resources Division, Bureau of Land 
Management, Billings 
Sanitarian, Big Horn & Treasure Counties, Hardin 
District Sanitary Engineer, U.S. Forest Service, 
Missoula 
League of Homen Voters, Helena 
City Transfer and Disposal, Great Falls 
County Commissioner, Chouteau County, Fort Renton 
Chief Executive, Madison County, Virginia City 
Administrator, Lake Co. Land Services Dept., Polson 

Topics Currently Under Consideration By Advisory Committee 

1) Disposal of "small quantity" hazardous waste materials 

2) Regulation of septic tank pumpers 

3) Disposal of "special" waste materials, sludges, dead animals, tires 

4) Prevention of bear incidents at landfills 

5) Litter control issues on site and on access roads 

6) Daily cover and access control at small landfills 

7) Landfill siting problems 

8) Disposal of infectious hospital wastes 



SB182 ADVERSE IMPACTS 

* PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY WILL BE ADVERSELY AFFECTED. 

* Periodic covering of waste as promoted by SB182 will encourage the 
concentration of disease vectors at disposal sites and therefore enhance 
the spread of such diseases as anthrax and rabies. 

* Elimination of access control and site supervision as allowed by SB182 
will increase the public's exposure to uncontrolled fires, diseases and 
toxic wastes. 

* GROUND HATER POLLUTION WILL OCCUR HORE FREQUENTLY. 

* Daily cover impedes moisture contact with waste. Without such pro­
tection, wastes produce leachates which can readily reach and contaminate 
ground water. 

* Leachate in ground water can travel for extended distances and does 
not dissipate. 

* Periodic cover as proposed by SB182 will increase ground water con­
tamination around disposal sites throughout Montana. 

* ADJACENT PROPERTY OHNERS HILL SUFFER DAMAGE AJ\TJ) INCREASED COSTS. 

* SB182 does not offer any means by which adjacent landowners to dis­
posal sites will be adequately protected. 

* Reduced operational standards will increase the number of landowners 
seriously damaged by litter, fires and reduced property values. 

* Reduced standards will result in increased numbers of liability suits 
being initiated by affected adjacent landowners. 

* FEDERAL LANDS ~nLL NOT BE AVAILABLE FOR SITING DISPOSAL AREAS BECAUSE 
PROVISIONS OF SB182 ARE LESS STRINGENT THAN FEDERAL REGULATIONS. 

* SB182 would place state standards substantially less than federal 
requirements. 

* Federal land will not be available for disposal sites because proposed 
reduced operational standards would be less than required on federal land. 

* Wastes generated on federal land such as campgrounds must be disposed 
of at sites meeting minimum federal regulations. SB182 would cause serious 
problems and greater costs in properly disposing of such waste. 

* ALLOW SITES SERVING LARGE POPULATIONS TO SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCE STANDARDS. 

* Proposed reduced standards would apply to many disposal facilities 
that serve large unincorporated areas with populations ranging from 10,000 
to 20,000 rural people. 
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* Proposed reduced statidards would apply to many third class cities that 
provide service to large populations ranging from 7,000 to 14,000. 

* Numerous disposal facilities currently serve first-class cities, 
third-class cities and heavily populated unincorporated areas. SB182 does 
not address what standards would apply to such facililties. 

,~ NO REGULATION OF HAZARDOUS HASTES BEING DISPOSED OF IN UNCONTROLLED 
SITES, 

* SB182 will increase number of uncontrolled dump sites in areas where 
hazardous wastes are generated in large quantities, 

* Generators of hazardous wastes will begin to use these clumps with 
increasing frequency. 

* Proposed bill will adversely affect the state hazardous waste pro­
gram. 

* NO PROVISIONS FOR ISSUING NEW LICENSES REFLECTING REDUCED OPERATIONS. 

* Currently 159 Class II waste management licenses are in effect. 

* SB182 does not address procedures to be used in amending current 
licenses for disposal facilities. 

* All current licenses provide for active public participation. 

* If reduced standards are applied to disposal sites, what assurance 
will the public have that their interests and concerns will be heard? 

* NO PROVISIONS FOR PRIVATE LANDFILL OPERATORS TO BE HEARD ON DECISIONS 
THAT ARE MADE AFFECTING THEIR OPERATIONS. 



State of Montana 

Bozeman 

March 21, 1983 

Representative Hal Harper 
Chairman - Natural Resources Committee 
State Capitol Building - Capitol Station 
Helena, Montana 59601 

Dear Mr. Harper & Committee Members: 

We feel that passage of SB #182 will be very detrimental to the 
progress of landfills established in Gallatin County. 

At Logan, the landfill serves approximately 12,000 county re­
sidents and the new West Yellowstone Transfer Station serves 
that busy tourist area as well as portions of waste from the 
southern part of Yellowstone National Park. 

We feel it would cause the following problems: 

1. Wildland and range land fires 
2. Air pollution 
3. Create health & sanitary problems 
4. Litter problems 
5. Legal problems for both county and state 

We, along with our County Health Officer, Dr. King, and County 
Sanitarian, Emery Nelson, urge a DO NOT PASS on SB #182. 

Thank you, 

Member 

jn 

Enclosure (1) Newspaper article from Bozeman Daily Chronicle 
3/17/83 

cc: Dr. Edward King, Health Officer 
Emery Nelson, Sanitarian 
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,t biU;lll8.Y weaken 
lahdfill-:criteria 

By JoAD MENGEL re,w.rwn. for ""all landfills. II lhe 
Chronicle Staff Writer IandliU siles are properly located there 

Garbase has beetI on !he iDinda of shoulcI be no probl.m with once weekly 
county .. nitarians, ~ and coverina, he aid, 
Ilite I.plalon, who It« debati .. DeW Duane Robertson, chief of Ihe stale's 
rel"iation. lor IondIilIa IMI ~ Solid Wasle Manaaemenl Bure,u, said 
rel_ frOG! ruraJ are .. lad unalI the slale opposts Ih. bill because 
10""",, ,ofliciola belie .. il Will h,'". ,.dverlit 

Ii. bj]J wbicll wOllld reeluce l1li1. eflects and sub.llnliaUy .. "IIC. the 
rezuUliOlls on lucb landIiI1a bas alread, larullill "il.ria (or communities. Only 
_d Ihe Senale and ia I<h<IIuled lor Il communitie. in the stat. would stUI 
I hea"", bel_ IIIe l\ouse NllllAl have 10 abide b)o the present r.gula· 
Resource. Commiuee on Mon4ay. lions "and allihe r.st can $lack oil," he 

Tho Gallalin County ConunissiGA, said, 
County Sanilarian Emery Nelloft and M.dison Counly is on. place where 
Health Oflic.r Dr, Edward Kin, qI\lGM IandfiUs ar. so contro .. raial they Mv. 
the bill, but aD 01 tbe COUIIIJ'I seu*1 beccme I political iSOllf, Ddliard .. id 
"",ed in 13_ of it. the Counly Commisoion i. divid.d on 

~I cIoa'l IIIiIIII tbe Itnalon COIIIi4- the biD, 
er04 tbe iIDpact it would bave on !he For tbe pi" Iix y.an Ih. CDUlIly has 
alnad1 orderly refUle districts cteate4 been workinl on a laruIIilI proaram 10 
in Gallal;" Coaaly," CommisIiIIner Joy comply with lI.t. laws. Tho counly hat 
Nub Mid IIUI week. aboul 10 amallland!ilI .. IOIiIe of which 

III tellilnon, durina Sellli. llearinp, sr. <1liiy old tlClvatiolu or coule .. Ihal 
N.", Mid !be bill would aIJgw impro- QCQSiQnalJy ,.1 aomc dirt throW\! on 
perly opcnte4 .".. , , lhem, 'DilIiani aid. 

"The effective _rei oflliel I/ICI Tho Jlal. M. not ... _4 ill 
oilier ialecla u trtII u ~ at r.,....U- 011 MadiSOll Counly II lon, 
Ihne clisp.allilft "-beetI • ~rD II \he people MYe been worki.. in 
of public beIIm qeacies lor yean IIId goo4 faith 10 solve \he problema, 
tlIr 1OIid, wut .. 1I';!'I'AIIIIlor the Jlate Di1Iiani laid. The presenl plan is 10 
Ife IIliIIimII _, abe 1IicI.. ,'.. install canlOiner siles Ihrouabout Ill<! 

Sanitarwa NeIIoft Ibis .eek calJed counly Ind then haul aU the ,arbag. 10 
!be bill ~repneive \qis\atioa," and IIIe Ennia landfill. Di1Iiard said lhe bill 
laid it .0IIId reduce laDdfaU _trail 10 cOll\d lUnd.r lllal .Uort. Eacb If .. 01 
\lie poinl where \lIere would nee be l\Ie COUIIIy could att.mpt to operal. ilS 
adequate prQUCtiao fof !be ~" .' OWl! landflll iI the biD passes, he .. id. 

Senate Bill 182 cbanan !be opera· ' ' Robellsolllaid Madison Counly reli· 
lionol wodarda but IlOl the sitiII& dentl wculd lIill Mye 10 Iocat. new 
IItIndarda lor amalIer IIncllilb thtouah· disposal ailel because some 01 Ih. 
out lhe lIat •. ID <idalin County, lbe CUtTenI one. Ir. improperly localed. 
Loaan landfill WOCIIcI be &Hected by tile DiUiard .. id he beueve. Madi$OO 
bill bur tIOI Bozeman'l 1andfiU. - County will lIil1 operate Ih. Ennis 

ID M.cIiJoa ~y it COIIl4, alfect " landfill .,hether Or not lhe bill pI$$eS, 
...... I llllaD IandfiDo lllal the counly is but it would probably sen' •• ""aller 
Ir)'ina 10 phase out and iodire<lly allcci a<c. and be more c05111. 
\lie lar .. county landfill II EMis. W .. t Y.llowslone i. also concerned 

MldlSOll SanitUian Jon Dilliatd said about the cost 01 the Ennis landlill -
be 0jI\l0It1 lhe bill and called it. to which West Mula ill garbage 70 
"tr.m.ndou. backslide for public mile., Witheullh. Enrol. landfill, Wesl 
heollh in IIIe state," :. ' , miChl MY. 10 baul to Lo,an, which i. 

DiUiard said ...t_ 01 IiiIdfilI aboul 110 mile., 
regulation> 'WUIcI IlOl be mucb of I Robertson .. id the lIale' il con· 

I problem U \lie bill s--a. ,~11 IUt. \lie cetVd about conlroUin, IandfiU wutes 
low so bai we ~ve)ll1Jcb Ieflto auc:II," hospital waste., dead anima", 
,~"" _ '" ~aIj\,li_"asu.lrom·tIlIic 

Tho bill, aBc"', ~ *""ina rum link •. He said Ih. prbpostd ,.,uIation. 
and unincorporated ~ to remam cOll\d cause more d,..... .pread and 
open seven days • week and ptO'Iide 1V0unc!waI.r conllminali~n, 
co_lor \lie aarboae GIlly 0DCe1 ..... "II can tutll QUI 10 be an .. tr.mely 
.sa health a(IICWa aan=e mere upe ..... propooilion to clean up the 
freq_1 coverqe'iI oeeded.: Litl.r 1V0und .... I.r aqu~.r once ira contami· 
control also mUll be pmoided.' 1II1ed." he .. id. 

LaodIiIIa aervinc thirckIuo, citie. The $lIt. also is concerned lboul 
mUlt prowide litter CIIIIt:oI Iencet ..., increaaed liabilily problema for both 
cover the ail" sa oIteo u atate ind couot1 lovernmenl. and Ih. slat •. The 
local beaItb IUIIIari!iH. _ and \oca1 propoaed Iype 01 operations would 
peraiq l>odieo ..... ia -.y. creal.. Ir.ater chance 01 burnina 

Currml Jlale low requires that all earbag., blDwina tiller Ind uncon· 
landfllb be _ .. cd __ , da, tbey troUed _Ie clumpina, .U which could 
aperale, " :' , &Hect Icljacelll property owners, he 

~Stale and b:aI llelllb' alltbaritiq said. 
cae require more frequeGa _ if' Robettson disa,reed that lh. currenl 
MedecI," Cascade Count, ....u- rezuUliona are 100 C05l1y. H. said 
tal bealth toordinator Pete Fruier aai4 \\lett are 34 solid wast. districts in lhe 
in del ..... 01 the bill. i I Sllie lllat serve from 3,000 to 51,000 

Fulier said Cuade and Choul... peopl •. The .v ... ,e cosl 01 aU Ihe 
COWItita have landflDs that _ very districl. ia $1.6S • monlh per lanlily, 
anuD populations whida the bill will b. uid, 
benefit, Coverine \lie landfiJI .. ch day, "We don'l leel even under pre"",,1 ""'kin. \lie pt •• II llia't ,Iud bavina I regulaliOllS tlul doiu. • aoad joL of 
mana,.r make 1andfi1\a. <OSIIy ape .. , banellin, wUle property i •• prohibitive 
tion lor Iwo or I\Ifte pidnlp load. '" cost," he uid . 
• "base, be said. tI. said be believed 511 182 coulJ 

Frasier liso IfI\Icd IlIaI locked caIISt I proIif.ralion 01 elispo .. 1 site •. 
1and!iUa UUK' 111ft iDdiIc:rimiQate heweyer. 'Coromunitie. coold open up 
dwn\IiIla auuicIe tho!' pltO 'because old larullilla II a cheaper alternative 
peO\lIc annat pi inlo IIle landl'aU. boa ... they woul4 MY. 10 (oy.r lhe 

He uicI !be bill .ouId COIItroI In, .... ba .. ortiy once • week, he said. 
problcme thII miIbl oc:cur '" leavina RoberllOo aid th •• Iale was mavinC 
landI~la O\ICII net)' day. ' lOWard the consolidation of sak4 waste 

"Wh, sboukI I amall nzraI area have diSlritts beea ... garbage is cheaper to 
10 do more thII\ ~ry to sol .. lIIe handle on I lara.r volume and 'Ihere i. 
pnibIoml" Fruin &SIted. "'DaiIJ cover better heallh control. 
II nat .......... '" IIIIJlI ruraJ area.... For H&nIpIe, it_IS $3 • ton 10 run 

Fruier said til CUadc c-,!be I Iandf~1 lor • communily lb. size of 
~ COIIbiner boses _ be __ ,BiJlinu, bUI it CO'lS $20 10 530 • ton 10 
.reG IlId _tteodcd lilt a wwk.. ..rueh cover refu .. at landfills for communi· 
is aiI,~!~~~~ tieaoll,OOO,be"id. 

<, 
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WRITTEN TESTIMONY OPPOSING SB 182 

By: Philip D. Pallister, M.D. 

Mr. Chairman and committee members, my name is Philip 

Pallister. I hold the position of Jefferson County Health 

Officer. I am taking this opportunity to submit written 

testimony in opposition to SB 182 which would lessen operational 

requirements for landfills. I ranch property adjacent to the 

current Jefferson County landfill site. The County has found 

it difficult to control problems associated with landfills 

(blowing litter, vector concentrations) with daily cover of 

refuge. As a landowner and health officer I adamantly oppose 

any changes in the rules or laws of the State of Montana 

which would lessen the current standards for Solid Waste 

Management. I therefore urge this committee to oppose SB 182. 

PDP/bg 

Sincerely, 

" , ---J' '_ - ,-, .. ,----
Philip Pallister, M-.'))'. 
Jefferson County Health Officer 
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BRIEFING - S.B. 182 ~ 

14~ 

S.B. 182 is intended to substantially reduce current waste management 
standards,'for the majority of· waste disposal facilities in Montana. 

_' '.''''~ >;.i, 
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* Facilities serving townsa~h unincorporated areas would be required 
to remain open 7 days aweekitr only apply cover once per week and 
do not have to provide access: control or supervision 

* These standards would:i.pply to facilities serving large 
populations such as Log4it disposal site which serves an unin­
corporated area of Gallatin County of approximately 16,000 
people, Victor disposal site serving 20,706 rural people in 
Ravalli County and Scratch Gravel site serving the unincorporated 
area of Helena valley with population of 14,000 

* Facilities serving third-class cities (pop. 1,000-5,000) would 
provide litter control, site supervision and "periodic" application 
of cover as jointly determined by local health authority, local 
governing authority and state health department. 

* Because third class cities serve large county populati-ons 
many provide service tol~rge populations such as Di.llon - 6587, 
Deer Lodge - 6455, GlasgG"w - 7,000, Laurel - 10,073, Libby -
14,000, Polson - 14,000, Hardin - 11,083 
* Local health authority would be placed in an .awkward position 
because they are employed by local governing body requiring them 
to concur with the wishes of a local government 
* Current law place~ substantial responsibilities on state but 
proposed bill would dilut~ state authority however still leaving 
state with 'responsibility and subsequent liability. 

* Facilities serving first and second class cities (14) would be 
required to meet current stand.:.rds. 

* Consequences of Bill 
* Would result in the proliferation of open dumps throughout 
state 
* Small sites would sprin& up close to each other with different 
operational requirements {!mong them making it impossible to 
administer any standard 
* Currently 33 refuse dis~osal districts exist allowing counties 
and communities to jointly provide waste management services and 
access fee for same. Districts allow local governments to avoid 
duplicating services and l-.eep services costs to a minimum. 
Proposed bill would: 

* Result in no new districts being formed as each 
local government would attempt to maintain their 
own dump site; 
* Result in the destluction of existing districts as 
smaller communities &ttempted to maintain their own dumps 

*Disease - periodic cover of refuse will not impede disease 
vector concentration at disposal sites. Examples: 

* Anthrax 
is endemic in state 



Anthrax (Cont.) 
high hazard because of extreme virulence 
disease transmitted in excreta, flies and tissues of dead 
animals 
dead animals '!lot. property covered at unsupervised­
sites increases exposure to public 

* Rabies •. ~ • 
incidence of disease increasing dramatically 
skunks and feral~cats common carriers of disease 
such animals greatly attracted to uncovered waste 
periodic cover of waste ·would increase concentration 
of such vectors of rabies around dump sl.tes 

*Ground Water - Leachate consists of water-soluble chemicals, biological 
species such as polio vitus, heavy metals and particulate matter 
created by moisture percolating through waste; 

* Leachate readily reaches and contaminates ground water 
* Leachate in ground water can travel for extended distances 

and does not dissipate 
* Periodic cover as ~roposed by S.B. 182 will great±y 

increase ground wa~er coutamination around disposal sites 
throughout Montana 

* Current state site siting criteria (soil type, soil permeability and 
depth to water table) and op·,ration standards are closely related. 
Under proposed bill, reduced operational standards would require 
state to adopt more stri.ngeni: siting criteria 

* Current acquisition of new d{.sposal sites are very difficult because 
private landowners do not waLt disposal sites near them; 

* Landfill siting is a critical problem in waste management today 
* Currently 56 communitie~ or areas have disposal sites which are 

at or near capacity 
* Reduced operational stardards under proposed bill will result 

in no or very little private ground available for dump sites 

* No federal land will be available because reduced operational 
standards are less than ~equired on federal land 

* Local governments will increase demand for state administered 
land for dump sites 

* Landowners through Montana wh~. have property near disposal sites 
are becoming increasingly 0p!-,osed to having such sites near them. 
This opposition is being voic.,d to local governments, the state and 
and in the courts in the form of law suits. 

* The proposed bill does n':lt offer any means by which those 
affected by reduced standards, adjacent landowners, will 
be adequately protected 

* Reduced operational standards will increase the numbers of 
landowners seriously damaged by dump sites 

* Will result in increased number of liability suits ~eing 
initiated by landowners against local governments and 
possibly the state 



* Liquid and semi-liquid wast~s - Improper disposal of such wastes can 
cause significant harm to pl\blic health and environment in such 
foms as transfer of disease and contamination of ground water 

* Current state standards are sufficient to provide adequrte 
control over such wastes'-

* Proposed bill wouldg:t~atly increase number of uncontrolled' 
disposal sites and such wastes would be brought into them 
especially septic tanttiand privy vault wastes 

* Another proposed Senate bill intends to improve disposal of 
septic tank and privy vault wastes. This bill would: 

* allow local and state health officials to determine 
and approve where septic tank pumpings are disposed 

* promote beneficial re-use of such waste through 
appropriate land a~plication in agricultural ground 

* SB 182 by allowing for uncontrolled and unrestricted 
dump sites throughout the state will make any attempt 
to control disposa't of septic tank pumping useless 

* SB 182 would encour~ge the indiscriminate dumpi~g of these 
liquid wastes-into uncontrolled dump sites 

* Hazardous Waste l-lanagement 11.1der current state laws, standards are 
sufficient to guarantee the leasonable control over the disposition 
of hazardous wastes. 

* SB 182 will greatly inc.·:ease numbers of uncontrolled dump sites 
in areas where haurdous wastes are generated in large 
quantities 

* Generators of hazardous wastes will begin to use these dump 
sites with increasing fl~quency 

* Proposed bill will adversely affect the state hazardous 
waste program 

* Resource Recovery/Recycling Current state standards, by promoting 
the concentration of wastes, ~ave been of substantial assistance in 
the implementation of resource recovery and recycling systems 

* SB 182 would greatly ret_~rd this important development by 
actually encouraging the establishment of open burning dumps 
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SB182 ADVERSE IMPACTS 

* PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY WILL BE ADVERSELY AFFECTED. 

{ 
* Periodic covering of waste as promoted by SB182 will encourage the 

~~~ concentratIon of disease vectors at disposal sites and therefore enhance 
., the spread of such diseases as anthrax and rabies. ~ 

; .. 
{ 

* Elimination of access control and site supervision as allowed by SB182 
~~ will increase the public's exposure to uncontrolled fires, diseases and 
---. toxic wastes. 

* GROUND WATER POLLUTION WILL OCCUR MORE FREQUENTLY. 

* Daily cover impedes moisture contact with waste. Without such pro­
tection, wastes produce leachates which can readily reach and contaminate 
g~ound water. 

* Leachate in ground water can travel for extended distances and does 
not dissipate. 

* Periodic cover as proposed by SB182 will increase ground water con­
tamination around disposal sites throughout Montana. 

* ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS WILL SUFFER DAMAGE A~ID INCREASED COSTS. 

* SB182 does not offer any means by which adjacent landowners to dis­
posal sites wil~ adequately protected. 

* Reduced operational standards will increase the number of landowners 
seriously damaged by litter, fires and reduced property values. 

* Reduced standards will result in increased numbers 
being initiated by affected adjacent landowners. 

* FEDERAL LANDS WILL NOT BE AVAILABLE FOR SITING DISPOSAL AREAS BECAUSE 
PROVISIONS OF SB182 ARE LESS STRINGENT THAN FEDERAL REGULATIONS . 

~~ _ *.SB182 would place state standards substantially less than federal 
" requ1rements . 

* Federal land will ~ be available for disposal sites because proposed 
reduced operational standards would be less than required on federal land. 

* Wastes generated on federal land such as campgrounds must be disposed 
of at sites meeting minimum federal regulations. SB182 would cause serious 
problems and greater costs in properly disposing of such waste . 

\ 
* ALLOW SITES SERVING LARGE POP~ATIONS TO SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCE STANDARDS. 

~ 
I 

* Proposed reduced standards tould 
~O that serve large unincorporated areas ...-- ' to 20,000 rural people. I 

I 
) 

apply to many disposal facilities 
with populations ranging from 10,000 
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* Proposed reduced standards would apply to many third class cities that 
provide service to large populations ranging from 7,000 to 14,000. 

* Numerous disposal facilities currently serve first-class cities, 
third-class cities and heavily populated unincorporated areas. SB182 does 
not address what standards would apply to such facililties. r ~ 

n £41 " 
* NO REGULATION OF HAZARDOUS WASTES BEING DISPOSED OF IN UNCONTROLLED 
SITES. 

tQ~11i * SB182 will increase number of uncontrolled dump sites in areas where 
~ hazardous wastes are generated in large quantities • 

* Generators of hazardous wastes will begin to use these dumps with 
increasing frequency. 

* - Proposed bill will adversely affect the state hazardous waste pro-
gram. 

* NO PROVISIONS FOR ISSUING NEW LICENSES REFLECTING REDUCED OPERATIONS. 

* Currently 159 Class II waste management licenses are in effect. 

* SB182 does not address procedures to be used in amending current 
licenses for disposal facilities. 

* All current licenses provide for active public participation . 

.. NECG1~ 
~~~fS~H~~ 

If reduced standards are applied to disposal sites, what assurance 
the public have that their interests and concerns will be heard? 

PROVISIONS FOR PRIVATE LANDFILL OPERATORS TO BE HEARD ON DECISIONS 
ARE MADE AFFECTING THEIR OPERATIONS. 
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Pp'll; , , 
li4 1se, 9 Sentat:tve 
5tfiPlaza' el ~ , ' 
Last Chance Gulch 
Ii lena, Montana 59601 .. 
De,ax Mr." Pistoria: 

';'-' ';, 

~~lJtf~~~~~:~~m~~~~~~s~~i~ 
Waste Nanagement Act. What 
, lyone rationalize the need .. 

, "~,:,, . , . 

to understand why responsible legislators 
#182 to change regulations in the. Solid 
is the purpose of this bill, and how can 
for it? 

There is absolutely no legitimate argument to take steps backward 
::1 return to the prac tic e 0 f a "open dump". It is extremely di fficul t 

.. 8 find fu ture landfill sites becau se 0 f already existing backyard 
Practices. Senate Bill ::nS? would make the present situation worse. 

,-",/ It has alre80y been establi :3heo and 0 f record when small communi ties 
llr small facilities in rural areas are excluded from edministrati ve 
regulations, it has resulted' in greater environmental damages. It ViOn 't 
)e long before Class II sites serving first and second class cities would 

_rgue they are discriminated against, and that Senate Bill #182 is illegal. 
You cannot pass bills that effect the Civil Ri.ghts of any person under 

" ?ublic Lavi 94-580 94th. Congress. Small and rural communities have several 
.. Jptions to reduce the per capita cost burden by regional collection, 

shoring equipment, and limited hours. If any community has a problem, they 
most certainly can go to the Montana Department of Health to address their 
problems. - From first-hand experience the only way to control litter is by 
earthen cover. The real need for fencing around a site is to prevent 

_access to small children and unauthorized people, keep stray animals from 
harboring, prevent rummaging through garbage after hours, and to define the 
legal boundaries of the site. When garbage is not covered on a daily basis, 

~injuries result, litter ends up outside the landfill on private property, 
crop0 ore destroyed in neighboring fields, fires occur causing health 
hazzards and property damage, an~ the ground water deteriorates. There is 
a greater need for the rural area s to cover on a daily basis becau se 0 f 

- the lack of fire fighting eqUipment. If rural areas do not have enough 
dirt for earthen cover, then why are the cities taking their garbage into 
the rural areas where they have to comply? Solid waste contains pathogenic 

4. bacteria, viruses, and parasites which can infect both human and animal • 
. , ryeriodic application of earthen material (6 inches) at the end of each 
'-"operating day would control wastes that provides food for rats, flies, and 

Sea Gulls which are capable of transmitting these disease organisms to 
~ humans and animals. Because the landfill exists adjacent to our property, 

I can speak vdth authority on this subject. 



· , 

Telephone: t 406) 462-7268 

PAUL WILHELM D.D.S. 
a06 Montana Building 

Great Falls, Montana 69401 

Why did ,senate Bill #182 delete the word "fenc es" in part "art under 
(2) Class II sites serving rural, unincorporated areas or towns in the 
second reading? If they cover but once a week, how a.re they going to 
prevent litter blowing out of the landfills? It seems to me auto grave­
yards have to be fenced because they are unsightly. Garbage is worse. 

Under Class II sites serving first and second-class cities the bill 
states "provide application of earthen cover l'l13.terial at the end 0 f each 
operation day". How·much dirt cover is this bill requiring? The cities 
have not complied under existing regulations which has created many 
problems for adjoining property ovrners. Are the sponsors 0 f this bill 
suggesting any amount 0 f dirt cover? The cities deposit sevrage sludge 
and dead animals which need immediate coverage. Is this health problem 
going to be ignored? 

,AI so under the same sec tion "each CIa ss II si te sholl lJrovi de 0 final 
cover at least 2 feet of earthen cover material after the final deposit 

/ of solid waste in the site'!. We have lived adjacent to 0 12ndfill for 
, about nine years lind have yet to see two feet of earthen cover in a 

completed area! 

I cannot see one redeeming factor in Senate Bill #182. This bill 
reverts progress made to-date back to unsightly dumps and opens the 
doors for many civil suits. My suggestions to the Seno.tors is to alloy,' 
garbage to be deposited in the center of tovrns and see if it is objection­
able to the citizens. Vlhat makes them think it is less objectionable to 
peopl e in the rural area2 \'fho live in the vicinity 0 f a lond fill? \',Then 
one has had the experience of litter, fires, polluted water, stray animals, 
and horrible stench coming from a "dump", they had better protest ag2inst 
this bill loud and clear. 

It d.oesn't take alot of intelligence to under2t"md '\'.'hy Senote Bill 182 
should not pass, but takes alot of stupidity to allow it. Even 2 cat 
covers its mess! 

Bernice M. Wilhelm 
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nHl. lse 0.f,:'R~r.eseh.tative 
';~I'Plaza Hot'sl 
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1983 

;Last Chance Gulch 
'17 lena, Montana 59601 .. 
Dear ,Mr. Pistoria: 

..-. ,tt 'is incomprehensible 
would intrody.ce Senate Bill 
w::wte :Management Act. What 

lyone rationalize the need .., 

to ~nderstand ,:why, responsible legislators 
#182, to change' regulations in the Solid 
is the purpose or this bill, and how can 
for it'? 

There is absolutely no legitimate argument to take steps backward 
o return to the practice of a "open dump". It is extremely difficult 

..,0 find future landfill sites because of already existing backyard 
Practices. Senate Bill ~:132 would make the present situation 'worse. 

....... It has alre8cy been established and of record yrhen m'wll cOli1!TIuni ties 
or small fecili ties in rural areas are excluded from administr<3ti ve 
regulations, it has resul ted~ in greater environmental damages. It VJon f t 
Je long before Class II sites serving first and second class cities would 

illlt3rguethey are discriminated against, and that Senate Bill #182 is illegClI. 
You cannot PClSS bills that effect the Civil Rights of any person under 
Public Law 94-580 94th. Congress. Small and rural communities have several 

..,options to reduce the per cClpita cost burden by regional collection, 
sharing equipment, and limited hours. If any community has a problem, they 
most certainly cen go to the MontanCl DepClrtment of Health to Elddress their 
problems • ... 

From first-hand experience the only way to control litter is by 
earthen cover. The real need for fencing around a site is to prevent 

- access to small children and unauthorized people, keep stray animals from 
harboring, prevent rummaging through garbage after hours, and to define the 
legal boundaries of the site. When garbage is not covered on <3 daily basis, 

... injuries result, litter ends up outside the landfill on private property, 
crops 3rc d02troyed in neighboring fields, fires occur causing health 
hazzards Clnd property damage, and the ground ~ater deteriorates. There is 
a greater need for the rural areas to cover on a daily basis becau~e of 

.. the lack of fire fighting equipment. If rural areas do not have enough 
dirt for earthen cover, then why are the cities tClking their garbage in to 
the rural areas where they have to comply? Solid waste contains pathogenic 

... bacteria, viruses, and parasites which can infect both human and animal. 
Periodic application of earthen material (6 inches) at the end of each 

-,operating day vlOuld control wastes that provides food for rClts, flies, and 
~ Sea Gulls which are capable of transmitting these disease organisms to 

humans and animals. Because the landfill exists adjacent to our property, 
I can speak vdth authority on this subject. 



· , 

Telephone: (~06) 462-7268 
"'. I, 

PAUL WILHELM D.D.S. 
306 Montana Building 

Great Falls, Montana 69401 

Why did Senate Bill #182 delete the word "fences" in part "a" under 
(2) Class II sites serving rural, unincorporated areas or towns in the 
second reading? If they cover but once a week, how are they going to 
prevent litter blowing out of the landfills? It seems to me auto grave­
yards have to be fenced because they are unsightly. Garbage is worse. 

Under Class II sites serving first and second-class cities the bill 
states "provide application of earthen cover IIl3.terial at the end 0 f each 
operation day". How·much dirt cover is this bill requiring? The cities 
have not complied under existing regulations which has created many 
problems for adjoining property owners. Are the sponsors 0 f this bill 
suggesting any amount of dirt cover? The cities deposit sewage sludge 
and dead animals which need immediate coverage. Is this health problem 
going to be ignored? 

Also under the same section "each Class II site shall provide a finel 
cover et leest 2 feet of earthen cover material after the finel deposit 
of solid waste in the site~. ~e have lived adjacent to a landfill for 

., about nine years lind have yet to see two feet 0 f earthen cover in a 
completed area! 

I cannot see one redeeming factor in Senate Bill #182. This bill 
reverts progress made to-date back to unsightly dumps and opens the 
doors for many civil suits. My suggestions to the Senators is to allo1'! 
garbage to be deposited in the center of tovms and see if it is objection­
able to the citizens. Vfuat makes them think it is less objectionable to 
people in the rural areas vrho live in the vicinity 0 f a landfill? When 
one has had the experience of litter, fires, polluted water, stray animals, 
and horrible stench coming from a "dump", they had better protest against 
this bill loud and clear. 

It doesn't take olot of intelligence to understand. ".'hy Senate Bill 182 
should not pass, but takes alot of stupidity to allow it. Even a cot 
covers its mess! 

Bernice M. Wilhelm 
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Maxwell K. Botz 
Box 171 
Clancy, Montana 59634 

March 21, 1983 

Representative H. Harper 
Montana House of Representatives 
Natural Resource Committee 
Capitol Station 
Helena, Montana 59601 

RE: Senate Bill 182 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am opposed to Senate Bill 182. As a professional groundwater geologist 
and engineer, I feel this bill could lead to serious groundwater pollution 
problems in Montana. 

My specific objections to this bill are: 

1) The bill will lead to uncontrolled and unsupervised disposal of solid 
and liquid wastes in most of Montana's landfills. 

2) Without daily or frequent inspection, hazardous and toxic wastes, and 
sewage sludge and septic tank wastes will be improperly disposed into 
the landfills. 

3) Uncovered wastes will subject to rainfall, snowmelt and runoff that 
will percolate through the wastes, create contaminated leachate and 
cause contaminated groundwater beneath the landfill. 

4) Contaminated groundwater is very expensive to control and correct. 

In the past ten years, I have investigated groundwater conditions at many 
solid waste sites in Montana and have documented groundwater contamination 
from leachate. 

Montana has developed an excellent solid waste program that protects 
groundwater resources. Senate Bill 182 would be a large step backwards 
and would allow 1andfi11'operation that could lead to groundwater pollution 
problems. There is a great deal of concern in Montana and nationally about 
groundwater pollution. Montana should pride itself on protection of its 
water resources and not allow conditions that, in the future, could lead to 
extremely costly groundwater pollution problems. . 

I urge you to not pass Senate Bill 182. 

Sincerely, 

~ttI(~ 
M. K.~:lotz, P. E. 
Hydrologist/Engineer 

MKB:jy 



BEAVERHEAD COUNTY SANITARIAN 
COURTHOUSE 

POST OFFICE BOX 1166 DILLON. MONTANA 59725 

TELEPHONE 683·4868 

=----------------.- ------- .~---------,~.-.. _._------------- -~ - .. ---"-----'----
March 21, 1983 

Dear Mr. Chairman and Committee Members: 

Thank you Mr. Chairman and Committee members. My Name ;s Eugene Regan and 
I am the Beaverhead County Sanitarian. I am opposed to Senate Bill 182. I ask 
you to disapprove this bill for the following reasons: 

In 1978, Beaverhead County went to the State Board of Health and asked for 
a variance from cover and opeation requirements. After testimony from the Solid 
Waste Bureau and county officials the Board of Health gave us a variance to last 
one (1) year. In that year we had to demonstrate that we could maintain the sites 
in an environmentally safe manner. I developed a monitoring system which collected 
photos of the sites before and after they were covered and recorded the amounts of 
garbage in each site every week. The contractor covered the site once a week and 
provided the photographs. 

On our second appearance before the Board of Health, the Board was so impressed 
that they directed the Solid Waste Bureau to draft a bill to allow variances to the 
solid waste laws. The 1981 Legilature passed that bill and it became law. Since 
1981, no one else has applied for a variance! WHY? Is the answer because the 
proponants just don't want to do anything to improve their sites. With Senate Bill 
182 no one will be required to do anything to improve open dumps in Montana. Do 
we want to put ten (10) years of improvements in solid waste down the drain? I 
feel that the variance procedure is the only way to go. This method puts the 
burden on the county to prove that they can satisfactorily onerate a site that does 
not meet all of EPA regulations. 

Another reason this Bill is ill advised is that federal agencies, such as 
B.L.M. and the Forest Service, require once a day cover for landfills on federal 
property. Five (5) years ago the Forest Service had about 200 dumps on their 
ground, today there is only one (1). Making the state rules and laws less stringent 
than EPA regulations is a joke and the joke is on the citizens of Montana. 

Still another reason is that Western Montana College has completed a study 
for using solid waste as an energy source. If such a facility is built garbage 
from Beaverhead and Madison County should be hauled to the facility to be burnt. 
The study showed that Beaverhead County spends $50,000.00 a year to dispose of a 
$200,000.00 resource. How can we afford to waste such a resource? In the future 
I request that the Legislature provide funds and low interest money for resource 
recovery projects. 

Again I request that you give Senate Bill 182 a do not pass recommendation. 
Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 

I ) 
( :: ,- ': 

, '; j; , I \ .: 1:.:.'-• ..1.,,-1 i 
Eugene Regan, R.S. / 
Beav~rhead County Sani~arian 



MISSOULA CITY-COUNTY 
HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

301 West Alder· Missoula. Montana 59802 . Ph. (406) 721-5700 

March 16, 1983 

MEMO TO: Members of the Committee 

FROM: Edward G. Zuleger, R.S. 

SUBJECT: Senate Bill 182 

As a Registered Sanitarian in the State of Montana, I am opposed to 
S.B. 182 for the following reasons: 

1. The wording in Section 2 of the Bill is ambiguous, and depending 
on how you interpret it, it excludes virtually every landfill in Montana 
from daily coverage. I say this because there isn't a landfill in Montana 
that doesn't serve some unincorporated areas or towns. 

2. Even if the Bill only affected those landfills serving only 
unincorporated areas or towns, there are rural areas in the State that 
include thousands of people that are served by only one landfill. 

3. The State has been working for years to combine numerous small 
landfills scattered throughout the State (none of which were being taken 
care of) into a few larger landfills which could be taken care of properly. 

4. If this Bill was to pass, it would encourage the proliferation 
of the small landfill sites, due to the fact that these sites, with lower 
operational costs, could under-bid larger sites for the same services. 
This, in my opinion, would be a giant step backward. 

5. This Bill seems to completely overlook the health aspects of 
a landfill operation, and the reduction of the covering requirement will 
cause health problems, no matter what size the landfill happens to be. 
Open garbage cannot help but become a problem in a number of ways. These 
include such things as providing a place for the breeding of flies and 
the proliferation of rats and mice, not to mention periodic fires which 
occur, and the scattering of litter by the wind. 

In closing, I would again like to state that I am against.S.B. 182, 
and I feel that the adoption of such a bill will put Montana back into 
the dark ages with regard to the operation of landfills. 

EGZ:mzc 
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·i~'~'\ .. United States (V.AA} De~artment of 
~ Agriculture 

Forest 
Service Lolo National Forest 

Seeley Lake R.D. 
Drawer G 
Seeley Lake, MT 59868 

geply 10: 7460 Solid Waste Dale January 27, 1983 

I 
I 

Subject: Landfill Disposal Sites 

To Mr. Ed Zulager 
}tlssoula Health Department 
Missoula, MT 59868 

Locating garbage and trash.disposal.facilitles on National Forest land is 
seldom compatible with National Forest purp~ses and is strongly discouraged. 
Providing these facilities is normally a lo¢al government responsibility and 
not that of the Forest Service. Neverthele~s, the Forest Service occasionally 
gets involved through its responsibilities in the field of fire prevention 

I 
and its operation of public recreation area$ and administrative sites. However, 
special use permits may be issued only when'private sites are not reasonably' 
available, and suitable sites are available on the National Forest. 

Permits for solid waste disposal sites woul 
compliance with the Solid Waste Disposal Ac 
Also, guidelines published in the Federal R 
(Vol. 39, No. 158) are mandatory for any di 
National Forest land. 

I 

require operation in full 
(P.L. 89-272, as amended; P.L. 91-512). 

gister of Wednesday, August 14, 1974, 
posal operation permitted on 

One of the basic criteria for locating a laJldfill on NFS land would be that it 
was operated in a safe and sanitary manner. Environmental protection, fire 
prevention and nuisance animals are some of the factors which would receive 
strong consideration. Operational methods hich did not optimize these 
factors would seriously jeopardize any land~ill on National Forest lands. 

I am aware of a proposal to relax reqUiremeJts for daily covering of landfills 
I in small communities. Since it is a genera~ policy of the Forest Service not 

to allow landfills, any lessening of the operational standards would only.make 
justifying them on our public lands more di~ficult. Regardless of State law, 
Forest Service requirements for landfill op~ration on National Forest land 

aWOUld proba: :77)e ;:::erage. . 

,/ d?/' ___ -------c:~ .~~ 

DENNIS L. JOHNSON 
District Ranger 
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.. 
Mr. Chairman and Committee Members: 

.. 
I am Dr. John McGregor, Chairman of the State Board of Health and 

.. Enviromental Sciences living i.n Gre"at Falls. -r am here today speaking in 

opposition to Senate Bill 182 • As you are all familiar with the contents .. 
of the bill, I will not go into that. I would like to state tha t the 

current solid waste standards have been in effect in Montana for eleven .. 
years. These standards are to provide basic protection for the health, 

- welfare and safety of the public and for the environment, as well as the 

.. land itself. Senate Bill 182 as written will substantially reduce these 
~~-

standards for the majority of the waste disposal facilities of Montana. 

The 47th 

\ .. 
to. 

legislature, passed measures allowing for a variance 

.. procedure from rules issued under the Montana Solid Waste Management Act. 

This procedure allows any person to apply to the board of Heal th and .. 
Environmental Science for a variance from rules governing the management of 

solid waste. 
j., 

This law allowing the Board to hear and grant variance 

requests assures that persons requesting such a variance will be heard by a 

• neutral third party. Most importantly, it assures that the interest of the 

property owners most likely to be. effected by a variance will be amply 

protected. They may be issued for up to three years with opportunities for 

extension. It should be noted that the procedures for seeking a solid 

waste variance were patterned very closely after those used by the Air 

.. f)uality Bureau of the State Department of Heal th. Under Air Quality 

'-' standards, 94 variances have been granted. To date, one solid waste 

- • 



If' 

~3riance was requested and granted. This was to Beverhead county operating 

five·small disposal sites. The process by which the variance was granted - was simple and direct. It was not time consuming, cumbersome or expensive 

for that county to seek. Most importantly, the variance granted was -
satisfactory to all parties concerned including adjacent landowners at the 

- disposal site. 

senate Bill 182, by encouraging the lessening of current standards, .. 
would have a serious adverse impact upon the variance portion of the 

Montana Solid Waste Management Act. .. I am concerned that those persons now 

requesting relaxed dumping standards under Senate Bill 182 may in the 

., future be requesting that extensive investigations be conducted by the 

state or federal government to determine what adverse. impacts were caused ....... 

by the dumping practices •• The cost of investigating and correcting such 

~ 
~roblems could easily exceed the cost of the preventive llleasu:es. 

- '!. 

I am 

" also concerned for the people who live and own property adjacent to land 

.. fill sites. They deserve protection of their water wells and property 

values from the harm that can result from disposal sites operating without 

adequate control. Senate Bill 182 appears to extend greater privileges to 

_ small local governments i nMon tana, but doing so at the direct expense of 

private citizens, especially those persons unlucky enough to live near a 

.. solid waste disposal site. If this bill passes, those adjacent landowners 

may find that they have opened uncontrolled dump sites as their neighbors 

in the future . 

.. 
Thank you for this opportunity to appear before you. 

~ 10HN MCGREGOR, M.D 

"-'. 

• 
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United States Department of the Interior 
- BUREAu-orLAND MANAGEMENT------------------

222 North 32nd Street 
P.O. Box 30157 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

Bill ings, Mbntana 59107 5/21/63 

BLM is opposed to any reduction in Montana administrative rules governing 

solid waste below presently established federal standards. BLM administers 

8.4 million acres in Montana, North and South Dakota. The BLM has 

approximately 20 solid waste sites authorized under the Recreation and 

Public Purpose leases (R&PP) in Montana. All R&PP leases for solid 

waste sites must meet EPA Land Disposal and Solid Waste Guidelines and 

Classification of Solid Waste Facilities and Practices published in the 

Federal Register~ August 14, 1974 and September 13, 1979, respectively, 

Particularly these guidelines, which carry the weight of regulation, 

require access control and daily covering to insure public safety and 

control of wind-blown paper, fire and disease vectors. BLM is concerned 

not only with the aforementioned items' effect on public land, but the 

effect on adjacent private lands. 

BLM is also concerned about reductions in Montana administrative rules 

which might allow unlimited access to sites; since this could allow 

unauthorized dumping of hazardous wastes which could result in long-term 

liability to BLM at such times as the R&PP lease reverts to BLM. Our 

only alternative under such circumstances would be direct sale to 

operator of solid waste sites. 



:11'. Ken AlkeT'la 
Office !.!ircctor 
~nviro~~~nt~l Protection 
A~cncy 

301 Sout:: l'ark 

20Jl (931.;.1) 

It ilC1S bC2:1 bro'..l?,it to our attcntioil tl1at ;·lontc.na State Senate Dill 
l~o. 132 (~~closed), dealinc with operational requirements for solid 
waste dis1)058l sites, is scheduled for consideration by the House 
i'iatural I;.(!BOUrCes CO:::rI'ittee in a few weeks. He are considering the 
iD"Jlic.:!.tiol1s of this ~::"ll on solid urrstc disposal sites located on m:: 
la::10. or 12.:1d ;-,:J.tC.1L.:G u:F~2r the RQcre:ltion llnd Fublic Purposes :,ct l:ith 
n r2versio~ary c.la:.;,3c. 

Tile Bill ~rovides, e....'";1on~ other things, that Class II sites serving 
rurcl, '..lllincorporatcd areas or towns, may rel!lain open seven days a .,1cek 
w-ith B?plication of cover r:-.aterial only once a week. O,lr position on 
the Bill is de?cndent on t~e regulations that are applicable to our 
areas of respor:.sibility. This pouid include the EPA regulations dealing 
\dth solid \-!aste, "''.lic~ arrear to re(]uire application of cover naterial 
at the enrl of each c?erating Jay. 

ric "Could af!7'r2c.iat~ :'our opir:ion 0::1 t:lis rr,,'1tter as soon an possible. p.;! 
nee::: to kIlO'" if tilis bill ;.,'ould he inconsistent ';lit:l your ref,ulations. 
If S,), please describe the inconsistencies especially as they ap?ly to 
tl1c Bureau of ~lG :~<l..na!l-e::l~nt. 

934:BBales:jj:~/~3/~2:x619n 

Sincerely yours, 

f ::-~~:-.~-:- - .-' 
jYv~~.~ L .. < 

John A. Kwiatkowski 
Deputy State Director, 
Division of Lands and Renewable Resources 



1 United States 
Environmental Protection 
Agency 
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REF: 8MO 

Region 8, Montana Office 
Federal Building 
301 S. Park, Drawer 10096 
t:ielena,. Montana 59001 

," : I 

' ... ,,,, r--- ~--" 

R - • 

MAR I 6 1931 
r-

- -~~ .. -+ 

Mr. John A. Kwiatkowski 
Deputy State Director 

Resources 
"',\ . 

Division of Lands and Renewable 
Bureau of Land Management 
Billings, MT 59101 L .-: --', -~---

Dear Mr. Kwiatkowski: 

We forwarded your letter of February 25, 1983, to our 

Regional Office. Attached is EPA's response. If you have 

any questions please contact Jim Harris of my staff at 

FTS 585-5414. 

S;:::;;lJ m&~~ 

.--+-~ 

Kenneth L. Alkema, Acting Director 
r'1ontana Offi ce 

Attachment 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

OATE MAft 1 5 1983 

SI18JECT BLM Solid Waste Disposal Request 
~ 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

FROM 8AW-WM 

TO Ken Alkema, Director 
Montana Operations Office 

Mr. John A. Kwiatkowski's February 25, 1983 letter is addressed for your 
information. In short, the Land Disposal of Solid Waste Guidelines published 
in the Federal Re~ister of August 14, 1974, carry the weight of regulations 
for federal facillties and federally managed lands. The issues of fire 
safety, personnel safety, vector control, and blowing paper, among others, are 
positively impacted by covering waste at a sanitary landfill at the end of 
each operating day. While other options may exist to control these issues, 
cover at the end of each operating day continues to be the accepted norm for 
proper operation. The Land Disposal Guidelines require cover at the end of 
each operating day. 

We recognize that in practice communities will incur increased expense in 
meeting this requirement. Several options exist to limit this expense. The 
most obvious recommended option is to limit site operation and access to a 
minimum number of'days per week with application of cover at the end of each 
operating day. 

The Montana Senate Bill No. 182 does not require access control or 
supervision for sites serving rural and non-incorporated areas, and provides 
only optional control and supervision for sites servicing third-class cities. 
In the absence of access control, operating days cannot be limited and cover 
at the end of each operating day would equate to daily cover as required by 
the Guideline. 

A potentially more significant liability to' lessees and the Bureau of Land 
Management arises from the unauthorized disposal of hazardous and 
non-hazardous liquid industrial wastes at sites with no access control or 
superV1Slon. The Hazardous Waste Regulatory Control Programs of EPA and the 
State of Montana significantly increase the cost of proper hazardouswaste----­
management, thus increasing the incentive for midnight dumping of such 
wastes. Where better to dump than an open, unattended, rural, solid waste 
disposal site? 

In addition to complying with 40 CFR 241, Land Disposal of Solid Waste 
Guidelines, the Bureau must recognize the liability of providing convenient 
sites for dumping of unauthorized wastes. With the reversion provision in BLM 
leases, ultimate liability for impacts to the environment (groundwater) would 
be theirs. 

EPA Form 1320-6 (Rev, 3·76) 
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While EPA has other regulations for our use in classifying sanitary 
landfills and open dumps - 40 CFR 257, dated September 13, 1979 - the Land 
Disposal of Solid Waste Guidelines take precedence for federal facilities and 
federally managed lands. 

Sincerely yours, 

Robert L. Duprey, Director 
Air and Waste Management Division 



ExJ,:b;+-~ 

NAME: _ --,O~t\. tl. IJ/o ~ tL ____ DATE:~L /4'-~ 

• ADDRESS: 9FI ,6reckp"l-:d'1e J /lei""",') $C __ 

PHONE: 11"-/3 -- t-j ~ f if 

REPRESENTING WHOM? 1.. eel) 4 e c> f Wart'- f'r... U 0 f e r~ "f' /lltJt1 tql\~\ 

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: 513 I f J, ~~, >oL.-----L-..><....-.>:::..>.-________ __ _ 

DO YOU: SUPPORT? ___ _ . AMEND? ---- OPPOSE? x __ 

J / 

PLEASE LEAVE ANY PREPARED STATEMENTS WITH THE COMMITTEE SECRETARY. 
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WRITTEN TESTIMONY OPPOSING SB 182 

By: Elizabeth J. Knight, R.S. 

Mr. Chairman and committee members, my name is Elizabeth 

Knight. I am currently employed as the Jefferson-Broadwater 

County Sanitarian and am president of the Montana Environmental 

Health Association. The association, Jefferson and Broadwater 

County Commissioners, and I appreciate the opportunity to submit 

written testimony in opposition to SB 182. SB 182 would markedly 

reduce the current solid waste management standards for the 

majority of solid waste disposal facilities in Montana. It would 

allow for facilities serving towns and unincorporated areas 

amounting to populations in the upwards of 14,000 the liberty 

to operate as they please. 

The bill as proposed would seemingly result in the rapid 

growth of open burning dumps throughout the state. With the 

variation in operational requirements it would be impossible to 

administer any standards. Loss of daily cover requirement could 

mean increases in diseases associated with improperly handled 

solid waste. Daily cover also reduces the chances of contaminated 

ground water by leachate, which can contain viruses, heavy metals 

and various chemicals. The current standards for site selection, 

should operational standards be reduced, would need to be made 

more stringent, to protect public health and ground water; if 

siting standards are made more restrictive, it will lead to less 

available land for landfill sites. Land is difficult enough at 



do not want disposal sites located near them. With the lack of 

control these measures would produce, sites would become much 

harder to acquire. SB 182 contains no provisions for the 

protection of those who currently own property near disposal 

sites. We've already seen a number of suits initiated by landowners 

who have sustained damage as a result of operation of the landfills 

near them. 

Reduced operational requirements would lead to a lack of 

knowledge or control of semi-liquid, liquid (septic tank and 

privy vault wastes), and hazardous waste materials entering 

landfill sites. 

The Montana Environmental Health Association at their 

annual fall meeting passed a resolution opposin~, what were at 

that time, proposed changes to the solid waste management rule 

which are, in substance, those changes in operational require-

ments which would be mandated should this bill become law. 

Many counties have gone to considerable expense and work to 

bring their syste~s into compliance with current state rules 

and laws to protect their public's health. To decrease the 

standards to suit thos~ few who find it a hardship to comply 

without looking at the l6ng term effects, would be a mistake. 

On behalf of the Jefferson and Broadwater County Commissioners, 

the Montana Environmental Health Association and myself, we 

urge this committee to oppose SB 182. Thank you. 

Sincerely, ~)~iJ ill- /i~0:'{ >-
Delbert M. Bullock, Chairman 
Jefferson County Commissioners 

;13in7erel Y !_..,.~/ .7~ .. /'C (. / \ • 
~ ... _".,C"r,,·/,- ;; /Ac.--: .:.;.: C oC/,-', r ~. 

; . ' ).. 
Elbgabeth J. Knight .S._ 
President, Montana vrronmental 
Health Association 
Jefferson-Broadwater County Sanitarian 
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Land of poisOn~·&3 
Hazardous wastes out of contr~ 

WASHINGTON (AP) - More than a ton The 407-page report details an en· 
of hazardous chemical waste for each vironmental threat barely dreamed of a 
man. woman and child is dumped into na· decade ago. but now reaching mammoth 
tion's environment every year, according proportions. Among its statistics on the 
to a congressional study which contends scope of the problem: 
federal laws are inadequate to deal with • More than IS 000 uncontrolled hazar· 
the problem.: - '-'. . - - '. dous waste dispo'sal sites already have 
Th~_ study, ~eleased today by the con·, been listed by the EPA, and more are be­

gresslonal O~f.lc~ of Technology. Assess· ;ng discovered each year. 
m~t, also cnbclz~ some re~ulahons that ! • An unreleased EPA study ~dica~es 
enco~age the burial of toXIC wastt;'. ,a/there are 80,263 sites in the nation With 
practlCf!·tbat poses a threat to the nabon ~ contaminated surface water impound. 
water. "----_--------- ments, such as pits, ponds and lagoons. 

Ninety percent are believed to be a poten· 
There are serious and Ual threat to groundwater supplies . 

• Another unreleased EPA study, a test 
numerous gaps in our of underground drinking water supplies in 
present hazardol!s waste 954 cities with populations of more than 

regulatory system; gaps ~~~~f ~~:::p~:.tamination in 29 per· 

which must be closed if Congress has responded to the problems 
with two laws. In 1976, it passed the 

we .are to. p~!?_tect pubic Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. 
health. _" designed as a "cradle-ta-grave" tracking 

--:00 _____________ '-.::..,-. system for hazardous wastes to ensure 
According to the report. at least 255 mil. their proper handling and disposal. 

on metric tons of hazardous chemical And in 1980. it added the "superfund" -
stes are put into the environment each a $1.6 billion. five-year program to clean 

y r - more than a. ton for each up abandoned chemical waste dumps -
Am ican. A metric ton weighs 2. that Is the focus of the current EPA in· 
po red to 2.000 pounds vestigation. 
regtifar to . Despite those laws, the congressional 
(Yet, the study sal, eral regula- study said, the government is pursuing a 
ions "may not effectively detect, prevent roblem it does not fu\ly understand with 

or control hazardous releases. especially 00 little money. vague technical stan-
over the longer term .... Consistent levels ards. imperfect laws and sometimes con-
of protection nationwide are not assured." radictory policies. 

The conclusions come from a three-year The study is particularly critical of 
tudy of hazardous waste control by the regulations encouraging the disposal of 

. research offie hazard0.JlS...<w urying - the 
Although the study deals with issues un- meth~f noW" used for about cent of 

der investigation by congressional com- .-aste. 
mittees probing the Environmental, The study said lax requirements· 
Protection Agency, the report was start . landfills - including failure to require 
before the Reagan administration took 0' stringent monitoring for leaks and allow­
fice. ing some older dumps to meet less ex-

The furor over EPA. however. is likely acting requirements - makes burying 
to focus attention on the study and make it wastes cheaper than alternative disposal/ 
a major factor in future legislation. tylethods,. . / 

Rep. James Florio. D-N.J .• chairman of Yet, the study said. even EPA technical 
the House subcommittee in charge of" analyses concede that any landfill, no ~t. 
hazardous waste legislation. said the study "t~ how well constructed, eventually Will 
"clearly confirms that there are serious lea ... -"_ 
and numerous gaps in our present hazar- The stua~lternatives to burying -
dous waste regulatory system - gaps such as recycling or changing production 
which must be closed if we are to protect methods to reduce the amount of wastes 
public health.·' generated - could double industry's costs. 



( 

FACTS on SB 182. 

Montana Environmental Information Center lb~\-,QS-.e(\ --\c "S~ \'1;;.20 

* 

SB 182 deletes requirements for onsite supervision and daily covering 
of refuse at sanitary landfills. The purpose of these changes is 
allegedly to make rules more flexible and reasonable, and to make 
operations more affordable. While these goals are laudable, the 
bill will actually create many more problems than it solves, and 
in fact, goals of the bill can be met by present policy. 

Important questions about the bill: 

1. Is here su ort 
a. Of e more than landfills Solid Waste 

Management Burea~A a~ received complaints from only 4. 
b. The SWMB opposes these revisions, as does DHES. 
c. Sanitarians state-wide, except in Cascade County, are opposed to 

these rule changes;they passed a resolution,at their annual 
meeting, opposing these changes. 

2. Are present rules inflexjble? NQ .... 
a. Variances, for up to 3 years, may be obtained, and may be 

renewed. 
b. Of the 4 sites that want·rules changed, ~ has applied for 

a variance. 
c. 1 site, in Beaverhead County, has obtained a variance, and 

recommends that process to others. 
d.The state has not fined any site for violating rules. 

asonable? NO. 
a. a e rules are not more stringent than federal (EPA) rules. , 

In fact, federal rules could be interpreted as being more strict. 
b. Case-by- case determinations can be made on requirements of 

a particular site. Cover is not required daily in inclement 
weather, or in other extenuating circumstances. 

4 • .Are rule changes in th~ best inte.~.~s.t of public health and 
the en~ronment? NO. 
a.Unsupervised sites-would allow for the disposal of all manner 

of wastes, including hazardous wastes. (se..e ~~t. P"-C',f-) 
b. Not covering at the end of each operating day would threaten 

groundwater, and increase vermin and litter problems. 
c. Complaints from adjacent landowners are the main complaints 

that the SWMB receives now, and those complaints would only 
increase if rules were relaxed. 

d. We'd see the proliferation of open, burning dumps. 

5. decreased? Not in t 
a. would e 1a e over 

caused by relaxing rules. 
b. adjacent landowners would have 

and the landfill operator. 

ic health problems 

more grounds to sue ~~e state 

Does it make sense to change state-wide rules to accomodate the 
desires of a small minority of proponen~s, and risk increased 
groundwater contamination, increased opposition and lawsuits from 
adjacent landowners,and the public health? NO. ---
Those dissatisfied with present operating requirements have adequate 
recourse under the present rules. 



Representative Harper - Chairman, Natural Resources Committee 

Re: SB182 

Dear Mr. Harper; 

Monday, the 21st of this month, you will be hearing SB182. 
The basic concept of this bill would be to allow small 
communities to operate current dumps and future dumps in an 
unsafe and unsanitary mannor. 

The bill a~ks that these dumps be allowed to be open 7 days 
a week, 24 hours a day and only be covered with dirt once a 
week. If this were to be allowed, neighboring landowners 
would have garbage in their field$ and yards. The potential 
for fire and fire damage to adjacent property would be in­
creased dramaticly. Such inadiquate covering enhancies the 
likelyhood of a hazardous disease being spread. 

I control two landfills in Montana that are operated in 
compliance with the current rules and requirements. I feel 
the rules are just and needed. We should not relax the re­
quirements to accomidate a few who refuse to comply. 

~ I strongly urge you to vote NO PASS on SB 182. 

David Falasi, p:esident 
City Transfer and Disposal, Inc. 
Box 2124 
Great Falls, MT 59403 
761-6752 

cc Rep. Bob Ream 

Rep. Kelly Addy 

Rep. Tom Asay 

Rep. Toni Bergene 

Rep. Vern Bertlesen 

Rep. Dave Brown 

Rep. Aubyn Curtiss 

1 

Rep. Harrison Fagg 

Rep. Bill hand 

Rep. Dennis Iverson 

REp. Jim Jensen 

Rep. Kathleen McBride 

Rep. Jerry Metcalf 

Rep. Glenn Mueller 
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Rep. Ted Neuman 

Rep. Ken Nordtvedt 

Rep. Joe Quilici 

REp. Dennis Veleber 

f 



MISSOULA CITY-COUNTY 
HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

301 West Alder· Missoula. Montana 59802 . Ph. (406) 721-5700 

March 21, 1983 

MEMO TO: Members, House Natural Resources Committee 

FROM: Missoula City-County Health Department 

SUBJECT: Senate Bill 182 

The Missoula City-County Health Department strongly opposes Senate 
Bill 182. As an agency charged with protecting public health and the 
environment, we cannot support a bill that would promote the spread of 
disease, contamination of groundwater, and the uncontrolled dumping of 
hazardous waste. 

Standards for landfill operation were established to ensure that dis­
eases did not occur or spread from garbage disposal. Passage of this bill, 
however, could cause an increase in vector-borne diseases such as rabies 
and anthrax. Eventually the virus causing polio could increase throughout 
the State from biological leachate at landfills. Montana's current stan­
dards for landfill management are designed to protect public health--not 
promote disease. 

At a time of heightened awareness about hazards created from improper 
waste disposal, this bill would substantially weaken Montana's landfill 
management standards. These lower standards would reduce property values 
of current landowners adjacent to landfills by increasing litter and fire 
potential. Of even greater importance, however, future landholders may 
be adversely affected by degraded groundwater quality caused by leachates 
from periodically covered landfills. 

Montana has developed and implemented a strong solid waste management 
system. The State has worked to consolidate small landfills and to stan­
dardize operational requirements. This bill would encourage establishment 
of numerous small dump sites throughout the State. Further, it would 
eliminate site supervision and controlled access to these areas. In short, 
this bill would seriously impair the sound solid waste management system 
Montana has built through the years. 

To reiterate, the Missoula City-County Health Department cannot support 
S.B. 182. This bill ignores the public health threat and disease potential 
associated with weakened standards for landfill management. It also fails 
to address the long-term environmental consequences of inadequate covering 
and improper maintenance of solid waste disposal sites. This bill should 
not be passed. 

r 

Elaine Bild, Director 
Environmen al Health 

. MAKING A DIFFERENCE ... 



WITNESS STATEMENT 
/ I ' 

~ame __ ~}f~/+!/ __ /'~/_'~r __ ~( __ j~/~{~/~'~)~/_"~/ ________________ _ 

Address -------------------------------------------
Representing '!C'l / (' "j/;' If 

--~~~~i--~~~~~~---------------

Bill N00Jr_': __ ~/~,~f __ ~ ______________________________ ___ 

Committee On / / ,,/' 
! \! ,( I £ ',' )< dLll':".J , 

'') . " 

Date ____ ~.)+!~)~/~~!~\~---------------
/ I 

Support ___ ~~.+!--(-------------------
7 

Oppose ----------------------------
Amend -----------------------------

AFTER TESTIFYING, PLEASE LEAVE PREPARED STATEHENT WITH SECRETARY. 

Comments: 
1. 

2. 

4. 

/ " 
/ 

) I • 

'" 1/ . , .. 

/. 

/ ! 
• I 

/ ,',' 

/ 

. ( .II' / 

I , f .' I {, " 

/ , , } ./ I / . { / '/;/-: " 

. / ' (1/ ),'( / /' 

Itemize the main argument or points of your testimony. This \Vill 
assist the committee secretary with her minutes. 

FORM CS-34 
1- 83 



W"""';'·~ 

WITNESS STATEMENT 

Committee On ________________ __ 

Da te ?iz4-1d;1;;J /,9&.5 
Support 
Oppose --~~~-----------------

/ 
Amend ________________________ _ 

AFTER TESTIFYING, ~LEASE LEAVE PREPARED STATEMENT WITH SECRETARY. 

4. 

Itemize the main argument or points of your testimony. This will 
assist the committee secretary with her minutes. 

FORM CS-34 
1-83 



• l; 

Mr. Ke 11y Addy 
House Natural Resources 
Capitol Station 
Helena HT 59620 

Dear .Mr. Addy: 

Conunittee 

~K.3D :..:.:----
17, 198~ 

Hclinda A. Tusle:r, R.S. 
Box 1052 
Forsyth, MT 59327 

I am writing yo~ concerning Senate Bill 182- an act to provide operational 
requirements for all solid waste disposal sites classified as Class II sites 
by the Department of Health and Environmental Scicnces whi.ch usc ·lhe landfilling 
method of solid waste disposal. 

As a registered sanitarian employed as a county sanitarian and a citizen of 
this state~I oppose this change in. ~he ~ules because, to me, thcy seem to be 
a step backwards in the control of the solid waste problem in the state. t~e 
already have current t:egulations that are effective.~o why change them and 
lower the standards? 

At the present time in Rosebud County there is one Class II landfill that serves 
all of Rosebud County, Treasure County and a large portion of the Northern 
Cheyenne Reservation. The solid waste from tlte uUllayini~ 'H('<.I!; if; tranportcd 
to the landfill in forty (40) cubic yard or 1;('v(,lIly-f iVI' ·l·lluic lard c(JIltaillf'rll. 

This site is the~ore serving several times tile 5UOOpcople of a second class 
city yet, there are only two incoporated municipalities in the area. (Forsyth 
which isa third class city and Hysham which is a town.) - The rest of the area 
is either rural or includes unincorporated communites like Colstrip, Ashland, 
Lame Deer and Rosebud. 

In the proposed regulation the required covering frequency for this landfill 
would be perialicwhile a second class city would be required to cover daily. 
To me, this indicates that one can not base the operational requirements of a 
landfill on the classification of municipalities. In fact, I feel that all 
landfills no matter what their size need the same type of regulation. 

The present regulations require daily ·cover •. There are reaSons other than just 
controlling fires, ·rodents and blowing refuse as iiidicated=in~sec·tl.onL=bftne'-=-~"~~":·· 

proposed regulations for this regulation. the most obvious is protecting the 
-:area's groundwater from leachate contamination. The daily cover keeps add it ional 

moisture out of the landfill and the· ground below. 

Every site needs some method of access control if only to prevent the dumping 
of hazardous wastes at the site. I do not feel a local government operating 
a site serving only a rural unincorporated area can afford to operate a land­
fill.seven days peti.week and still regulate the types of materials being 



( 

di9>oSI!d of Clfld (~()(Jlr()l lIlt' ullwa- adivili\'s-fir(' slarting, etc.-with 
pcrf>(lIlncl at tilt! sill.' "Oldy unc(' p~'r Wt'ck. Signs alone are not effective 
control. 

," The proposal doesnt ind.icate what earthet"il cover is o. To be an "effective 
regulation a specified amount and type is needed. The present regulations 
indicate six inches of ·approved eaIfil cover material. Just as too little cover 
can not effectively con.trol the Pfoblems of leachate and blowing refuse, etc. 
too much cover is wasteful of space and leads to the problem of having to 
loc~te a new site~ AIs'ocertain soil types are not effective covers. 

The propo~al indicate!) "that at least two feet of earthe!:n cover material be 
provided after the final d~posit of solid wastes in the site yet it does not 
give a time 1 itnil for apply ing this cover. Again effective regulation has 
to be specific. There are reasons for this cover and it must be provided 
within a reasonab'le time to be effective. It also makes it virtualty impossible 
for the regulating authority to determine if the operator is" trying to comply 
with the regulations or not. The operator can indicated that he will apply 
the final cover in the" future but when. 

In conclusion, 1. feel that the present set of regulations are effective and 
that there is no need for change e'specially One that could lead to the 
old open burning dumps of the past. 

Sincerely, 

~ ... H;;A/~{J. 
Melinda A. Tusler, R.S. . 
Rosebud County Sanitarian 
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SB182 ADVERSE IMPACTS 

'. " . 

* PUBJ~lCHEALTH AND SAFETY .. WILL .BE ADVERSELY AFFECTED. 

*'~~'fi~~i~'C:overing,oi"·~~~t~".~~~~prJmot~d·bY SB182 will 'encourage the,~ 
concentra.tion of t.lisease"vectors.ati;diSposal sites and therefore enhance 
the spread of such diseases as antliraxand rabies. 

* Elimination of access control and site supervision as allowed by SB182 
will increase the public's exposure to uncontrolled fires, diseases and 
toxic wastes. 

* GROUND '~ATER POLLUTION WILL OCCUR MORE FREQUENTLY. 

* I Daily. co,,-er impedes moisture contact with waste. Without, such pro­
,tecticn. wastes produce leachates which can readily reach and contaminate 
'groundvat'er. ~ 

* Leachate in ground water can travel for extended distances and does 
~ dissipate. 

~ .. 
* Periodic cover as proposed by SB182 will increase ground water con­

tamination around disposal sites throughout Hontana. 

* ADJACENT PROPERTY m~1NERS WILL SUFFER DAMAGE ANn INCREASED COSTS. 

* SHl82 does not offer any means by which adjacent landowners to dis­
posal sites will~ adequately protected. 

* Reduced operational standards will increase the number of landowners 
'., seriously damaged by litter. fires . and reduced property values. 

* Reduced standards will result in increased numbers of liability suits 
being initiated by affected adjacent landowners. 

* FEDERAL LANDS {JILL NOT BE AVA1LABLEFOR SITING DISPOSAL AREAS BECAUSE 
PROVISIONS OF SB182 ARE LESS STRINGENT THAN FEDERAL REGULATIONS. 

* SB182 would place state standards substantially less than federal 
requirements. 

* Federal land will not be available for disposal sites because proposed 
reduced operational standards would be less than required on federal land. 

. . 
* '~as-tes--gene-rated on 'federalland su'ch- as campgrounds must be disposed 

of at sites meeting minimum federal regulations. SBt82 would cause serious 
problems and greater costs in properly disposing of such waste. 

* ALL()W SITES SERVING LARGE POPULATIONS TO SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCE STANDARDS. 

* Proposed reduced standards would apply to many disposal facilities 
that serve large unin'corporated areas with populations ranging from 10.000 
to 10.000 rurnl people • 

. j 
" ~J ; j' , 



" 

2 ' .. '. 

* Proposed reduced standar.ds would apply to many third class cities that 
providE(service to large populations ranging from 7.000 to 14,000. 

~ ,::- ' " .' . 

.• . ·~;,.Nti~e_rouai.disposalfaciiities currently serve .. first-clau cities. 
thiV~~;~i~~~~"1·git:les,lal1d: .. heavily:\populated unincorporated .l\~eas.· SB182 does 
'n'o>t'~*ad'~~fss~wtlat' standabi~{would':apply' to sucli~fat:ililties:'" . 

. '." '" (~ :'-=>.~ \"~'" '-~:' -' .. ~> ' . " 
* NO REGULATION OF HAZARDOUS WASTES BEING DISPOSED OF IN UNCONTROLLED 
SITES. 

* SB182 will increase' number of uncontrolled dump sites in areas where 
. hazardous wastes are ge~eratedin large quantities. 

* Generators of hazardous.wastes will begin to use these dumps with 
i..lcre;ao!r.g frequency. ',. 

...~,>'Prop'osed bill will ,adversely aHect the state hazardous waste pro­
'gram~ -, 

* NO PROVISIONS FOR ISSUING NEW LICENSES REfl.ECTING REDUCED OPERATIONS. 

* Currently 159 Class' II waste management licenses are in effect. 

* SB182 does not address procedures to be used in amending current 
licenses for. disposal facilities. 

* All current licenses provide for active public participation. 

* If reduced standards are applied to disposal sites, what assurance 
will the public have that their interests and concerns will be heard? 

* NO PROVISIONS FOR PRIVATE LANDFILL OPERATORS TO BE HEARD ON-DECISIONS 
THAT ARE MADE AFFECTING THEIR OPERATIONS. 
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COMMISSIONERS 

Natural Resources Committee 
House of Representatives 
State Capitol 
Helena, Montana 59620 

(406) 252-5181, ext. 350 

Box 35000 
Billings, Mt. 59107 

March 14, 1983 

Re: SB 182 - Refuse disposal rules 

Dear Committee Members: 

On February 17, 1983, our Disposal District Board adopted a 
resolution opposing Senate Bill 182. For the reasons out­
lined below.' we also urge you to vote a do not pass recom­
mendation for SB 182: 

1. The Bill would allow the proliferation of open 
dumps throughout our State. 

2. Small sites would open close to each other with 
different operational requirements making admin­
istration of any standard difficult. 

3. Reduced operational standards in the Bill will 
increase the numbers of landovmers seriously 
damaged by dumpsites. 

4. The Bill would greatly retard the establishment 
of resource recovery and recycling systems by 
actually encouraging the use of open dumps. 

Thank you for considering this request. 

Very truly yours, 

BOARD OF COUNTY COt"1HSSIONERS 

YELLOWSTON:.9l~) .. ~O~TANA 

~n, Chairman 

~~w~~~ Dwi9h~' Member~ 
cc: Richard Beulke, Chai a ~ 
DG:gp .• 

Yellowstone Disposal~ . t 'ct Board 

~'roo,~ .... " 



" 

, 

.fit4'. ~I V1P :7 

BiG SkyHAUl-Awiy 2;{h:b:~ ~ 
P.O. BOX 30331 

BILLINGS, MONTANA 59107 
(406) 248·5400 

Dear Repre~;( J)t'lf:ivr>: 

'vie Hould l.L~~e 1,~) E'xi."Te:~!, our ,:'e,'1.i:lGs !"~r't. J.inine: to SeDate 
Bill 182. \.Je '~.~e O!)po<~ed to thl;:: hill :01'" thf: follo'.1in3 
reasons. 'J:'his hill "rould .qllow ~~m~l'll dumns to be ODer~te{; 
in an unsafe and unhp;'1.lthy m~;nnr:!'. Thi~; t'ill ::;t;'t2~; that 
these sFlelll c:u~;1ns coull} sta:? on"'n 'PVPy) ('7) Cl-:1jS .c., 1-I"~cl(, 
twenty-four (?!!) :.,)1)":';',. rlo.Y, ~1rJ': ('il;:; :)'0; cov2Y'ed. ()Y,C'~ ,"1 

week. We-~o~'t n~ed th~t kin~ 0 r 0~imitive ap~rqtio~ in 
Montana. 

* Perior1ic. ('overing of wast;p (1S ::r()mot{~,l 'hy ~)Bl~.? 1tlill 
encourqgr' the conc(mtl',~.ltion of' (li:.;r'~:)p v(~('t;ors ~t (3i~~1 o';n.l 
sites nnd thr'rc' fore cnhanc,e the ~;p r':>~<l of such d isease ~':;",S 
anthrax rmc1 "8bies. ' 

* Elimin:1-tion of acce~s control 1.nri site S11P(lT"visi()n as 
allol'i'ec'1 by ,3'0182 will :i')('.T'C8SP t;rF' :'llr,lic' S CY:)()SlJrr> to 
uYlcontrollc~ fi':'8c1, fl:i..,r;'l.ses ~.n': tn'·:-ic ',·r'.,,:i:;es. 

• Daily cover stops moisture contact from waste. Wit~out 
such protection, wastes produce le-'1chates whic11 C3.!1 re8 rlily 
reach and contaminate Ground water. 

i" T.e.~lc~l:"!."!,{\ i!~ r=r'ou" ·IV·:'t-,(.1T~ 1"1'" .L~)"';'.'n1 :(;r' r'>~! (' :,( .. ' t," ,)':" 

tl ~ c1 doe~:') :11 [} t (l i ~, ~-; i I) rt t ~"~ . 

* Periodic: covr.~r 'I::; r'['o"o:.>('" 1)7 :-::~1P,-:- ,';i,J1 i~('r',:':~r "l1'1(" 

"';ater ('()nt"Q:i~-:r,tion c',roll!Jr1 c'j:;pf)s'tl e;i!;,";"; t:H("I,;·,.)llt: Lr),lt''!.nn. 

COSTS. 

Dennis ,T()hn·~t-on 

Owner 

DJ/lk 
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