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Chapter I:  Brownfields 

A.  Executive Summary 
This report to the General Assembly is required by the Brownfields Property Reuse Act of 1997 (G.S. 
130A-310.40 et seq.) and describes the activities and status of the N.C. Department of Environmental 
Quality’s (DEQ) Division of Waste Management Brownfields Program (Program) for the period of 
January 1, 2020 through December 31, 2020. The Program is pleased to report continued success in 
the state’s efforts to revitalize and safely reuse brownfields properties. 

B.  Program Output 
The Brownfields Program produced 50 finalized brownfields agreements during the reporting period 
including, bringing the total number of finalized agreements since its inception to 626. For the current 
reporting period, totals for the measures tracked by the Program are: 

• Program applications received: 66  

• Brownfields agreements finalized: 50  

• Acres of Brownfields revitalized to safe, productive reuse: 643  

• Estimated committed capital investment for projects completed during 2020: $1.86 billion 

All of these economic development benefits are produced without any state-appropriated funds. The 
Brownfields Program operates on fees from the prospective developers and cooperative agreement 
funding from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Since the Program began, it has created 
thousands of jobs and facilitated more than $20 billion in estimated private investment in the 
redevelopment of brownfields properties across North Carolina, without cost to state tax payers.  

 

C.  Outreach to Local Governments 
The Brownfields Program has worked in partnership with many local governments to educate, 
encourage and support their applications for a EPA Brownfields Grant. These are nationally 
competitive grants provided directly to local governments for activities related to brownfields 
properties, including environmental assessment and/or cleanup. The Brownfields Program has 
provided letters of support for 19 local governments, councils of government, or nonprofits who 
applied for these EPA Brownfields Grants for the 2020 grant cycle. These local government 
applicants include: Cramerton, Durham, Drexel, Laurinburg, Louisburg, Lumberton, Newton, 
Princeton Coalition, Siler City, Tarboro, Warrenton, Washington, Wilson, Columbus County, Duplin 
County, Warren County, Triangle J Council of Governments, and Conserving Carolina (nonprofit). 
The EPA will announce awardees in the Spring of 2021. The Program remains committed to assisting 
these local governments with brownfields issues, whether they are awarded grants or not.  

Of the 15 local governments applicants supported last year, five were awarded EPA grants in 2020, 
including Gastonia, Kinston, Salisbury, Upper Coastal Plain Council of Governments, and Training to 
Work Industrial Sites (a job training nonprofit located in Charlotte). These grants awarded a total of 
$1.54 million to these recipients. The program will continue to work with them on their brownfields 
issues. 
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In addition to the above grants directly to local governments, the EPA made a limited amount of 
funding available through grants for brownfields assistance to small communities for which states 
could apply on their behalf. The Brownfields Program applied for one of these grants on behalf of the 
Town of Mayodan in 2019 and was awarded $20,000 for assisting Mayodan with funding a 
development plan for a historic mill town. Funding assistance was provided to Mayodan in 2020.  

 

D.    Meeting Technical Challenges in Vapor Intrusion 
Over the last decade, contaminant vapor intrusion has become a focal point for numerous cleanup 
programs at commercial/industrial sites of all kinds. Facilities are often over or near groundwater 
contamination that can act as a source of contaminant vapors that enter buildings, much like radon. 
However, contaminant vapor detection and mitigation is more complex than radon. Contaminant 
vapor intrusion is a dynamic technical issue with new knowledge continuously arising for assessment, 
mitigation, toxicology, and risk assessment. Because site reuse is inherent in brownfields 
redevelopment projects, it is imperative that the program be technically sound regarding vapor 
intrusion to protect the users of these properties. Because there are more than 600 completed 
brownfields agreements, the North Carolina program has more varied experience with vapor intrusion 
than any other in the south or mid-Atlantic states. The brownfields program is meeting this challenge 
through the creation of the Property Management Unit to ensure mitigation systems are properly 
designed and installed. The Program is also at the national forefront of technical assessment and 
mitigation of sites for contaminant vapor intrusion. The Program’s vapor intrusion technical leader 
was the co-chair for the Interstate Technology & Regulatory Council Vapor Intrusion Technical 
Resource Team, which has published vapor intrusion mitigation protocols for use by all states and 
released in December 2020. 

 

E. Program Background 
Brownfields are abandoned, idled or underused properties where environmental contamination 
hinders redevelopment due to concerns about environmental liability. Redevelopment of brownfields 
properties has become increasingly popular as developers and local governments realize that these 
properties offer viable opportunities to bring economic growth, public health protection, jobs and 
quality-of-life benefits to cities and rural areas. The Brownfields Property Reuse Act of 1997 (BPRA) 
gives DEQ the authority to enter into brownfields agreements with prospective developers who did 
not cause or contribute to site contamination. The BPRA modifies the environmental liability barrier 
for prospective developers, motivating them to bring these properties and their hindrances to the 
DEQ’s attention. Under this authorization, the Program works in partnership with the prospective 
developer to evaluate the potential environmental risks associated with site contamination, and then 
negotiates a brownfields agreement stipulating the steps necessary to make the site safe for a specific 
intended reuse or suite of uses. The result is a redevelopment project that fuels economic growth 
while protecting public health and the environment. 

Redevelopment projects that are undertaken via the Program’s brownfields agreement process, and 
the developers who advance these projects, enjoy several benefits. Developers work with the Program 
to define the actions they must complete to make the property safe for the intended reuse, and lenders 

https://vim-1.itrcweb.org/
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are more willing to make loans on these projects because the cost to complete these actions is not an 
open-ended proposition. Additionally, if developers make and maintain the site safe for the intended 
reuse, they receive liability protection against future state enforcement for existing contamination. 
The same liability protection extends by statute to lenders, tenants, occupants, and future owners as 
long as these entities did not cause or contribute to site contamination. Finally, owners of property 
with a brownfields agreement have access to a special property tax exclusion whereby property tax is 
phased in over five years, resulting in a property tax savings of approximately 50 percent over those 
first five years. These tax savings can be used to offset the costs to complete the actions required by 
the Program that make the property safe for reuse. 

The BPRA allows DWM to distinguish between prospective developers of brownfields properties and 
the polluters of those properties. Instead of mandating that the site be remediated to unrestricted use 
standards, the BPRA requires developers make the site safe for a specifically identified reuse. The 
Program evaluates site contamination and identifies the potential risks that residual contamination 
may pose to public health and the environment. DEQ then determines what actions the prospective 
developer must take to ensure safe redevelopment. These actions can range from land-use restrictions 
to cleanup, or a mixture of both. In addition to holding prospective developers accountable to their 
agreements, DEQ reserves the right to enforce against those parties responsible for the original 
contamination. 

The overall result is a winning scenario for both the environment and economic development. Risk 
reductions and cleanups are achieved at sites that could have harmed the public or environment, and 
prospective developers capitalize on opportunities to redevelop abandoned properties that once had 
little hope for productive reuse. The public benefits of job creation, improved quality of life in the 
surrounding neighborhoods, local tax base expansion and contribution to the general fund. By the end 
of calendar 2019, an estimated $18 billion in capital investment will have been committed to 
redevelop abandoned properties that afflict urban and rural landscapes. 

The Program also supports smart growth and sustainability and motivates the real estate market to 
recycle these sites back into to safe, productive reuse, while preserving or reducing the use of pristine 
or undeveloped “greenfields” properties. Every project that reuses property, whether it is in an urban 
center or a rural area, preserves green space, reduces suburban sprawl and supports sustainable urban 
development. The 576 properties that have received completed agreements (or amended agreements 
in some cases) represent more than 10,000 acres of recycled land and, wherever possible, buildings 
that have historic or aesthetic value. This is, in effect, acreage that is being recycled into reuse, 
sparing more pristine lands from development and risk for future contamination. 

 

F. Program Status 
From this reporting period covering January 1, 2020 through December 31, 2020 (calendar year 
2020), the Program completed 50 brownfields agreements. During calendar year 2020, the Program 
received 66 applications for projects seeking entry into the Program. This is a slight decrease from the 
86 applications received in federal FY 2019, but more than the 61 applications received in federal FY 
2017. From discussions with stakeholders in the development community, this decrease is due in part 
to the Covid-19 pandemic which caused certain redevelopment project delays, especially for office 
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projects. Stakeholders have also indicated that this dip is temporary. Looking ahead to 2021, 
Brownfields project applications are apparently rising sharply , with a total of 18 project applications 
received in January and February 2021. 

For 15 years, the Program has received funding from the EPA under its State Response Program 
Cooperative Agreement, authorized under the federal brownfields act. This federal funding will cover 
the period from Oct. 1, 2019 through Sept. 30, 2020 and provides a total of 6.35 full-time equivalents 
(FTEs) to the Brownfields Program. For the Brownfields Program, this federal grant funds a core of 
management and technical positions. In recent years, the EPA has slowly decreased this type of 
funding for all states, including North Carolina. Fee receipt funding represents a majority of the 
Program’s funding and now supports an additional 16 permanent positions, not including the 6.35 
positions referenced above.  

As the number of completed brownfields agreements continues to grow, the program has an ever-
increasing workload related to compliance monitoring and amendments for these existing agreements. 
This monitoring includes inspecting sites where developers have failed to submit land-use restriction 
compliance certifications.  

With additional compliance assistance needed in the future as a result of increasing numbers of 
brownfields agreements being completed, the current revenue surplus is planned for use in expansion 
to meet increasing demand and public health protection through needed compliance monitoring and 
assistance. The Program plans to pursue hiring further fee-funded staff to serve both brownfields 
agreement production needs as well as post-agreement compliance assistance. The program hired one 
additional staff engineer in 2020 but was unable to hire additional needed staff due to COVID-19 
hiring restrictions. However, several more are needed to meet demand and complete agreements that 
are already in development within a reasonable timeframe as to negatively impact the rate of 
investment in brownfields redevelopment and job creation.  

 

G. Program Inventory 
The Brownfields Program’s inventory consists of three categories of projects, explained below. 

 
1. Finalized Brownfields Agreements 

 Finalized brownfields agreements are those projects that have a signed and recorded 
brownfields agreement (or have completed the public notice phase of the brownfields process 
and are waiting for the completed agreement to be signed by the prospective developer). As of 
December 31, 2020, the Program has finalized a total of 626 brownfields agreements across the 
state; 50 of which were completed during calendar 2020. A list of those brownfields 
agreements finalized during calendar 2020 is provided in Appendix I-A. An additional four 
agreements were pending public comment by the end of calendar year 2020. 

 
2. Active Eligible Projects 

Active eligible projects have been deemed eligible for a brownfields agreement under BPRA 
statutory criteria. Developers are working with the Division in some stage of data gathering, 
analysis or agreement negotiation. As of December 31, 2020, there were 219 active eligible 
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projects. Projects at this stage receive guidance from DWM as the developers gather the 
additional data needed to ensure protection of public health and the environment. Once site 
assessment is complete, the Division analyzes the data, evaluates risks, determines what actions 
must be taken to adequately address the risks, drafts and negotiates the terms of the brownfields 
agreement with the prospective developer, and then approves initiation of the statutory 30-day 
public comment period. 

 
3. Projects Pending Eligibility 

Projects pending eligibility are in the initial stage of the brownfields process as they apply for 
entry into the Program. Sites in this category have applied to the program but are still being 
reviewed or otherwise have yet to meet the requirements under the statute for eligibility for a 
brownfields agreement. Sites in this category have either just recently applied and are under 
active review, or the Program has requested clarification or additional information from 
prospective developers regarding a site to determine its eligibility. As developers respond to 
these requests for clarification, the sites are deemed eligible. Sites then quickly move into the 
active eligible category. As of December 31, 2020, 22 sites were pending eligibility. 

 

H.  Improving Effectiveness 
 

Leveraging Resources into Private Sector Investment 

Another measure the Program tracks is committed private investment facilitated by brownfields 
agreements. Developers provide the estimated investment figure in their application for entry into the 
Program. The total private investment facilitated by the Program from its inception is nearly $20 
billion, with $1.86 billion of that being added by projects for which brownfields agreements were 
finalized in calendar year 2020. Generally, investments in the redevelopment of these properties 
would not have happened without the liability relief provided by a brownfields agreement. 
Throughout its existence, the Program has provided a very high economic development value for the 
relatively small federal grant provided to it, and it has no state appropriation. Furthermore, the high 
ratio to which the funds have been successfully leveraged into private development dollars for 
brownfields redevelopment is just one measure of the effectiveness of the BPRA. The economic 
activity and increased tax base generated by construction and subsequent use of these brownfields 
projects far exceeds the public funds expended by many orders of magnitude. 

 

I.   Evolution of Future Work 
Because the Program has completed more than 626 agreements, the need for more post-agreement 
work continues to rise. This includes work on compliance assistance for all completed agreements as 
well as work that arises from new owners seeking land use changes on existing agreements, or on 
new information regarding contaminants on properties that may affect public health. When public 
health protections rely on land-use restrictions, a robust compliance monitoring and assistance 
program is an absolute must. With the substantial and sustained increase in numbers of existing 
brownfields agreements, the Program saw a growing need to rebalance some of its expenditures 
toward compliance monitoring and assistance. Hence, the program created a new organizational unit 
(the Property Management Unit) designed to address all post-agreement activities that take place in 
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order to manage the continued effectiveness of the land use restrictions at brownfields properties. The 
Property Management Unit is responsible for all aspects of administering brownfields agreements, 
amendments to those agreements, compliance with the agreements, and assessing risk that may arise 
from new information on contaminants. The unit has five full-time staff with a growing workload. 
Although more staff are needed and were planned for this year, Covid-19 hiring restrictions limited 
the expansion of the Unit. The emerging short-term risk of trichloroethene (TCE) and the subsequent 
immediate action level guidance from the Secretaries’ Science Advisory Board has definitely affected 
the resource requirements on brownfields agreements and their monitoring. Because TCE is a 
common vapor intrusion contaminant, sites with TCE in groundwater or soil vapor are requiring more 
assessment, more mitigation, and a higher level of effort from the program and prospective 
developers than ever before. 

 

J.   Fund Status 
The Program receives no state appropriation and exists through two funding sources: federal 
cooperative agreement funds and Program fee receipts. All of the brownfields fees charged by the 
Program are deposited into the Brownfields Property Reuse Act Implementation Account and used to 
defray the operating costs of the program as required under the statute.  

For the state fiscal reporting year from July 1, 2019 through June 30, 2020 the Brownfields Property 
Reuse Act Implementation Account had a beginning balance of $2,674,401, fee receipts of 
$1,497,910 and disbursements of $1,739,176.37. This yields a state fiscal year ending fund balance of 
$2,433,134.38. Table I-1 below shows the fund status for the past eight years. 

Table I-1. Brownfields Property Reuse Act implementation Account Balances                                                                                                                                  
at State Fiscal Year End 

State Fiscal 
Year End 

Fund Balance 

June 30, 2013 $636,665 
June 30, 2014 $753,911 
June 30, 2015 $1,756,737 
June 30, 2016 $2,246,664 
June 30, 2017 $2,252,333 
June 30, 2018 $2,528,388 
June 30, 2019 $2,674,401 
June 30, 2020 $2,433,134 

 
The slight dip in fund balance can be attributed to a slight dip in projects coming in (and therefore an 
associated fee revenue) during the height of the COVID-19 pandemic. Much of that dip has now 
recovered, with application rate returning to normal or above normal levels. Indicators for 2021, 
including applications for new projects (18 brownfields project applications received in 2021 through 
February) and planning information gathered from brownfields stakeholders, indicate increasing 
demand for brownfields redevelopment in 2021, with continued ramp up to even higher levels as the 
pandemic concerns recede. In addition, the Program has not had a fee increase since 2013. The statute 
authorizes fees equivalent to the cost to the state; and therefore, the Program will continue to look at 
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revenue and authorized fees to determine what steps are needed, if any, to ensure that resources are 
able to meet the meet the private sector demand for the program in the long term. Regardless, the 
program plans to continue to fully use its brownfields implementation account to increase its staff 
capacity as demand increases. 

 

K.  Further Information 
For additional information on the Brownfields Program, please visit the Program’s website at: 
www.ncbrownfields.org. The website contains a map of all completed and active sites in the program, 
which also serves as a portal to the electronic records for each site within the program. The program 
also posts information about properties being redeveloped or other relevant programmatic news items 
each Friday via DEQ’s Facebook and Twitter channels.  
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Chapter II:    Dry-Cleaning Solvent Cleanup Act 
 

A.   Executive Summary 
As required by the Dry-Cleaning Solvent Cleanup Act (DSCA) of 1997 and amendments (G.S. 143- 
215.104A et seq.), this report provides an annual update on activities conducted in the DSCA 
program in fiscal year (FY) 2019-20. The DSCA of 1997 and its amendments created a fund for 
assessment and cleanup of dry-cleaning solvent environmental contamination at dry-cleaning and 
wholesale distribution facilities. It also authorized the program to develop and enforce rules relating 
to the prevention of dry- cleaning solvent releases at operating facilities. 

Since the DSCA Program began, 512 sites with known or suspected dry-cleaning solvent 
contamination have been reported to DEQ’s Division of Waste Management (DWM). Of these, 460 
have been certified into the DSCA Program. During FY 2019-20, the DSCA Program continued to 
make significant progress in all aspects of program implementation. Highlights of DSCA’s 
accomplishments in remediating sites, protecting human health and preventing future releases, 
include: 

• Issuing No Further Action (NFA) notices for seven remediated sites, with 23 additional 
sites identified as ready for NFA status; 

• Installing and maintaining five indoor air filtration systems at five businesses to address 
vapor intrusion; 

• Monitoring vapor mitigation systems and control measures at 19 residences and 49 
businesses; 

• Maintaining well water filtration systems for five residences; 
• Implementing one soil remedy at one DSCA site; 
• Implementing one groundwater remedy at one DSCA site; 
• Conducting 148 full compliance inspections at 143 active dry-cleaners; 
• Performing outreach visits to educate and assist new business owners/operators with 

environmental compliance; and 
• Distributing 483 compliance calendars to assist with dry-cleaners with record-keeping 

requirements. 

 

The DSCA Fund continues to be solvent with an end-of-fiscal year fund balance of approximately 
$10.4 million and encumbered funds totaling $4.5 million. The increase in the fund balance over last 
year is attributed to a decrease in expenditures resulting from effective cost control measures. Due to 
the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the dry-cleaning industry, receipts to the DSCA Fund are 
anticipated to be significantly reduced in FY 2020-21. Cost controls are being implemented to ensure 
that funds are available to address sites that pose greater potential risks. The program is using its 
resources efficiently, and expenditures are closely monitored to ensure adequate funding is 
maintained. 
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Based on data regarding site cleanup costs in North Carolina and the nation, cleaning up the 460 sites 
that have been certified in DSCA will cost an estimated $207 million. DEQ estimates there may be as 
many as 1,500 contaminated dry-cleaning sites in North Carolina. Projected costs to clean up 50 
percent of those sites are expected to exceed $338 million. To ensure that the program and funding 
remain viable to adequately address sites certified and new sites yet to be discovered, House Bill 399 
was signed on Nov. 1, 2019 which extended the DSCA Program and funding for an additional 10 
years. 

 

B.   Program Activity 
The General Assembly enacted DSCA to 1) clean up contamination from dry-cleaning solvents at 
both retail dry-cleaners and wholesale solvent distribution sites, and 2) protect human health and the 
environment by preventing future dry-cleaning solvent contamination. The department made 
significant progress during FY 2019-20 in implementing the cleanup and compliance components of 
DSCA. 

1.  Assessing Health Risk at Sites and Conducting Site Cleanups 
During the past fiscal year, DWM directed significant energy toward the assessment and 
remediation of sites with contamination from dry-cleaning solvents. DWM continued to 
implement initiatives to ensure the protection of human health by assessing and mitigating 
vapor intrusion (indoor air pollution from solvent contamination in the soil or groundwater) and 
providing clean water supplies to affected residents. During FY 2019-20, DWM staff and the 
program’s three independent contractors performed the following activities: 

• screened sites for imminent hazards, such as threatened water supply wells and 
vapor intrusion into buildings; 

• abated indoor vapor hazards from contaminated soils and groundwater; 
• continued testing and maintenance of vapor mitigation systems installed at 

businesses and residences; 
• investigated active and abandoned dry-cleaning sites with potential dry-cleaning 

solvent contamination; 
• provided temporary clean water supplies; 
• conducted comprehensive site assessments delineating the extent of contamination; 
• remediated contaminated soil; 
• remediated contaminated groundwater;  
• performed operation and maintenance of remediation systems; and 
• evaluated site risks and prepared sites for closure. 

 
2.  Sites in the Program 

Twenty-three new sites were certified into DSCA during FY 2019-20. Table II--1 provides 
current and cumulative statistics for sites certified into the DSCA Program. A site becomes 
certified when a petitioner enters into an assessment-and-remediation agreement with DWM. 
Figure II-1 depicts the number of contaminated dry-cleaning sites participating in the DSCA 
Program. A list of certified sites, along with current site status, is provided in Appendix A.  
 
Table II--2 provides the distribution of certified sites by classification and operating facility 
size. 
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Table II-1. DSCA Certified Site Status (through June 30, 2020) 
Certification Status FY 2019-20 Cumulative 
Contaminated Sites 17 512 

Certified* 23 460 
Determined Ineligible - 5 
Not Certified - 47 

Certified Sites Pending Closure 23 - 
Certified Sites Closed 7 109 

* Certified includes newly identified contaminated sites certified into the program along with any 
previously known contaminated sites that were certified into the program during the current fiscal year. 
 
 
 

Figure II-1 Known dry-cleaning solvent contaminated sites in North Carolina 

 

 

Table II-2. Classifications of DSCA Certified Sites (June 30, 2020) 

Classifications Number 
of Sites Percentage 

Abandoned 309 67 % 
Wholesale Distribution 3 1 % 
Operating 148 32 % 

Small Size (1-4 employees) 81 55 % 
Medium Size (5 - 9 employees) 39 26 % 
Large Size (> 10 employees) 28 19 % 
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Following certification, the risk to human health, safety and the environment are assessed, with 
specific emphasis on risk posed by contaminated well water and vapor intrusion into buildings. 
During FY 2019-20, the DSCA Program issued 220 authorizations and/or change orders to the 
program’s independent contractors for work at certified sites; 108 of those were for assessment 
of impacted groundwater and/or vapor intrusion risk. Other work authorizations issued were for 
interim actions such as soil excavation or installation of indoor air filtration units to mitigate 
vapor intrusion, groundwater monitoring for plume stability, operation and maintenance of 
remedial systems or water filtration systems, risk assessments and closure activities. 
 
Rules that establish a risk-based approach to assessing and cleaning up certified sites in the 
DSCA Program became effective on Oct. 1, 2007. These rules and associated guidance allow 
program staff to determine the risk posed to human health and the environment at each site and, 
if necessary, to calculate the appropriate cleanup levels for soil and groundwater. 
 
During FY 2019-20, DWM issued No Further Action (NFA) notices for seven contaminated 
dry- cleaning sites in the program, bringing the total to 109 DSCA sites that have been given 
NFA status since the risk-based rules became effective in October 2007. DWM is 
recommending no further action at an additional 23 DSCA sites (“Sites Pending Closure” in 
Table II--1). The program anticipates issuing between 10 and 12 NFA notices in the upcoming 
fiscal year. Preparing a site for No Further Action involves completing an assessment of the 
extent and magnitude of contamination, evaluating the risks posed by the contaminants, 
mitigating any unacceptable risks, remediating contamination as needed, ensuring stability of 
the groundwater contaminant plume, preparing a risk management plan, soliciting public input, 
and recording notices to ensure that site conditions remain protective. In accordance with 
DSCA statutes, the program provides the proposed risk management plan and associated 
notices to the appropriate local governments (counties and municipalities) and announces the 
availability of the plan to the public through local newspapers, direct mailings to property 
owners on or adjacent to the contamination site, and by posting a notice at the site. 
 
Table II--3 provides a summary of the actions undertaken to address direct threats to human 
health and the environment. During FY 2019-20, the division through the DSCA Program 
continued to supply clean water to five residences where municipal water is not available. In 
total, the division has provided municipal water to 66 residences and 11 businesses that have 
had their water supply wells impacted or threatened by dry-cleaning solvent contamination 
from 18 DSCA sites. 

Table II-3. DSCA Site Cleanup Statistics 
Accomplishments FY 2019-20 Cumulative 

Water Supply Provided 
Municipal Water Connection - residences 1 67 
Municipal Water Connection - businesses - 11 
Temporary Water Supplied - residences - 31 
Temporary Water Supplied - businesses - 6 
Number of DSCA sites involved - 19 

Vapor Intrusion (VI) Mitigated 
VI Control System Installed - residences - 19* 
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VI Control System Installed - businesses 5 82* 
Number of DSCA sites involved - 61 

Active Remediation Implemented 
Number of DSCA Soil Remediations Implemented 1 103 
Number of DSCA sites involved 1 93 
Number of DSCA Groundwater Remediations Implemented 1 74 
Number of DSCA sites involved 1 54 

 * Cumulative totals include active systems and systems that were removed or shut down when no longer  required. 
 

Addressing indoor air pollution from tetrachloroethylene (PERC) releases continues to be a 
high priority since many DSCA sites have occupied structures on or adjacent to PERC 
contamination. During FY 2019-20, the program identified five businesses where soil and/or 
groundwater contamination produced unacceptably high concentrations of PERC vapor in 
indoor air and required mitigation. Since 2006, DWM has installed vapor control measures at 
82 businesses and 19 residences as a result of dry-cleaning solvent contamination from 61 
DSCA sites. 
 
Many DSCA sites require soil and groundwater cleanup to protect human health and the 
environment. The division implemented a soil remedy at one DSCA site and a groundwater 
remedy at another DSCA site to remove contaminant sources that threaten indoor air in 
buildings and cause further degradation of groundwater. These remedial technologies included 
permanganate soil blending and groundwater injection of zero valent iron. During FY 2019-20, 
the program maintained active groundwater remediation systems at three sites and also 
monitored the effectiveness of groundwater remedies at 20 DSCA sites. Since the DSCA 
Program began, DWM has implemented 103 soil cleanup actions at 93 DSCA sites and 
conducted 74 groundwater cleanup actions at 54 DSCA sites. 

 

3. Site Prioritization System 
The DSCA Program requires that site cleanup disbursements first be made to higher priority 
sites. Data from the program’s vapor intrusion investigations indicate that this type of direct 
human exposure is a threat at several DSCA sites. To ensure that this health concern receives 
appropriate attention, the program has revised its prioritization method to include potential 
indoor air threats. Due to the growing number of DSCA sites and the complex nature of 
assessing and remediating PERC contamination, the DSCA Program continues to evaluate and 
implement cost- efficient measures to ensure the fund’s solvency. 

 

4.  Vapor Intrusion 
Among states with dry-cleaning programs, the North Carolina DSCA Program continues to 
work at the forefront in addressing vapor intrusion issues at dry-cleaning solvent-contaminated 
sites. 
 
Due to the volatility of PERC – one of the most common dry-cleaning solvents – the potential 
for vapor intrusion exists at many dry-cleaning sites. The DSCA Program has shared its large 
library of North Carolina vapor intrusion data with the EPA to supplement data it uses to 
establish attenuation factors and screening levels. The EPA welcomed North Carolina’s data 
from commercial structures in the southeastern United States. 
An emerging issue that affects some contaminated dry-cleaning sites involves the presence of 
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trichloroethylene (TCE) in indoor air. Not only is TCE a chemical produced by the breakdown 
of PERC in the environment, but TCE is also a spotting agent in the dry-cleaning industry as 
well as a common solvent in many industrial settings. At contaminated sites, health threats 
from volatile contaminants in indoor air are often associated with long-term (chronic) exposure 
to chemicals migrating from the subsurface into indoor air. Recent studies along with other 
toxicological information suggest that short-term (acute) exposure to TCE in indoor air may 
raise the risk for fetal heart malformation during the first trimester of pregnancy. Staff from the 
division’s cleanup programs, including DSCA, worked with the department to develop 
protocols to promptly address acute exposure situations. When site data suggest that there is a 
potential for exposure to unacceptable levels of TCE in indoor air, staff provide immediate 
notification and educational resources to affected parties. The DSCA Program promptly 
mitigates risks to indoor air quality when dry-cleaning solvent contamination in the 
environment is causing unacceptable risks in indoor air. Since 2006, DWM has installed vapor 
control measures at 82 businesses and 19 residences as a result of dry-cleaning solvent 
contamination from 61 DSCA sites. DSCA is performing monitoring and maintenance of vapor 
mitigation systems and control measures at 19 residences and 49 businesses. 

 

5. Investigation of Potential New Sites 
In 2007, DSCA was amended to allow the program to spend up to 1 percent of the DSCA fund 
balance each year to investigate active and abandoned dry-cleaning sites that the program 
believes may be contaminated. If dry-cleaning solvent contamination is found, the potentially 
responsible party is given the choice of entering the program as a petitioner or allowing the site 
to be addressed under the Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch. If they choose the latter, the 
responsible party may be required to reimburse DSCA for the investigation costs. Under this 
provision, the program conducted a limited investigation at one potential dry-cleaning 
contaminated site during FY 2019-20. Since 2007, DSCA has investigated 126 sites for 
potential dry-cleaning solvent contamination, with 76 of those sites becoming certified into the 
program. 
 
There has been an increase each year in the number of sites with potential dry-cleaning solvent 
contamination identified or referred for investigation. A number of these do not get investigated 
due to the spending limit for investigations. The DSCA Program and stakeholders recommend 
that the money allotted for these investigations be increased to 3 percent of the DSCA fund and 
will seek this change in future legislation. 
 
The DSCA Program continues to partner with other agencies to identify new sites and 
coordinate assessment and cleanup efforts to ensure effective use of state resources. Data 
provided by DEQ’s Underground Storage Tank Section, Brownfields Program, Inactive 
Hazardous Sites Branch, Public Water Supply Section, and municipal environmental programs 
reveal monitoring wells and supply wells with contaminants that may be from dry-cleaning 
operations. DSCA staff compare contaminated well locations to known locations of more than 
2,000 active and abandoned dry-cleaning facility sites to help identify potential dry-cleaning 
contaminant sources. The program also shares data and coordinates assessment and cleanup 
activities with other DWM programs, such as the Brownfields Program and Underground 
Storage Tanks Section, to ensure that remedial strategies are protective and implemented 
effectively. 

 

6. Identified Contamination Sites 
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A total of 512 sites known or suspected to be contaminated by dry-cleaning solvents have been 
reported to the department. The DSCA Program has certified 460 of these sites into the cleanup 
program, as noted in Table II-1. Appendix A lists, by county, the sites with known or suspected 
dry-cleaning solvent contamination reported to the department and sites certified in the 
program. During FY 2019-20, the DSCA Program certified 23 new sites into the program. The 
program’s 1 percent investigation allowance was used to identify contamination at one of the 
sites certified during the fiscal year. As noted above, the program anticipates that additional 
dry-cleaning solvent contamination sites will be discovered using the investigative allowance in 
FY 2020-21. 
 

7. DSCA Contracts 
The program currently manages three contracts with state-lead environmental engineering 
firms, with a total end-of-fiscal year encumbrance of approximately $4.5 million. The contracts 
establish terms and conditions under which qualified environmental engineering firms to assess 
and remediate contaminated dry-cleaning sites in the DSCA Program. 
 

8. Customer Service Initiatives 
During FY 2019-20, the program continued to promote the DEQ mission of excellent customer 
service by making public records more accessible; providing easy access to DSCA site 
locations; engaging communities affected by dry-cleaning solvent contamination; assisting 
property owners, lenders and interested parties with property transactions; and sharing program 
updates with interested stakeholders on a regular basis. The program uses its website to provide 
a variety of information including, but not limited to maps, public records access, forms, rules 
and statutes, updates on sites of interest, stakeholder meeting information, and staff contact 
information. 

a. Public Records 

Improving the accessibility to public records has been a high priority for all DWM 
programs. To date, all of the DSCA Program’s current and legacy records have been 
digitized, and the frequently requested document types have been uploaded to the 
Laserfiche document management system. Laserfiche is available through DEQ’s and 
DWM’s websites, and allows users the ability to search and download public records. 
 

b. Site Location Information 

The availability of site location information is important to the public and many 
decision- makers, including property buyers and sellers, lenders, municipalities, and 
state and local environmental programs. The program continues to maintain location 
data on a web-based map viewer on the DWM website. In addition, the program has 
consistently supported and been involved in the development of DWM’s well-permitting 
support system, which is an online site locator tool based on the ARC-GIS Online 
platform. 

 

c. Meetings and Presentations 

The division continues to encourage stakeholder involvement in the DSCA Program. 
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The existing stakeholder group is comprised of representatives from the dry-cleaning 
industry, environmental organizations, attorneys, environmental consultants and the 
public. Program representatives hold semi-annual meetings to report on 
accomplishments and initiatives, solicit feedback on topics that affect the program and 
present remediation projects of interest to the attendees. One semi-annual stakeholder 
meeting was cancelled during FY 2019-2020 due to COVID-19 safety concerns. In 
upcoming FY 2020-2021, it is anticipated that stakeholder meetings will be held 
virtually or replaced with written updates.   
 
The DSCA Program continues to participate as one of the original members of the State 
Coalition for the Remediation of Drycleaners. The coalition was established in 1998, 
with support from the EPA’s Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology 
Innovation. It is comprised of representatives from 13 states with established dry-
cleaning remediation programs, and 12 additional states with representatives who are 
considering developing a dry- cleaning remediation program or are managing dry-
cleaner remediation under other authorities. The coalition conducts regular conference 
calls throughout the year to provide a forum to share and discuss program information, 
remediation technologies, case studies, state initiatives, or state and federal hot topics. 

 
d. Property Assistance 

The DSCA Program provides continuous assistance to property owners, prospective 
buyers/developers, lenders and interested parties to facilitate transactions which provide 
for the reuse of contaminated property. Correspondence and phone calls are frequently 
provided to explain the DSCA Program or the status of a site already in the program 
which allows a comfort level to interested parties to move forward with property 
transactions.  

 
 

C.   Facility Compliance 
The Environmental Management Commission has been authorized under the Dry-Cleaning Solvent 
Cleanup Act to develop rules that operating dry-cleaning facilities must follow to prevent 
environmental contamination by dry-cleaning solvents. During FY 2019-20, the DSCA Program had 
three to four inspectors performing outreach visits, inspections and enforcement at dry-cleaning 
facilities and wholesale distribution facilities statewide. 

In addition to the program’s Minimum Management Practices (MMP) regulations, enforcement 
authority is delegated to the DWM for violations of applicable air quality rules. The division’s 
Hazardous Waste Section has granted authority to the DSCA Compliance Program to inspect dry-
cleaners for compliance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Hazardous 
Waste regulations. This allows one program in DEQ to ensure dry-cleaners are in compliance with all 
environmental regulatory requirements as well as gives dry-cleaners and the public a single DEQ 
point-of-contact for compliance questions or concerns. 

 
 

Educational Assistance Visits 
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During FY 2019-20, DWM inspectors conducted one educational assistance visit at an active dry-
cleaning facility. To date, DSCA inspectors performed 812 educational outreach visits at active dry-
cleaners – many of which had not previously been inspected by a DEQ program. This outreach 
educates owners and operators regarding MMPs, hazardous waste and air quality regulations. 
Inspectors also use these visits to thoroughly document all observed compliance issues. 

 
Inspections and Enforcement 
The DSCA Program conducts unannounced, full compliance inspections at dry-cleaning facilities and 
wholesale distribution facilities to ensure that dry-cleaning facilities are compliant with all applicable 
regulations. In setting inspection priorities, the program considers multiple factors including facility- 
specific compliance history, business owner/operator changes, emerging solvents or equipment, and 
regulatory changes at the federal, state or municipal level. 

During FY 2019-20, the DSCA Program staff conducted 148 full inspections at 143 active dry-
cleaning facilities. Common violations identified were the failure to install spill containment under 
dry-cleaning machines and waste solvent storage areas, failure to seal waste solvent containers, 
failure to inspect dry-cleaning equipment, and failure to record and maintain National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants recordkeeping logs. 

To be eligible to participate in the DSCA Program, all operating dry-cleaning facilities and wholesale 
distribution facilities must be compliant with the DSCA MMPs. During FY 2019-20, DSCA staff 
inspected four active facilities seeking entry into the cleanup program and 29 certified active facilities 
to ensure that cleanup funds are being used at facilities where owners and operators are diligent about 
preventing future dry-cleaning solvent releases. 

 
Additional Compliance Outreach 
The DSCA Compliance Unit continues to evaluate and implement enhancements to improve 
compliance rates among the regulated community. 

Since 2007, the DSCA Program has produced a PERC compliance calendar that provides all 
applicable rules, recordkeeping, guidance and reference information in one document for the 
convenience of facility owners and operators. The calendar has received positive reviews from North 
Carolina dry-cleaners and industry officials in other states, where it has been praised for its 
comprehensive scope and functionality. 

Since the 2016 calendar year, the program has also developed and produced a petroleum solvent 
compliance calendar for cleaners who operate dry-cleaning machines that use regulated petroleum 
solvent. The calendars include instructions in Spanish and Korean. The program mailed or hand-
delivered approximately 224 PERC calendars and 259 petroleum calendars to dry-cleaning facilities 
statewide for FY 2019-20. 

The DSCA Program has access to a hazardous waste inspector who speaks Korean fluently and 
translates outreach materials and regulations to better serve North Carolina’s regulated community. 
Reducing language and cultural barriers help improve communication and compliance among 
Korean-speaking dry-cleaning owners and operators. The Korean-speaking members of the dry-
cleaning community have responded very positively to DSCA’s efforts to improve communication. 
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The program continues to evaluate ways to better enable compliance among all North Carolina dry-
cleaners and wholesale distribution facilities. 

D.   Program Financial Status and Projections 
1. Fund Receipts and Disbursements 

The primary funding sources for the dry-cleaning solvent cleanup fund are a tax on dry-
cleaning solvents, the state portion of the current sales tax on dry-cleaning, and co-payments 
from petitioners participating in the cleanup program. Disbursements consist primarily of 
payments to the program’s independent contractors for the site assessment and remediation and 
program administration costs. DSCA Fund receipts and disbursements for the FY 2019-20 and 
for the life of the DSCA Program are shown in Table II—4. 

 

Table II-4. DSCA Fund through Fiscal Year 2019-20 
Receipts FY 2019-20 Duration of Program 

Solvent Tax Revenue $ 120,773.13 $ 12,352,964.04 
Sales Tax Revenue $ 8,954,294.21 $ 137,462,728.72 
Petitioner Payments $ 105,715.92 $ 1,952,076.35 
Miscellaneous (transfer from GS proj.) $ 0 $ 152,410.56 
Rebate $ 0 $ 28,870.11 
Interest $ 0 $ 7,522,262.17 
TOTAL $ 9,180,783.26 $ 159,471,311.95 
Disbursements     

Dept. of Revenue1 $  0 $ 57,272.02 
Petitioner Reimbursements $ 0 $ 1,963,993.23 
Contracts $ 6,266,123.42 $ 116,140,261.97 
Well Permit Fees $ 67,320.00 $ 593,290.00 
Hazardous Waste Fees $ 83,350.00 $ 1,717,078.41 
Transfer to Inactive Hazardous Sites $ 0 $ 400,000.00 
Transfer to Green Square Project $ 0 $ 1,291,035.00 
Transfer – Budget Shortfall $ 0 $ 6,475,812.93 
DEQ Administration $ 1,553,472.12 $ 20,442,526.88 
TOTAL $ 7,970,265.54 $ 149,081,270.44 

Fund Balance   $ 10,390,041.51 
Funds Encumbered in Contracts  $ 4,502,356.49 

1 Represents the actual amount charged by the N.C. Department of Revenue for its expenses. The 
Department of Revenue is authorized by DSCA to charge no more than $125,000 per year. 

 

 

 

2. Estimated Future Assessment and Remediation Expenditures 
During FY 2019-20, fund expenditures directly related to the implementation of DSCA 



  
 

24 | P a g e  
 

increased slightly from the previous fiscal year (see DSCA-Related Disbursements in Table II--
5 and Figure II-2). As the fund balance decreased, the program continued to implement control 
measures to ensure that funds are available to address sites that pose greater potential risks. The 
DSCA Program closely monitors expenditures to ensure adequate funding is maintained to 
assess all sites, perform mitigation and remediation activities when needed, and move sites 
toward closure. Site work expenditures have reduced the fund balance from its peak of $37.6 
million in 2008 to a low of $5.6 million in 2016. DSCA Fund receipts for the past 11 years 
have been relatively stable, ranging between approximately $8 million and $9 million per year. 
Consistent with prior years, the total FY 2019-20 receipts from the solvent tax, sales and use 
tax, and petitioner payments remain stable, and only slightly (1.3 percent) higher than the total 
receipts for FY 2018-19. Due to the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on the dry-cleaning 
industry, the DSCA Fund receipts for FY 2020-2021 are expected to be significantly lower than 
FY 2019-2020.  

 
 

Table II-5. Historic DSCA Fund Statistics 
Fiscal 
Year Receipts Total 

Disbursements 
DSCA-Related 
Disbursements Fund Balance 

FY 03-04 9,487,233.94 489,024.96 489,024.96 13,547,987.50 
FY 04-05 9,660,612.84 1,806,911.93 1,806,911.93 21,401,688.41 
FY 05-06 9,913,615.29 2,126,835.62 2,126,835.62 29,188,468.08 
FY 06-07 10,687,669.06 4,184,051.63 4,184,051.63 35,692,085.50 
FY 07-08 10,307,477.83 8,413,240.75 8,413,240.75 37,586,322.59 
FY 08-09* 9,513,473.12 22,818,089.84 14,803,890.84 24,281,705.87 
FY 09-10* 8,147,167.40 16,812,337.01 16,808,702.01 15,658,644.76 
FY 10-11* 8,627,803.92 11,371,154.52 11,222,140.59 12,915,294.16 
FY 11-12 9,124,256.44 8,208,478.47 8,208,478.47 13,859,866.72 
FY 12-13 8,580,621.94 9,835,705.15 9,835,705.15 12,604,783.26 
FY 13-14 8,190,699.90 11,958,967.35 11,958,967.35 8,836,516.06 
FY 14-15 8,181,706.31 10,939,433.40 10,939,433.40 6,078,788.97 
FY 15-16 8,284,815.52 8,741,519.44 8,741,519.44 5,622,085.05 
FY 16-17 8,393,644.71 7,349,688.20 7,349,688.20 6,666,041.56 
FY 17-18 8,681,394.03 7,429,454.53 7,429,454.53 7,917,981.06 
FY 18-19 9,063,204.11 7,801,661.38 7,801,661.38 9,179,523.79 
FY 19-20 9,180,783.26 7,970,265.54 7,970,265.54 10,390,041.51 

* Difference in total disbursements and DSCA-related disbursements due to non-DSCA-related 
fund transfers. 
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Figure II-2. DSCA Fund Trends 

 

Using the DSCA Program’s state-lead cleanup costs and national estimates of total average 
costs to clean up contaminated dry-cleaning sites, the program can project the estimated costs 
to address the sites currently certified in the DSCA Program. Using an estimated average total 
cleanup cost of $450,000 per site, it will take more than $207 million (not including DEQ’s 
administrative costs) to address the 460 sites that have been certified in the program. Based on 
data from the N.C. Department of Labor, there are at least 2,000 active and abandoned dry- 
cleaning facilities in the state. Investigations performed across the nation indicate that 
contamination is present in at least 75 percent of all dry-cleaning operations. Applying this 
percentage to the number of current and former facilities in North Carolina, a total of 1,500 
contaminated sites may be present, equaling an estimated $675 million in cleanup costs. If only 
50 percent of these contaminated sites are accepted into the DSCA Program, the projected total 
cleanup cost (adjusted for inflation) would be approximately $338 million. 

 

E.   DSCA Administrative Costs 
According to DSCA, up to 20 percent of annual revenues deposited into the fund may be used by 
DEQ and the North Carolina Attorney General’s Office to administer the program. The administrative 
costs-to- revenue ratio has been relatively steady, fluctuating between 15 and 17 percent since FY 
2009-10. The current administrative cost-to-revenue ratio is at 16.9 percent and is expected to remain 
stable in the coming fiscal year. 

Actions to Ensure Fund Solvency 
Between 2008 until 2011, the increased expenditures on-site cleanups had substantially reduced the 
fund balance (Figure II--2). The program continues to experience an increase in the number of sites 
petitioning into the cleanup program, along with an increase in vapor intrusion-related assessment and 
mitigation. As demonstrated during previous years, the program continues to closely monitor and 
adjust expenditures to ensure that funds are available to address certified sites. The DSCA Program’s 
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prioritization strategy ensures that sites requiring remediation are addressed in priority order while 
maintaining fund solvency. 

As noted above, total collections for FY 2019-20 were approximately $9 million. The fund has a 
balance of approximately $10.4 million, with contract monies encumbered or pending encumbrance 
totaling $4.5 million. The DSCA Fund is solvent. 

Due to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the dry-cleaning industry, receipts to the DSCA 
Fund are anticipated to be significantly reduced in FY 2020-2021. The DSCA Program has 
implemented additional measures to closely monitor expenditures and prioritize spending at identified 
dry-cleaning contaminated sites to ensure that potentially reduced funds are sufficient to address risk 
to human health and safety.  

To help ensure that the program and funding remain viable to adequately address sites certified and 
new sites yet to be discovered, House Bill 399 was signed Nov. 1, 2019 which extended the DSCA 
Program to Jan. 1, 2032; the dry-cleaning solvent tax to Jan. 1, 2030; and the sales-and-use tax 
transfer to July 1, 2030. 

The DSCA Program is entirely receipt-funded by taxes on dry-cleaning solvents and the dry-cleaning 
related sales-and-use tax. These taxes are appropriately used to assess and remediate dry-cleaning 
solvent contamination. Given the DSCA Program’s broad support by the dry-cleaning industry and its 
success in cleaning up contaminated dry-cleaning sites, mitigating risks and preventing future 
releases, legislation was signed Nov. 1, 2019 to extend the program and related funding for an 
additional 10 years. 

The DSCA Program provides a cost-effective means of protecting the public and the environment 
from risks posed by dry-cleaning solvent contamination and provides property owners and dry-
cleaners the opportunity to allow site contamination to be remediated at costs that they can afford.  
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Chapter III:  Hazardous Waste Program 

A.   Executive Summary 
This annual report describes the activities of North Carolina's Hazardous Waste Management 
Program, Resident Inspector Program and Mercury Switch Removal Program from July 1, 2019, 
through June 30, 2020 (FY 2019-20). It is prepared pursuant to N.C.G.S. 130A-294(i) and is 
presented to the North Carolina General Assembly Environmental Review Commission and the Fiscal 
Research Division. 

North Carolina’s Hazardous Waste Management Program protects human health and the environment 
from the risks presented by potential mismanagement of hazardous waste. 

 
• Hazardous waste received by the nine commercial hazardous waste facilities in North 

Carolina in state FY 2019-20 amounted to 33,004.27 tons. The hazardous waste received 
data from the Resident Inspector Program. 

• Hazardous waste generated by businesses and industries in North Carolina in state FY 
2019-20 totaled approximately 87,146 tons. Hazardous waste generated data is from the 
EPA’s RCRAInfo database system. 

• Inspection, compliance assistance, and enforcement activities at hazardous waste facilities 
resulted in the safe management of an estimated 5,142 gallons and 10,161 tons of 
hazardous waste, 11,325 gallons and 744.36 tons of non-hazardous waste, 390.21 tons of 
contaminated soil, and 1,654 gallons of used oil. Mismanagement of the waste could have 
presented potential health or environmental risks.  

• The Resident Inspector Program inspected the state’s nine permitted commercial hazardous 
waste treatment, storage and disposal facilities. For FY 2019-20, the Resident Inspector 
Program operated with a staff of 4.5 positions paid from the fund. The program’s operating 
fee-based budget collected $438,196 and program expenses totaled $335,794. Program staff 
conducted 435 multi-media inspections with two notices of violation. 

• A total of $50,205 was reimbursed to the dismantlers, crushers and shredders for the 10,041 
mercury switches that were removed from vehicles and managed as universal waste. 
Removal and proper recycling prevented 22.09 pounds of mercury from being released to 
the environment in North Carolina this year. 

 
In FY 2019-20, North Carolina met two of the EPA Corrective Action Program federal goals: for 
Human Exposures Controlled (CA725) and for All Remediation Complete (CA 900/999). In addition, 
the program continues to make significant progress in cleaning up contamination at permitted 
hazardous waste management facilities. The goal for Groundwater Contamination Controlled 
(CA750) is 97 percent as a national average, and North Carolina has currently achieved 94 percent. 
The calendar year 2020 goal for final remedies to be constructed and fully operational is 95 percent as 
a national average; although, this does not necessarily mean remediation will have been completed. 
Currently in North Carolina, 73 percent of facilities have achieved a remedy constructed that is fully 
operational. This number is affected by financially marginal facilities that are unable to reach the goal 
due to lack of funds. 
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B.   Hazardous Waste Management Program 
North Carolina was authorized to implement the federal hazardous waste regulatory program in lieu 
of the EPA in 1980. Federal authorization is the process through which EPA delegates primary 
program implementation and enforcement responsibility to states while maintaining an oversight role 
to ensure national consistency. 

The federal program, established under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
Subtitle C, regulates the generation, transport, treatment, storage, disposal and recycling of hazardous 
waste. The program also governs the environmental remediation of hazardous waste treatment, 
storage and disposal facilities that have been contaminated by prior waste management activities. The 
North Carolina hazardous waste program is administered and enforced by DEQ’s Division of Waste 
Management’s Hazardous Waste Section. 

1. Hazardous Waste Generation, Management and Remediation Generation 
 

Generation 
Hazardous waste is defined as industrial material destined for disposal or recycling that may be 
ignitable, corrosive, reactive and/or toxic and, as such, poses a risk to human health and the 
environment if improperly managed. 
 
The comprehensive hazardous waste generation data is available biennially through RCRAInfo 
(see Information Management Section).  
 
In state FY 2019-20, there were 792 North Carolina large quantity generators1. The amount of 
waste generated in FY 2019-20 was approximately 87,146 tons. 
 
In state FY 2019-20, there were approximately 2,043 small quantity generators2 in North 
Carolina and an estimated 5,403 very small quantity generators3.  These generators are subject to 
reduced reporting and regulatory requirements because they are often small businesses for whom 
periodic reporting could be overly burdensome. They are also subject to reduced reporting because 
the amounts of waste generated at each individual site are less likely to present significant risks to 
human health and the environment. However, these facilities collectively generate a significant 
amount of hazardous waste that must be managed properly and in compliance with applicable 
rules. Significant resources are devoted to technical assistance, outreach and compliance activities at 
these facilities. Staff conduct compliance assistance visits or other types of inspections as a way of 
outreach to help facilities with the RCRA hazardous waste regulations. 

 
Management 
Comprehensive hazardous waste generation data is available biennially. In state FY 2019-20, 
North Carolina’s nine commercial hazardous waste facilities4 received and processed 33,004.27 
tons of hazardous waste from offsite generators.  

1 Large quantity generators generate any of the following amounts in a calendar month: greater than or equal to 1,000 kg of non-acute hazardous waste, or greater 
than 1 kg of acute hazardous waste, or greater than 100 kg of any residue from a cleanup of acute hazardous waste. 
2 Small quantity generators generate any of the following amounts in a calendar month: greater than 100 kg but less than 1,000 kg of non-acute hazardous waste, 
and less than or equal to 1 kg of acute hazardous waste, and less than or equal to 100 kg of any residue from a cleanup of acute hazardous waste. 
3 Very small quantity generators generate less than or equal to the following amounts in a calendar month: 100 kg or non-acute hazardous waste, and 1 kg of acute 
hazardous waste, and 100 kg of any residue from a cleanup of acute hazardous waste.  
4 Commercial hazardous waste facilities are permitted facilities that receive hazardous waste from off- site generators and store, treat, and dispose of hazardous 
waste.
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Remediation 
There are 80 active hazardous waste treatment, storage, disposal and corrective action facilities 
in North Carolina. They are permitted RCRA facilities. Each facility is governed by a permit, 
an enforceable order or another operational control mechanism for management and/or 
remediation of hazardous waste. 
There are 90 facilities subject to the RCRA Corrective Action Program, which addresses 
remediation of environmental contamination at permitted hazardous waste facilities. These 90 
facilities are sites with waste released that must be remediated, and include federal Hazardous 
and Solid Waste Amendments-only sites that are no longer active facilities but have permits to 
remedy past releases. The Hazardous Waste Section tracks the remediation progress at these 
sites using five environmental indicators: 

1. Human exposure controlled, 
2. Groundwater contamination controlled, 
3. Cleanup remedy constructed, 
4. Ready for Anticipated Use, and 
5. Remedy completed. 

 
The program continues to make significant progress in overseeing the remediation of 
contamination at permitted hazardous waste management facilities. The national goal is for 95 
percent of these facilities to meet three environmental indicators by Dec. 31, 2020. Currently in 
North Carolina, 100 percent of facilities have human exposure controlled, 94 percent have 
groundwater contamination controlled and 73 percent have a remedy constructed. In addition, 
in FY-17, the EPA set a goal of 32 percent of the facilities completing all remediation during 
calendar year 2020 (federal FY-20). In FY-18, EPA set a goal of identifying facilities that are 
Ready for Anticipated Use (RAU CA800), with yearly RAU goals as follows: two in FFY-18, 
two in FFY-19, two in FFY-20, three in FFY-21 and three in FFY-22. The current baseline for 
the RAU CA800 in North Carolina is 90 facilities. Currently, 27 percent of North Carolina 
facilities have all hazardous waste remediation complete and seven facilities are Ready for 
Anticipated Use. 

 
To achieve the national goal of 95 percent of the facilities having a remedy constructed by EPA 
for federal FY-2020, the Hazardous Waste Section has established the following goals: 

 

Hazardous Waste Section Projections 
to Meet the EPA 2020 Goal 

EPA FFY-18 
Accomplished 

EPA FFY-19 
Accomplished 

EPA  
FFY-20 

Goal 

EPA  
FFY-20 

Accomplished 
Human Exposures Controlled – 
CA725 

96% 100% 100% 100% 

Groundwater Contamination 
Controlled - CA750 93% 94% 97% 94% 

Remedy Constructed* – CA550 70% 73% 76% 73%* 

CA800 – Ready For Anticipated Use 
(RAU) 

2 2 2 3 

All RCRA Remediation Complete – 
CA900/999 

25% 25% 27% 27%**  
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*The Remedy Constructed indicator is very dependent on the facility, not necessarily the 
Hazardous Waste Project Manager. The facility needs to have done a sufficient job assessing 
the contamination before it can propose and implement what could be considered a final 
remedy. One needs to remember fully assessing groundwater contamination and remediating 
groundwater contamination is not an easy nor inexpensive proposition. 
 
** EPA revised the FY2020 goal for this indicator from 25 percent to 32 percent in FY2017. 
The Facility Management Branch (FMB) will continue to work with facilities to make progress 
toward this goal. 

 
Strategy to achieve the goals listed above: 
The Facility Management Branch (FMB) evaluates and projects these goals for the FY 2019-20 
multiple times per year: during the EPA Work Plan development stage, at the EPA End-of-Year 
Reporting stage, at each review and during the regular supervisor/employee meetings. To meet 
the FY 2019-20 goals, one Groundwater Contamination Controlled goal must be achieved and 
20 Remedy Selected and Remedy Constructed goals must be achieved. The FMB has exceeded 
the EPA 2020 goal of 95 percent of Human Exposures Controlled.  
 
Facilities that have not met the Groundwater Contamination Controlled projections have been 
evaluated and have been notified concerning information needed to meet the goals. The FMB is 
confident this goal will be met. 
 
The Remedy Constructed goal will require extensive discussions between the FMB and 
facilities to identify and approve remedies that are protective of human health and the 
environment and meet the appropriate media standards. The selection of the proper remedy and 
implementation of the remedy may require a large investment of time and money at each 
facility. For the FMB to meet the goal of 95 percent, no more than four facilities can miss the 
goal. Three facilities will not be able to achieve the goal because they are bankrupt or 
financially marginal facilities. EPA is aware that it is unlikely that the branch will meet the 95 
percent Construction Complete goal. However, the FMB will continue working to meet these 
goals. 
 
The FMB will evaluate facilities that appear to have the necessary elements required for the 
RAU CA800. Once evaluated and a positive RAU CA800 is determined, the proper forms will 
be completed. The FMB does anticipate meeting the RAU CA800 goals through EPA FFY-22. 

 
To meet the All Remediation Complete goal, a facility must meet the appropriate clean-up 
standards for all media: soil, groundwater, surface water and air. Typically, groundwater 
cleanup is a multi-decade process, depending on the constituents and concentrations that need 
to be remediated. However, the Risk-Based Remediation of Industrial Sites legislation enacted 
through Session Law 2011-186 and revised by Session Law 2015-286 allows for a risk-based 
approach to the soil, groundwater, and air standards – if the remedy still provides for the 
protection of human health and the environment.   
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2.     Compliance and Enforcement 
The Hazardous Waste Program is responsible for implementing inspection, compliance and 
enforcement activities. The environmental benefits achieved through compliance and 
enforcement activities are identified each year to measure the overall success of the program in 
meeting environmental goals. During FY 2019-20, the section’s actions ensured the safe 
management of an estimated 5,142 gallons and 10,161 tons of hazardous waste, 11,325 gallons 
and 744.36 tons of non-hazardous waste, 390.21 tons of contaminated soil, and 1,654 gallons 
of used oil that otherwise may have been mismanaged. These actions also ensured the 
protection of more than 243 people (mostly staff at affected facilities) who could have been 
adversely affected. 
 

3.    Information Management 
Comprehensive information about North Carolina’s hazardous waste facilities is entered and 
stored in the national hazardous waste database known as Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act Information (RCRAInfo), a system that gives EPA and state environmental staff access to 
RCRA and Biennial Report information. The RCRAInfo database was developed by the EPA 
and the states, and it is managed by the EPA. RCRAInfo contains comprehensive information 
on facilities that generate and/or manage hazardous waste in the state as well as all the 
Hazardous Waste Section’s activities affecting these facilities. RCRARep is an EPA computer 
system developed by EPA Region 1 and designed for read-only programmatic use. To view 
environmental information for specific hazardous waste sites in North Carolina, visit 
https://enviro.epa.gov/. For details about the DEQ Division of Waste Management and its 
Hazardous Waste Section, visit the division’s website: 
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste- management, or the section’s website: 
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/hw. 
 

4.    Hazardous Waste Program Development 
The Hazardous Waste Program will continue to ensure safe hazardous waste management in 
North Carolina by: 

• Supporting opportunities for waste minimization and recycling, supporting annual 
generator workshops that educate the largest hazardous waste generators about 
hazardous waste regulations and helping these generators achieve and maintain 
compliance. 

• Maintaining a guidance document to educate small quantity generators about 
hazardous waste regulations that help them achieve and maintain compliance. 

• Continuing to seek EPA authorization to maintain the section’s authority to 
implement the federal program. 

• Maintaining high-quality hazardous waste data for hazardous waste trend analysis 
and sound decision-making. 

• Participating in the EPA rulemaking process. Examples include the adoption of the 
federal e-Manifest User Fee Rule (effective on the federal level on June 30, 2018) 
and adoption of the federal Management Standards for Hazardous Waste 
Pharmaceuticals Rule (effective in North Carolina July 1, 2020). 

 
 
 

https://enviro.epa.gov/
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/hw
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5.    Hazardous Waste Reduction Initiatives 
The Hazardous Waste Section promotes waste minimization and recycling in all of its 
programs. Some of these activities include: 

• Incorporating pollution prevention training (based on targeted priority chemical 
waste streams) into annual generator workshops, industry meetings and 
enforcement settlement negotiations. 

• Reviewing facility requests for alternative management practices for hazardous 
waste (use/reuse, substitution, reclassification and delisting). 

• Supporting intervention projects to reduce or eliminate the presence of priority 
chemicals through partnerships with other agencies. 

• Ensuring that generators continue to develop programs to minimize or reduce the 
volume and quantity or toxicity of hazardous waste when staff conducts 
compliance assistance visits or during inspections. 

 
6.     Cost of Hazardous Waste Management Program 

 
Hazardous Waste Legislative Report Financials 

July 1, 2019 to June 30, 2020 
  Expenditures   
 Receipts Appropriations Federal TOTALS 

Salary and Fringe 1,996,494.01 0.00 2,248,871.66 4,245,365.67 
Purchased Services 66,186.43 0.00 373,169.98 439,356.41 
Supplies 2,621.11 0.00 32,856.42 35,477.53 
Property Plant and 
Equipment 2,465.77 

0.00 
44,250.39 46,716.16 

Other Expenses and 
Adjustments 161,335.00 

0.00 
278,263.56 439,598.56 

Intragovernmental 
 Transfers  0.00 

0.00 
0.00 0.00 

TOTALS $2,229,102.32 0.00 $2,977,412.01 $5,206,514.33 
 

C.   Resident Inspector Program  
1.    Program Description 

The Resident Inspector Program has been operating for more than 25 years and is administered 
by the DEQ, Division of Waste Management, Hazardous Waste Section. The program uses a 
multimedia approach during required regulatory inspections involving hazardous waste 
management and treatment requirements, workplace safety, air emissions requirements, and 
wastewater treatment and discharge requirements. Resident inspectors also evaluate 
commercial hazardous waste facilities for potential violations in other regulatory areas, such as 
the N.C. Department of Labor’s Occupational Safety and Health Act and the N.C. Department 
of Transportation’s hazardous materials transportation regulations.  
 
The Resident Inspector Program was established "... to enhance the ability of the department to 
protect public health and the environment by providing the department with the authority and 
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resources necessary to maintain a rigorous inspection and enforcement program at commercial 
hazardous waste facilities" [G.S. 130A-295.02(f)]. The program monitors all aspects of 
commercial hazardous waste facilities in North Carolina, provides facility support through 
assistance and education, assures compliance with laws and rules administered by DEQ and 
may include enforcement of laws or rules administered by any other state agency through a 
memorandum of agreement. 
 
The Resident Inspector Program is part of the Hazardous Waste Section’s Compliance Branch. 
For FY 2019-20, the program was comprised of three resident inspector positions, one 
administrative assistant, and one (half-time) program supervisor. 
 
During FY 2019-20, Resident Inspector Program staff conducted 435 multimedia inspections at 
North Carolina’s nine commercial hazardous waste treatment and storage and disposal 
facilities. This performance exceeded the statute-mandated minimum of 432 inspections. [See 
Table III--1 for details.] 

 

2.    Program Funding 
The Resident Inspector Program is intended to be funded solely by fees collected from the 
commercial hazardous waste facilities [G.S. 130A-295.02(h)]. These fees are based on each 
facility’s category ranking and the volume (tons) of hazardous waste received. For FY 2019-20, 
facility ranking fees totaled $289,677 and tonnage fees ($4.50 per ton) equaled $148,519, for a 
revenue total of $438,196. See Table III--1 for a complete breakdown. 

3.    Program Results 
Resident inspectors offer compliance assistance routinely – often in the form of education, 
technical assistance, and recommendations or comments during the site visits. Since the 
inspectors visit these facilities at least twice a month, they become familiar with facility 
management, operations and site conditions. Inspection rates are based on facility ranking, 
which is based on the facility’s size, the type treatment, the type of waste they manage and how 
much, their enforcement history, their locations, and what reclamation they may conduct. 
Resident inspectors visit these sites two to eight times per month, depending on the facility’s 
ranking. Resident inspectors can easily identify potential problem areas and work with the 
facility toward a permanent solution. If a facility begins to have operational or compliance 
problems, the inspector reviews these problem areas during each visit to provide assistance and 
keep the facility’s compliance awareness high. Inspectors communicate frequently with facility 
management and front-line workers to address conditions or behaviors before they become a 
compliance issue. 
 
The inspectors also communicate to clarify permit conditions and current regulatory 
requirements and explain the reasons for the requirements as well as the potential risks and 
costs of noncompliance. During the past fiscal year, resident inspectors issued two notices of 
violation. [See Table III--1 for details.] 
 

The Resident Inspector Program staff members continue to provide rigorous oversight of 
commercial hazardous waste facilities in the state. The staff constantly seeks new approaches 
and initiatives to ensure that commercial hazardous waste facilities can protect public health 
and the environment. The Resident Inspector Program staff has also worked with the 
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commercial facilities to maintain compliance during times of economic challenge. Economic 
pressures can cause hazardous waste facilities to operate with fewer staff members and provide 
employees with less training. All of these factors can lead to noncompliance. The Resident 
Inspector Program continues to work toward a high level of compliance at the commercial 
hazardous waste facilities in North Carolina through facility education, technical assistance, 
and regulatory oversight activities. 

 

Table III-1. Resident Inspector Program Commercial Hazardous Waste Facilities' Data FY 
2019-20 

COMMERCIAL 
TREATMENT/ 

STORAGE/ 
DISPOSAL 
FACILITY 

Facility 
Inspection 
Category * 

Minimum 
Number of     
Inspections 

Actual 
Number 

Inspections 
Conducted 

HW Tons 
Received 

FY2018-19 

HW Tons 
Received  

FY 2019-20 

Notices of 
Deficiency 

Issued 

Notices of 
Violation 

Issued 

Compliance 
Orders 
Issued 

CLEAN 
HARBORS 3 72  71  3,894.42 3,264.32 0 0 0 

DART 4 96 96 10,753.78 10,416 1 0 0 
ECOFLO 3 72  75  7,476.88 6,939.22 0 0 0 
NEXEO 
SOLUTIONS 2 48  50  9,094.65 10,389 0 1 0 

SK-ARCHDALE 1 24 24  82.1 57.65 0 0 0 

SK- CHARLOTTE 1 24 24  7.2 8.58 0 0 0 

SK-RALEIGH 1 24  23  23.27 20.41 0 0 0 

SK-ST. PAULS 1 24 24  38.83 30.64 0 0 0 

VEOLIA E. S. 2  48  48  1,856.98 1,878.45 0 0 0 

TOTAL   432 435 33,228.11 33,004.27 1 1 0 

*The Commercial Hazardous Waste facility inspection category determination is defined in 15A NCAC 13A .0116. 
 

D.   Mercury Switch Removal Program 
 
1. Program Description  

The Mercury Switch Removal Program (MSR Program) has been operating for 15 years and is 
administered by the DEQ’s Division of Waste Management’s Hazardous Waste Section. The 
program continues to inspect the end-of-life vehicle dismantling, crushing, and shredding 
facilities. For FY 2019-20, the Mercury Switch Removal Program operated with a staff 
equivalent to approximately 3.5 positions supplied by the Hazardous Waste Section’s 
Compliance Branch. The program’s operating budget is funded by fees collected as part of the 
N.C. Department of Transportation’s application for a certificate of vehicle title fee. 
 
The program’s total operating costs this year were $357,872. Those costs include switch 
reimbursements of $5 for every mercury switch removed and recycled or disposed of as RCRA 
"Universal Waste."  
     
Through S.L. 2005-384, as amended by S.L. 2007-142, the General Assembly acted to reduce 
the amount of mercury entering the state’s environment. As stated in G.S. 130A- 310.51, the 
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purpose of the program is to reduce the quantity of mercury released into the environment by 
removing mercury switches from end-of-life vehicles and creating a removal, collection, and 
recovery program for those switches. The mercury switches control convenience lighting in the 
trunk and under the hood. Specifically, the law requires all vehicle dismantlers, vehicle 
recyclers, vehicle crushers and/or vehicle scrap processors to remove, collect and recover 
mercury switches contained in end-of-life vehicles prior to crushing, shredding, or smelting the 
vehicles. 
 
To ensure compliance with requirements established in G.S. 130A-310.50 through 310.55, 
DEQ’s DWM’s Hazardous Waste Section created the MSR Program, which is coordinated 
through the section’s Compliance Branch. 
 
During FY 2019-20, the MSR Program inspectors conducted 57 inspections in North Carolina. 
This number is down due to restrictions related to COVID-19. No notices of violation or 
notices of deficiency were issued. 
 
The site visits are used to evaluate whether the facility was subject to the law and acquaint 
those regulated facility operators with the legislative requirements. Additional compliance 
assistance was provided by the inspectors, as needed, regarding the MSR Program and other 
RCRA and Clean Water Act regulated requirements. 
 
In accordance with the National Vehicle Mercury Switch Removal Program (NVMSRP), North 
Carolina’s MSR Program receives support from a corporation, End-of-Life Vehicle Solutions 
(ELVS), which was formed by and represents the major automobile manufacturers. ELVS 
provides the following support to North Carolina’s vehicle dismantlers/recyclers, vehicle 
crushers and scrap processing facilities: 
 

• Educational materials regarding mercury switch removal, guidance on which 
vehicles contain mercury switches, instructions on how to locate, identify and 
remove mercury switches. 

• U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) appropriate storage/shipping containers, 
including applicable labeling and shipping documents necessary for the shipment 
of the mercury switches. 

• Transportation of the mercury switches in a timely fashion to a RCRA-permitted 
mercury recycling/disposal facility. 

• Recycling of the mercury switches by a qualified mercury retort facility or, when 
recycling is not feasible, for the proper disposal of the mercury switches at an 
RCRA-permitted disposal facility. 

• Indemnification from liability for participating vehicle dismantlers, scrap 
processing facilities, vehicle crushers, and others once mercury switches are 
collected by the ELVS contractor. 

With this level of support from automobile manufacturers, dismantlers/recyclers, vehicle 
crushers and scrap processing facilities can effectively remove the mercury switches from the 
end-of-life vehicles before crushing, shredding, or smelting them. 
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When the switches are removed from the vehicles, they are placed in the supplied DOT 
container, which is labeled with the date the first switch was placed in the container and with 
the words "Universal Waste – Mercury-Containing Equipment." When the container is full, 
with a maximum of 454 switches per container, or the date on the container approaches one 
year, the container is shipped to the ELVS-contracted receiving facility (shipping is paid for by 
ELVS).  The ELVS program has been extended through December 31, 2021, and continues to 
provide new containers and supplies as needed. 

 

2. Program Funding 
The MSR Program was funded by fees collected as part of the DOT fee for application of 
vehicle title certificate. Twenty cents of each $40-per-vehicle certificate of title fee is now 
given to the Division of Waste Management for this program. (Formerly, fifty cents of each fee 
went to the now defunct Mercury Pollution Prevention Trust Fund). Under G.S. 130A-
310.54(b)(1) and (b1), the Mercury Pollution Prevention Fund, in part, reimburses the MSR 
Program for: 

a) $5 for each mercury switch removed and properly recycled or disposed via the 
NVMSRP, paid to a vehicle crusher, vehicle dismantler, vehicle recycler or scrap 
vehicle processing facility; and 

b) costs incurred by the department to administer the program. 

 
Operationally, the funding usually provides for 3.5 full-time equivalent positions, travel and 
equipment expenses plus mercury switch removal reimbursement payments. The positions 
supported are two environmental specialists, a chemist, and a part-time supervisor. Program 
duties are spread among these staff and others to keep travel costs low. During FY 2019-20, 
due to the planned sunset of the program and the removal of the program fund balance at the 
end of 2017 combined with the change to a reduced fee amount to support this program, 
irregular program revenue payments and other program needs, the two environmental specialist 
staff members were paid by other funds for eight months while continuing to do the work of the 
program. Funding of the positions by the MSR Program funds was restored as of July 1, 2020. 
For this reason, program personnel costs were significantly less in FY 2019-20 than in past 
years. Revenues for FY 2019-20 were approximately $466,390. Reimbursement paid to the 
vehicle dismantlers/recyclers, vehicle crushers or scrap processing facilities for removal of the 
mercury switches with proper recovery and disposal ($5 per switch) totaled $50,205. Program 
expenses were $307,667 including $100,000 to DEQ’s Division of Environmental Assistance 
and Customer Service (DEACS) for mercury collection infrastructure grants to local 
governments. The fund balance saw a net increase of $108,877 for FY 2019-20. 
 

3.    Program Results 
As directed by ELVS, the contracted facility receiving the collected mercury switches supplies 
data to the MSR Program detailing the number of switches received, date the switches were 
received, and name and location of the facility that shipped the switches (dismantler, crusher, 
shredder, etc.). 
 
For FY 2019-20, 10,041 mercury switches were removed from vehicles and received by the 
ELVS contractor from North Carolina vehicle dismantlers/recyclers, vehicle crushers, and 
scrap processing facilities. This waste is managed as a universal waste. A total of 22.09 pounds 
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of mercury (from the 10,041 switches) was prevented from being released to the environment 
in North Carolina. Table III-2 below provides a summary about the MSR Program. 
 

 
 

Table III-2.  Mercury Switch Removal Program Summary of Data 2012-2020 

Calendar Year Switches 
Collected 

Pounds 
Collected 

North Carolina 
National Rank 

2020 9,417 20.72 3rd  

2019 8,927 19.64 5th 

2018 12,020 26.44 4th 

2017 12,180 26.8 4th 

2016 12,470 27.43 4th 

2015 30,381 66.84 2nd 

2014 38,479 84.65 2nd 

2013 39,195 86.23 2nd 

2012 49,561 109.03 2nd 

TOTAL (2006-
20) 

 509,458  1,120.81 lbs.  

 

In the 15 years this program has been in place, a total of 1,122 pounds of mercury has been 
prevented from being released into North Carolina’s environment from metal processing and 
smelting of scrap vehicles. North Carolina’s national rank is calculated based on the mercury 
recovery performance ratio. This is calculated by dividing the number of mercury switches 
received by the ELVS federal program contractor from North Carolina for the period of the 
fiscal year, by the number of mercury switches available for removal in North Carolina for that 
same time period. The same calculations are made using the total national switch collection and 
availability, allowing ELVS to rank the state programs. 
 
S.L. 2020-74 modified S.L. 2017-57 and extended the sunset date of the MSR Program from 
June 30, 2017 to June 30, 2031. S.L. 2020-74 also mandates that funds remaining in the 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Fund shall be transferred to the Division of Waste Management 
on June 30, 2031. 
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Chapter IV:  Inactive Hazardous Sites 
 

A. Executive Summary 
The N.C. General Assembly created the Inactive Hazardous Sites Program in the DEQ’s Division of 
Waste Management (the division) to identify, investigate and clean up properties contaminated with 
hazardous substances. The program also manages the assessment and cleanup of old pre-regulatory 
landfill sites that have environmental contamination and predate modern hazardous and solid waste 
landfill standards designed to prevent contamination. This report satisfies the requirements, set out in 
G.S. 130A-310.10, for an annual report to the General Assembly.   

To date, a total of 3,229 chemical spill or disposal sites and old, unlined dumps or landfills (pre-
regulatory) have been cataloged in North Carolina. Of this number 2,580 still require work to address 
public health or environmental hazards.   

Of the 2,580 remaining open cases, 641 are old, unlined landfills that predate solid and hazardous 
waste permitting laws. By state law, approximately 45 percent of the proceeds of a statewide solid 
waste disposal tax is directed to address contamination at these pre-regulatory landfills. The division 
contracts with private firms to assess and remedy the contamination at pre-regulatory landfill sites. In 
FY 2016-17, division started a pilot study of an alternative privatized method of state-funded 
assessment and remediation at four pre-1983 landfills to evaluate ways to improve efficiency and 
reduce cost. This study will span a three-plus year contract term and continues.  

At the end of FY 2019-20, the uncommitted cash balance in the Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup 
Fund (IHSCF) dedicated to addressing the non-landfill inactive hazardous waste sites was $0. The 
fund receives an annual $400,000 appropriation for this purpose.  

The following provides a status of sites cataloged by the Inactive Hazardous Sites Program. 

Catalog of Contaminated Sites: 

Total Number of Inactive Hazardous Sites Cataloged 3,229 
Chemical Spill or Disposal Sites 2,567 
Pre-Regulatory Landfills 662 

Total Number of Sites Requiring No Further Action 649 
Chemical Spill or Disposal Sites 628 
Pre-Regulatory Landfill Sites 21 

Remaining Open Sites 2,580 
Chemical Spill or Disposal Sites 1,939 
Pre-Regulatory Landfills 641 

  

Program Activities Completed or Ongoing During FY 2019-20: 

Chemical Spill or Disposal Sites: 

Oversight of Responsible Party Cleanup Actions - Total 252 
Registered Environmental Consultant (REC)-Supervised Remedial Actions 101 
Staff-Supervised Remedial Actions under Administrative Agreements 67 
Additional Staff-Supervised Owner/Responsible Party Actions 64 
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Spill Response Actions 20 
 
Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund Actions 

 

Contaminated Site Assessments or Abatement Actions Completed or Ongoing 27 
Sites With Homes Provided Alternate Water or Treatment Systems Maintained 9 

 
Testing Conducted by Staff 

 

Water Supply Wells Sampled at Non-Landfill Sites 8 
Sites with Other Testing (soils, surface water) 4 

  
New Site Screenings 

 

Sites Screened 64 
Sites Added to Inventory 51 
Sites Reopened 2 

 
Sites Evaluated for No Further Action (NFA) Status 

 

Sites Evaluated 20 
NFAs Granted for Entire Site 19 

 
Pre-Regulatory Landfill Sites: 

Remedial Investigation Ongoing 41 
Remedial Investigation Completed 3 
Local Government Assessments Ongoing 10 
Remedial Design Ongoing 37 
Remedial Design Completed 2 
Remedial Action Ongoing 1 
Remedial Action Completed 2 
No Further Action Assignments 3 
New Site Evaluations 1 
Homes Provided Alternate Water or Treatment Systems Maintained 10 
Number of Water Supply Wells Sampled 139 
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B. The Inactive Hazardous Sites Inventory and the Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites 
Priority List 

 

The Division of Waste Management’s Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch implements the Inactive 
Hazardous Sites Response Act of 1987 (IHSRA). The IHSRA requires the division to maintain a 
catalog of inactive hazardous substance or waste disposal sites. The program has cataloged 2,567 
chemical spill sites and 662 old unlined landfills. Table IV-1 below provides a list of sites added to 
the inventory in FY 2019-20. A total of 51 new chemical spill sites were added to the inventory of 
sites this past fiscal year. In addition, two chemical spill sites were reopened based on additional 
evidence of contamination. A total of 649 sites now have all work completed and are assigned “No 
Further Action” status. Twenty-three have completed all work and were assigned “No Further 
Action” status in FY 2019-20. Table IV-2 provides a list of the “No Further Action” sites.  

N.C.G.S. 130A-310.2 requires the division to prioritize sites cataloged in the Inactive Hazardous Sites 
Inventory based on the threat to public health and the environment. Sites are first cataloged in the 
"Evaluations Pending" category of the Inventory until the division ranks the site based on rules found 
in 15A NCAC 13C .0200. Once ranked, sites are transferred to the Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites 
Priority List. The priority list is provided in Appendix A to this report organized in order of the threat 
to public health and the environment. The purpose of this list is to prioritize full-scale (complete) 
contaminant remedial actions at sites without responsible parties. The rank or absence of a site on the 
priority list does not limit the division in conducting abatement actions at sites with immediate 
hazards. 

N.C.G.S. 130A-310.10 requires reporting of the location of each inactive hazardous waste disposal 
site, type and amount of hazardous substances or waste known or believed to be located at each of 
these sites, last action taken at each of these of these sites and date of the last action. Due to the large 
numbers of contaminated sites, most of the sites have not undergone complete assessments needed to 
provide complete information. Appendix B provides the required supplemental information to the 
extent available.  
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Table IV-1. Inactive Hazardous Sites Inventory  List of New Sites FY 2019-20 
 

Chemical Spill/Disposal Sites (51): 
ID Number Site Name City County 
NONCD0003086 ASHEVILLE TANNERY ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE 
NONCD0003099 BASF HOLLY SPRINGS WAKE 
NONCD0003075 BEATTIES FORD RD PCE CONTAMINATION CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0003072 BIRCH RIDGE RD SOLVENTS GREENSBORO GUILFORD 
NONCD0003073 BOB KING PONTIAC WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER 
NONCD0003080 CAROLINA PINES AVE CONTAMINATION RALEIGH WAKE 
NONCD0003097 CFI READY MIX_FRMR LILLINGTON HARNETT 
NONCD0003092 CHESTNUT AVE SOIL CONTAMINATION KANNAPOLIS CABARRUS 
NONCD0003085 COCA COLA SANFORD SANFORD LEE 
NONCD0003103 COMMONWEALTH AVENUE DRY CLEANERS CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0003101 CORBETT FARMING FACILITY WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER 
NONCD0003071 DAFCO ABANDONNED TOTES HUDSON CALDWELL 
NONCD0003068 EXXON GAS STATION FRMR ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE 
NONCD0003064 EXXON WOOSTER ST FRMR WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER 
NONCD0003110 GREENSBORO ST TCE CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0003100 HILLTOP RD CONTAMINATION RALEIGH WAKE 
NCD980838478 HONEYWELL STODDARD SPILL ROCKY MOUNT NASH 
NONCD0003096 HUNT ST CHROMIUM CONTAMINATION DURHAM DURHAM 
NONCD0003081 HYDRO EXTRUSION USA_BLDGS 2 AND 3 BURLINGTON ALAMANCE 
NONCD0003102 JMC USA INC RTP DURHAM 
NONCD0003069 KALE BINDEX INC CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0003079 KINDER MORGAN SELMA SPILL SELMA JOHNSTON 
NCN000407089 L AND R OIL RECOVERY SHELBY CLEVELAND 
NONCD0003104 LEE AVE PCE CONTAMINATION SANFORD LEE 
NONCD0003067 LEITH CHRYSLER JEEP RALEIGH WAKE 
NONCD0003084 LELAND AUTO SALVAGE LELAND BRUNSWICK 
NONCD0003087 MAIN ST SOLVENT CONTAMINATION_500 BLOCK HENDERSON VANCE 
NONCD0003088 MARKET ST GROUNDWATER PCE CONTAMINATION WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER 
NONCD0003070 MCDOWELL ST SOLVENTS ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE 
NONCD0003063 MCNEILS GROCERY APEX WAKE 
NONCD0003094 MINT ST TCE CONTAMINATION CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0003109 MONROE RD VOCS CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0003108 NC HWY 54 CONTAMINATION DURHAM DURHAM 
NONCD0003095 NC HWY 86 METALS CONTAMINATION HILLSBOROUGH ORANGE 
NONCD0003083 NORTH GRAHAM ST SOLVENTS CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0003076 NORTH LIBERTY ST SOLVENTS 1100 BLK WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 
NONCD0003091 NORTH MERRITT MILL RD PCE CONTAMINATION CHAPEL HILL ORANGE 
NONCD0003078 NORTH PATTERSON AVE SOLVENTS 3500 BLK WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 
NONCD0003065 PANTRY 219 SANFORD LEE 
NONCD0003077 PHOENIX 308 TRAVEL CENTER ROCKY POINT PENDER 
NONCD0003074 R AND R CLEANERS CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0003107 RIGSBEE AVE CR IN SOIL DURHAM DURHAM 
NONCD0003105 SAAB BARRACUDA FACILITY LILLINGTON HARNETT 
NONCD0003082 SIMPSON STRONG TIE_FRMR EDENTON CHOWAN 
NONCD0003106 SIXTEENTH ST PCE_TCE HICKORY CATAWBA 
NONCD0003098 TRYON MALL CLEANING CENTER CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0003089 WEST 7TH ST GROUNDWATER PCE  WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 
NONCD0003090 WEST MOREHEAD ST GROUNDWATER PCE  CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
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NONCD0003093 WEST MOREHEAD ST GROUNDWATER TCE  CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0003111 WEST TREMONT CONTAMINATION CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0003066 YADKIN RD CIRCLE K FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND 

 

 

Reopened Chemical Spill/Disposal Sites (2): 

ID Number Site Name City County 
NCD080894645 CHLORIDE AUTOMOTIVE BATTERIES RALEIGH WAKE 
NONCD0002574 TAKATORI INTECH FACILITY (FORMER) CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 

 

 

Table IV-2. Inactive Hazardous Sites Inventory  List of Sites Assigned No Further Action 
Status During FY 2019-20 

 

  Chemical Spill/Disposal Sites (19): 
ID Number Site Name City County 
NCD045924065 AMF/HATTERAS YACHTS NEW BERN CRAVEN 
NONCD0003015 CAMP SPRING 76 CASWELL  
NCD003223799 CLAYTON-MARCUS CO., INC. BETHLEHEM ALEXANDER 
NONCD0001768 DECATUR PARTNERSHIP SITE MANTEO DARE 
NONCD0001831 HAYNES RUBBER & SUPPLY COMPANY ROCKY MOUNT NASH 
NONCD0002082 MITCHELL PROPERTY (FORMER) ZEBULON WAKE 
NONCD0002149 NCDOT - SITE #72 LARCO/SLOAN HIGH POINT GUILFORD 
NONCD0002154 NCDOT 58 BUTNER GRANVILLE 
NONCD0002213 NORTEX INTERNATIONAL, INC MOORESVILLE IREDELL 
NONCD0002267 PARKER HANNIFIN CORPORATION SNOW HILL GREENE 
NONCD0003019 PEPSI-COLA FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND 
NONCD0001140 PIEDMONT HAWTHORNE WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 
NCD982153280 PRECISION ALLOYS RALEIGH WAKE 
NONCD0002931 RIVER ROAD HERTFORD PERQUIMANS 
NONCD0001712 SOLENE INDUSTRIAL LUBRICANTS ROCKINGHAM RICHMOND 
NONCD0003043 SOUTHERN SCRAP DISPOSAL AREA HERTFORD PERQUIMANS 
NONCD0002524 SPRINGS ROAD SOLVENTS HICKORY CATAWBA 
NCD986166700 TOISNOT SWAMP WILSON WILSON 
NONCD0002769 WYNNE, MAY PROPERTY (FORMER) DURHAM DURHAM 

 

Pre-Regulatory Landfill Sites (3): 

ID Number Site Name City County 
NONCD0000307 AIRPORT LF WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 
NONCD0000311 J.H. WINSTON DUMP YOUNGSVILLE FRANKLIN 
NONCD0000339 LITTLETON DUMP LITTLETON HALIFAX 
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C. Sites That May or Are Known to Require Use of the Inactive Hazardous Sites 
Cleanup Fund 

 

Purpose of the Fund 
The Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund (Fund) is used to: (1) address imminent hazard sites; (2) 
pay for assessment and cleanup when responsible parties do not comply with orders to clean up sites; 
(3) pay for assessment and cleanup of sites without financially-viable responsible parties (orphan 
sites); and (4) pay for preparation of a notice of Inactive Hazardous Substance or Waste Disposal Site 
if the owner does not comply with orders to record a notice. When a financially viable responsible 
party exists, the state must attempt to recover its expenditures from the responsible party. 

The Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites Priority List helps determine priorities for cleanup. Responsible 
parties for top priority sites are encouraged to voluntarily clean up their sites. When a responsible 
party does not comply with a request and subsequent order to clean up a site, the state must perform 
the cleanup using the Fund. The demand for state funds to conduct site cleanups depends on two 
factors: (1) how often responsible parties refuse to comply with orders to conduct cleanup and (2) the 
number of sites that lack financially viable responsible parties.   

Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund Actions  
The Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund was used to address 37 sites this year. A summary of the 
work is provided in Table IV-3. 

Table IV-3. Summary of Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund Expenditures FY 2019-20 

Site Name City/ County Activity 
FY 2019-20 
Fund 
Expenditures 

Allen Lane 
Contaminated Wells 

Hillsborough/ 
Orange 

Maintenance of a treatment system installed on a 
contaminated residential well. 

$1,644 

American 
Truetzschler 

Charlotte/ 
Mecklenburg 

Laboratory cost for staff sampling of a water supply 
well in contaminated area. 

$300 

Anadeen Hosiery Burlington/ 
Alamance 

Groundwater and soil gas testing to determine the 
potential for vapors to off gas from contaminated 
groundwater and enter buildings in the area. 

$14,430 

Andrex Industries Asheville/ 
Buncombe 

Soil gas testing to determine the potential for vapors 
to off gas from contaminated groundwater and enter 
buildings in the area. Work continued from last 
fiscal year. 

$2,299 

Aspen Street PCE Lincolnton/ 
Lincoln 

Soil and groundwater testing in a residential area. $15,796 

Averett Road 
Solvents 

Wake Forest/ 
Wake 

Maintenance of treatment systems installed on two 
contaminated residential wells. Contaminant 
assessment work continued from last fiscal year. 
Conducted groundwater and surface water testing in 
FY 2019-20. 

$35,557 

Balfour BP Asheboro/ 
Randolph 

Soil, groundwater, and soil gas assessment to 
determine the potential for vapors to off gas from 
contaminated groundwater and enter buildings in 
the area. Work initiated last fiscal year and 
continued into FY 2019-20. 

$19,323 
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Beaman Corp Liberty/ 
Randolph 

Groundwater and soil gas testing to determine the 
potential for vapors to off gas from contaminated 
groundwater and enter buildings in the area. Work 
continued into FY 2019-20. 

$18,565 

Bendix Corporation Salisbury/ Rowan Soil gas and groundwater testing to determine the 
potential for vapors to off gas from contaminated 
groundwater and enter buildings in the area. Work 
initiated last fiscal year and continued into FY 
2019-20. 

$19.232 

Big Apple Farm 
Supply – Solvents 

Reidsville/ 
Rockingham 

Soil gas testing to determine the potential for vapors 
to off gas from contaminated groundwater and enter 
buildings in the area. 

$8,551 

Brekenwood 
Subdivision 

Pleasant Garden/ 
Guilford 

Maintenance of a treatment system installed on a 
contaminated residential well. 

$1,510 

Busick Road Reidsville/ 
Rockingham 

Maintenance of a treatment system installed on a 
contaminated residential well.  

$1,703 

Carolina Biological Burlington/ 
Alamance 

Soil gas testing to determine the potential for vapors 
to off gas from contaminated groundwater and a 
nearby residence. 

$12,116 

Cinderella Knitting 
Mills 

Kings Mountain/ 
Cleveland 

Conducted groundwater, surface water, sediment, 
soil gas and indoor air sampling to evaluate 
potential for vapors to off gas from contaminated 
groundwater and enter homes and buildings in the 
area. Work continued from previous year. 

$22,328 

Clarkson Street 
Contamination 

Charlotte/ 
Mecklenburg 

Conducted soil gas and indoor air sampling. Indoor 
air abatement system required. Designed and 
installed system. Began testing system last fiscal 
year. Work continued into FY 2019-20. 

$81,608 

Crowders Mountain 
State Park 

Gastonia/ Gaston Site was location of previous removal action of 
drummed chemicals and contaminated soils by the 
state and the USEPA. Conducted additional post-
treatment sampling of groundwater in FY 2019-20. 

$13,138 

Decatur Partnership Manteo/Dare Groundwater assessment. Work initiated last fiscal 
year and completed FY 2019-20. 

$2,780 

Electric Motor 
Service 

Ahoskie/ 
Hertford 

Soil and groundwater assessment initiated last fiscal 
year and completed FY 2019-20. 

$2,402 

Gee’s Foods Charlotte/ 
Mecklenburg 

Groundwater and soil gas testing to determine the 
potential for vapors to off gas from contaminated 
groundwater and enter homes and a day care in the 
area. Work initiated last fiscal year and continued 
into FY 2019-20. 

$21,291 

Griffith Property Mooresville/ 
Iredell 

Laboratory cost for a surface water sample at a 
residential property. 

$120 

Harris and Rogers 
Tobacco Sales 

Greenville/Pitt Groundwater and soil gas testing to determine the 
potential for vapors to off gas from contaminated 
groundwater and enter buildings in the area. Work 
was initiated last fiscal year and continued into 
FY2019-20. 

$8,482 

Jay’s Cleaners Kannapolis/ 
Rowan 

Groundwater and soil gas testing to determine the 
potential for vapors to off gas from contaminated 
groundwater and enter buildings in the area. Work 

$50,591 
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was initiated last fiscal year and continued into 
FY2019-20. 

Lytle Cove Road 
Solvents 

Swannanoa/ 
Buncombe 

Maintenance of a treatment system installed on a 
contaminated residential well. 

$1,821 

Makepeace Sanford/ Lee Soil gas testing followed by indoor air testing to 
determine if vapors from contaminated groundwater 
were entering buildings in the area. Work was 
initiated last fiscal year and continued into FY 
2019-20. 

$41,713 

McNeil’s Grocery Apex/ Wake Groundwater and soil gas testing to determine the 
potential for vapors to off gas from contaminated 
groundwater and enter buildings in the area. 

$12,295 

Moore’s Rental # 2 Salisbury/ Rowan Soil gas testing to determine the potential for vapors 
to off gas from contaminated groundwater and enter 
buildings in the area. 

$8,390 

Morgan Mills Albemarle/ 
Stanley 

Groundwater, surface water and sediment testing 
conducted in a residential area with contaminated 
groundwater. 

$14,705 

North Patterson 
Solvents 3500 Blk 

Winston-Salem/ 
Forsyth 

Soil gas testing to determine the potential for vapors 
to off gas from contaminated groundwater and enter 
buildings in the area. 

$17,490 

Piedmont Metals Lexington/ 
Davidson 

Groundwater and soil gas testing to determine the 
potential for vapors to off gas from contaminated 
groundwater and enter buildings in the area. 

$79,664 

Pilot Mills Raleigh/ Wake Soil gas testing to determine the potential for vapors 
to off gas from contaminated groundwater and enter 
buildings in the area. 

$6,291 

Rhyne Mills/ H&S 
Processors 

Lincolnton/ 
Lincoln 

Soil gas testing to determine the potential for vapors 
to off gas from contaminated groundwater and enter 
buildings in the area. Work initiated last fiscal year 
that continued into FY 2019-20 

$11,185 

Smoky Mountain 
Machine 

Asheville/ 
Buncombe 

Groundwater, surface water and soil gas testing 
near a school and homes. Work continued from last 
fiscal year. 

$9,250 

South Tunnel Road 
Solvents 

Asheville/ 
Buncombe 

Groundwater, soil, and soil gas testing to determine 
the potential for vapors to off gas from 
contaminated groundwater and enter buildings in 
the area. Work continued from last fiscal year. 

$50,696 

Staley PCE/ Brown’s 
Grocery 

Staley/ Randolph Maintenance of a treatment system installed on a 
contaminated well. 

$1,489 

Ulah Battery Asheboro/ 
Randolph 

Division of Waste Management (DWM) and EPA 
have previously conducted several removal actions 
of lead contaminated soils in a residential area. A 
new area of potential contamination was 
discovered. Soil sampling and remediation was 
conducted. Work continued from previous fiscal 
years. 

$72,149 

Washington Street 
Incidents 

Graham/ 
Alamance 

Groundwater and soil gas testing to determine the 
potential for vapors to off gas from contaminated 
groundwater and enter buildings in the area. Work 
was initiated last fiscal year and continued into FY 
2019-20. 

$25,584 

W.E. Garrison 
Company 

Raleigh/Wake Maintenance of a treatment system installed on a 
contaminated well. 

$2,319 
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Chemical Spill or Disposal Sites That Shall or May Require Use of the Fund 
An annual appropriation of $400,000 is used to address the highest risk chemical spill sites without 
responsible parties that can pay for cleanup. A total of 409 sites are known to have no financially-
viable responsible party available to pay for contaminant testing and cleanup. Of these, 365 sites are 
identified as higher risk because they are used for residential purposes, have contaminated water 
supply wells or have a drinking water source within one-quarter mile of the site. The total number of 
orphan sites in the entire inventory of sites is unknown and is expected to be a high percentage of the 
remaining open cases. It is difficult to prove who caused the contaminant releases at these sites. When 
it is known, those responsible parties are often no longer in business or are financially unsound. 
Determining whether a responsible party exists (and thus, whether state funds will be needed for 
assessment and cleanup) most often requires research, inquiry and sampling. Due to the level of effort 
required, the division performs responsible party research for sites that are next in priority for action. 

Orphan site work can include determining the nature and extent of contamination through testing and 
other investigation, soil and waste cleanup, waterline installation or provision of other alternate water, 
and less often groundwater restoration projects. An average cost-per-site was determined by first 
calculating the average cost for orphan soil cleanup actions conducted by the division's Inactive 
Hazardous Sites Branch and averaging that figure with an average site cleanup cost for several state 
programs, published by the Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste Management Officials, 
adjusting for inflation.  

• The average cost is $733,534 per orphan site.  
• The estimated total risk abatement costs $267,739,910 for the 365 highest risk orphan sites.  
• The estimated total for all 409 orphan sites identified thus far is $300,015,406. 

As of July 1, 2020, the balance of the Fund was $70,421. All of these funds are committed toward 
payment of contracted work in progress or work that is completed and not yet billed. 

Pre-Regulatory Landfills 
Session Law 2007- 550 established a statewide tax on solid waste disposal, half of which goes to 
address the hazards posed by unpermitted uncontrolled landfills that predate federal and state rules on 
solid waste disposal.  

The division has cataloged 662 pre-regulatory landfills. Initial work at each site involved confirming 
the location, determining the current use of the property, and identifying the use of surrounding 
property to help prioritize the sites for action. Based on inspections conducted as part of that work, 80 
percent of the sites have been determined to have a water supply source, residence, school, church, 
day care or park on or within 1,000 feet of the landfill. The division established contracts for 
contaminant assessment and mitigation of the sites. Using these contracts, the nature and extent of the 
contamination was defined through testing. A remedy is then designed and implemented to address 
the exposure risks. The division also provides review and approval of contaminant assessment work 
being conducted by local governments at these sites and reimburses the cost of that work from the tax 
proceeds as provided by statute. In FY 2019-20, 10 contaminant assessments were being conducted 
by local governments with division oversight and reimbursement. 
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FY 2019-20 Actions 
During the assessment and cleanup, risks posed by contaminated water supplies, contaminated vapors 
entering buildings, methane gas creating explosion risks, exposed wastes, contaminated soils on 
residential property and other areas must be addressed. Gaining access to all affected properties at 
each site, addressing continued illegal dumping during investigation and remedial action activities as 
well as addressing affected wetlands are challenging from both a time and cost standpoint. Efforts are 
always made to work with the owner on his/her current and planned use, making sure the site is left 
safe while balancing the costs of remedial options. 

Remedial Investigation completed during FY 2019-20 (3): 
China Gove Dump China Grove, Rowan County 
Gibsonville Properties Gibsonville, Alamance County 
Linker Properties Concord, Cabarrus County 

 (plus 41 sites with investigations ongoing) 

Remedial Design completed during FY 2019-20: (2) 

City of Lumberton Lumberton, Robeson County 
Hookerton Dump Hookerton, Greene County 
(plus 37 sites with remedial design ongoing) 

Remedial Action (construction) completed during FY 2019-20 (2): 

Cannon Mills Landfill Kannapolis, Rowan County 
McAdenville Dump McAdenville, Gaston County 

 
Remedial Action ongoing during FY 2019-20 (1): 

Town of Wrightsville Beach Landfill Wilmington, New Hanover County 
 
No Further Action Assignments during FY 2019-20 (2): 

Airport Landfill Winston-Salem, Forsyth County 
J.H. Winston Youngsville, Franklin County 
Littleton Dump Littleton, Halifax County 

 

In January 2017, the division entered into two pilot study contracts with professional engineering 
firms to implement independent contractor conducted environmental investigations and risk-based 
cleanup of four sites. The study serves to evaluate whether limited state involvement would reduce 
remediation time and/or costs in comparison to state staff overseeing engineering contractors 
conducting the work. The firms are required to develop effective and stable risk-based remedies in a 
manner consistent with applicable statues. Work is being conducted independently with the 
engineering firms under contract certifying the compliance of work with state standards and contract 
criteria. When the study is finished, a comparison of time and costs between direct program oversight 
and privatized implementation will be completed and reported. At the end of FY 2019-20, work under 
one contract was discontinued due to elevated costs and was still ongoing for one site under the 
second contract, which is anticipated to be completed in FY 2020-21.   
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Pilot study sites (4): 

Bostic Refuse Disposal Bostic, Rutherford County 
Bunn Dump Bunn, Franklin County 
Burnt Mill Creek Landfill Wilmington, New Hanover County 
Sims Legion Park Landfill Gaston, Gaston County 

 

Private water supply wells on or near unpermitted landfills sampled (139) 

Homes provided alternate water supplies or maintenance of treatment systems for wells with unsafe 
levels of contamination (10)  

One new site was screened for program qualification (1)  

D. Federal National Priorities List Sites Requiring a State Cost Share 
 

Establishment of the Federal and State Superfund Program 
Thousands of contaminated sites exist nationally due to hazardous waste being dumped, left out in the 
open, or otherwise improperly managed. These sites include manufacturing facilities, processing 
plants, landfills and mining sites. 

In the late 1970s, toxic waste dumps such as Love Canal and Valley of the Drums, in New York and 
Kentucky, respectively, received national attention when the public learned about the risks to human 
health and the environment posed by contaminated sites.  

In response, Congress established the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) in 1980. In 1982, the EPA published the Hazard Ranking System (HRS) as 
the principal mechanism for evaluating environmental hazards of a site. The HRS uses information 
from preliminary site investigations to assess the potential threats to human health or the 
environment. 

CERCLA, or the “Superfund,” allows the EPA, working with DEQ Division of Waste Management 
Superfund Section staff, to clean up contaminated sites. It also forces the parties responsible for the 
contamination to either perform cleanups or reimburse the state government for EPA-led cleanup 
work. When there is no viable responsible party, Superfund gives EPA and the State of North 
Carolina the 90 percent of the funds needed to clean up contaminated sites. States are responsible for 
the remaining 10 percent of the cleanup funds needed at these sites. 

Goals of the EPA and state Superfund program are to: 

• Protect human health and the environment by cleaning up contaminated sites; 
• Make responsible parties pay for cleanup work; 
• Involve communities in the Superfund process; and 
• Return Superfund sites to productive use. 
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State Superfund Cost Share Fund 
Session Law 1999-237 Section 15.6 established that the DEQ may use available funds, with the 
approval of the Office of State Budget and Management (OSBM), to provide the 10 percent cost 
share required for Superfund cleanups on the National Priority List (NPL) sites having no viable 
responsible party to pay the operating and maintenance costs associated with these Superfund 
cleanups. These funds may be in addition to those appropriated for this purpose. 

The Session Law also required DEQ to report to the Environmental Review Commission and the 
Joint Legislative Commission on Governmental Operations the amount and the source of the funds 
used.  

North Carolina currently has 38 hazardous waste sites out of a nationwide total of 406 sites on the 
EPA NPL. These sites ranked as the nation’s priority to clean up using a combination of federal and 
state public funds. The Hazardous Response Trust Fund (the federal Superfund) contributes 90 
percent of the money for the remedial action, and the state contributes the remaining 10 percent. The 
state also is obligated to conduct operation and maintenance (O&M) at NPL sites after the EPA 
completes its remedial action.   

Summary of North Carolina Cost-Share Requirements as of June 30, 2020  

• Amount of cost share funds distributed in FY 2019-20: $112,001 
• North Carolina’s 10 percent cost share for past, ongoing,  

and pending cleanups (based signed on contracts): 
$13,075,153 

• Fund balance as of June 30, 2020: $4,635,633 
• Amount currently committed in contracts for future cost share  

payments and operation and maintenance of remedies: 
$3,040,847* 

• Remaining amount encumbered on Cape Fear Wood Contract $71,510 
• Unobligated Fund balance as of June 30, 2020: $1,523,276 

 

*In the future, this obligated amount will increase. Cleanup cost estimates are not available for sites 
that are currently in various stages of Remedial Investigation, and for which contracts are not yet 
signed. New sites may be added to the NPL; some of which will require a state cost-share. Also, 
increases in remedial costs that differ from the original state/EPA contract amounts can occur. 

Records of Decision for six federal trust fund lead/state cost share NPL sites were signed prior to June 
30, 2020. Only one of the six contracts has been signed (ABC One Hour Cleaner). The remaining six 
contracts include: Hemphill Road TCE, Ram Leather, Holcombe Creosote Company, Benfield 
Industries and Cristex Drum Site. The Records of Decision for these five sites include estimated total 
cleanup costs, of $37,699,120. Once contracts are developed and signed over the next few years, the 
added state cost share obligation will total $3,769,912. Fund disbursements will occur as the EPA 
conducts cleanup at these sites in future decades. 

Table IV-4 provides a list of the North Carolina NPL sites and the following information for each 
site: location, investigation/cleanup status, estimated costs and projected start dates for cleanup.   
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Part I of Table IV-4 includes those sites where the federal trust fund/North Carolina cost share is 
required.  

Part II of Table IV-4 includes the status of responsible party-funded cleanups.  

 



Table IV-4. North Carolina National Priorities List Sites Part I – Sites Where Federal Trust Fund/North Carolina Cost Share is 
Required 

 

NPL Site City/County Operable Unit Cleanup Status Cleanup Cost Work Phase Start 
 

ABC One Hour Cleaners  Jacksonville, Onslow  OU1-Groundwater  RA   $4,481,077 In Progress   
       OU2-Soil   RA   $1,675,548 In Progress 
        OU-3 Soil and Groundwater RD   $3,777,600 In Progress 

  
Barber Orchard    Waynesville, Haywood  OU1-Soil    Complete  $24,300,000  Complete 
        OU2-Groundwater   O&M $530,000  In Progress   
 
Benfield Industries   Waynesville, Haywood  Entire Site       $6,729,200  
        Soil    Complete    Complete  
        Groundwater   O&M     In Progress 
 
Blue Ridge Plating  Arden, Buncombe  Entire Site      $ 2,275,200   
        Soil    Complete    Complete 
        Groundwater   O&M     In Progress 
  
Cape Fear Wood Preserving Fayetteville, Cumberland Entire Site      $24,407,574 
        Soil    Complete    Complete 
        Groundwater   O&M     In Progress 
 

Carolina Transformer  Fayetteville, Cumberland Soil/Sediment   Complete  $22,000,000  Complete 
        Groundwater   O&M   $328,300  In Progress 
 

Cristex Drum   Oxford, Granville  All    RD   $8,533,100  In Progress 
            O&M   $1,063,000  Pending 
 

Davis Park Road TCE  Gastonia, Gaston Groundwater   O&M   $3,873,299  In Progress 

 



 
NPL Site City/County Operable Unit Cleanup Status Cleanup Cost Work Phase Start 
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FCX, Inc.-Statesville  Statesville, Iredell  OU1-Groundwater   O&M   $4,161,525  In Progress 
        OU2-Soil    Complete  $2,701,210  Complete 
 

FCX, Inc.-Washington  Washington, Beaufort  OU1-Groundwater   O&M   $255,791  In Progress 
        OU2-Soil/Surface 
        Water/Sediment   Complete No Cost Share  Complete 
  

GMH Electronics    Roxboro, Person  OU1-Public Water Supply  Complete $2,158,550  Complete 
         OU2-Entire Site   RD $4,832,700  In Progress 
 

Hemphill Road TCE   Gastonia, Gaston  All     RD $5,803,000  In Progress 

 

Holcombe Creosote Company  Yadkinville, Yadkin  Soil and Groundwater  RD $4,810,020  In Progress 

 

North Belmont PCE  Belmont, Gaston  Groundwater   RA   $7,535,000 In Progress 

 

Ore Knob    West Jefferson, Ashe  Entire Site    FS  Not Determined In Progress 

  

Potter’s Septic Tank Service Maco, Brunswick Entire Site       $8,350,000  
         Soil    Complete   Complete 
         Groundwater   O&M       In Progress 
 

Ram Leather    Mint Hill, Mecklenburg Entire Site    Interim RA $2,244,800  On Hold 
            RD  $17,220,000  In Progress 
          

Sigmon’s Septic Tank   Statesville, Iredell  Entire Site       $1,329,400   
         Soil   Complete    Complete 
         Groundwater   O&M    In Progress 

 



 
NPL Site City/County Operable Unit Cleanup Status Cleanup Cost Work Phase Start 
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 Cleanup Status Legend  
O&M - Remedy Operation and Maintenance
  

RD - Remedial Design RI - Remedial Investigation 

OU - Operable Unit RA - Remedial Action RI/FS- Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
 

  

  

 



Table IV—4. North Carolina National Priorities List Sites Part II – Responsible Party- Funded Cleanups 
 

NPL Site City/County Operable Unit Cleanup Status 
 

 

Aberdeen Pesticides  Aberdeen, Moore    OU1 and OU4 - Soils-All Sites  Complete 
          OU3-Groundwater for FC, TS, F6  O&M 
          OU5-Groundwater for Rt 211 and McIver O&M 
 

 Aberdeen Contaminated GW  Aberdeen, Moore    OU 1-Town Well Replacement Complete 
          OU 2-Groundwater  RI 

 

Bypass 601/Martin Scrap  Concord, Cabarrus    OU1-Soil/Sediment at Martin Scrap  O&M 
          OU2-Off-Site Soil/Sediment  Complete 
          OU3-Groundwater    O&M 

 

Celanese Corporation  Shelby, Cleveland    OU1-Groundwater    O&M 
          OU2-Soil     Complete 
          Surface Water    Complete 
 

Charles Macon Lagoon 
and Drum   Cordova, Richmond   Soil     Complete 
          Groundwater    O&M 

Chemtronics Inc.   Swannanoa, Buncombe   Soil      RD 
          Groundwater    RD 

 

CTS of Asheville   Asheville, Buncombe   All     RA 

 

FCX Inc.    Statesville, Iredell    OU3-Burlington Industries Site  RA 

 



Table IV—4. North Carolina National Priorities List Sites PART II – Responsible Party- Funded Cleanups 
 

NPL Site City/County Operable Unit Cleanup Status 
 

55 | P a g e  
 

Geigy Chemical   Aberdeen, Moore    Soil     Complete 
          Groundwater    O&M 
 

General Electric/  

Shepherd Farm   East Flat Rock, Henderson   Soil     O&M 
          Groundwater    O&M 
          Surface Water/Sediment   Complete 
 

Horton Iron and Metal  Wilmington, New Hanover   All     RD 

 

Jadco-Hughes   Belmont, Gaston    Soil/Sediment    O&M 
          Groundwater    O&M 
 

JFD Electronics/   Oxford, Granville    Soil     Complete 
Channel Master         Groundwater    O&M 
 

Kerr-McGee Chemical  Navassa, Brunswick   Soil     RI 
          Groundwater    RI 
 
Koppers Company Inc.  Morrisville, Wake    Soil     Complete 
          Groundwater    O&M 
          Surface Water    Complete 
 

National Starch and Chemical Salisbury, Rowan    OU1-Groundwater in Western Part of Site O&M/RI    
   OU2-Trench Area Soil/Surface Water Complete 
          OU3-Area 2 Groundwater/Wastewater  
           Treatment Area/Surface Water/ 
           Sediments in NE Tributary  O&M 
          OU4-Area 2 Soil/Wastewater  
           Treatment Lagoon Area O&M 

 

New Hanover County Airport Wilmington, New Hanover   Groundwater   Complete/Delisted 



Table IV—4. North Carolina National Priorities List Sites PART II – Responsible Party- Funded Cleanups 
 

NPL Site City/County Operable Unit Cleanup Status 
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NCSU Lot 86   Raleigh, Wake    Soil      O&M 
          Groundwater    O&M 

Reasor Chemical   Castle Hayne, New Hanover  Soil     Complete/Delisted 
          Groundwater    Complete/Delisted 
 
USMC Camp LeJeune  Jacksonville, Onslow   Multiple Units    Various Stages 

 

USMC Cherry Point  Cherry Point, Craven   Multiple Units    Various Stages  

 

Ward Transformer   Raleigh, Wake    OU1-Downgradient Reaches  RD 
          OU2-Plant Area and Groundwater  RI 
          Time Critical Removal   Complete 
 

Wright Chemical Corporation Riegelwood, Columbus   Not Determined    RI/FS 
 

Cleanup Status Legend 

FS-Feasibility Study RA-Remedial Action RD-Remedial Design RI-Remedial Investigation O&M - Remedy Operation and Maintenance 
OU – Operable Unit     

 

       



E. Responsible Party Voluntary Site Remedial Action 
 
When the Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch requests that a person responsible for contamination at 
a priority site take action to address the risks, some parties agree to voluntarily conduct a cleanup. 
Some responsible parties and owners also initiate an approved assessment and/or remedial action 
on their own. Due to the number of voluntary remediation projects and limited staff resources, the 
General Assembly authorized the division to privatize oversight of voluntary remediation 
activities at lower-priority sites. The division continues to provide oversight for assessment and 
remediation at sites that present more severe public health threats or other concerns.  

The privatized portion of the voluntary cleanup program is called the Registered Environmental 
Consultant (REC) Program. Under this program, a responsible party hires a private consultant to 
conduct the site assessment and cleanup and to certify that those activities comply with 
regulations. The REC's certification replaces division oversight of the assessment and cleanup. 
Firms must meet certain requirements to qualify as an REC. The division audits several of the 
REC projects each year to ensure program integrity. The division has the authority to sanction a 
REC where necessary. Division staff conduct REC certification, training and performance audits. 
These staff are funded through fees collected from the voluntary program participants. 

Table IV-5 lists the 168 sites where assessments and cleanups are underway in accordance with 
an administrative agreement with the state is provided in. There are 101 REC-directed and 67 
division-directed actions. Table IV-6 lists an additional 64 division-directed responsible party 
assessment and cleanup actions pending administrative agreements. 
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Table IV-5. 168 Voluntary Party Remedial Actions Under Administrative Agreements During FY 2019-20 

ID Number Site Name City County 
NONCD0000040 ABBOTT LABORATORIES LAURINBURG SCOTLAND 
NCD045924339 ACME UNITED CORPORATION FREMONT WAYNE 
NONCD0001226 ADAMS-MILLIS PLANT 2/33 - NONUST MOUNT AIRY SURRY 
NONCD0001245 ALLEN-BECK NON-PETROLEUM GRANITE FALLS CALDWELL 
NONCD0001996 AMERICAN SKIN FOOD GROUP BURGAW PENDER 
NONCD0001273 ANSELL HEALTHCARE TARBORO EDGECOMBE 
NONCD0002881 ARDEE/TRANSLITE SHELBY CLEVELAND 
NCD986188787 ASHEVILLE COAL GAS PLANT #1 ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE 
NONCD0000032 ASHEVILLE COAL GAS PLANT #2 ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE 
NCD003193588 BARBOUR BOAT WORKS, INC. NEW BERN CRAVEN 
NCD003149705 BASF WAYNDOTTE CORPORATION CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0001335 BELMONT DYERS BELMONT GASTON 

NCD083673590 BENDIX CORPORATION* CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 

NCD054412283 BLACK & DECKER PLANT (FORMER) TARBORO EDGECOMBE 
NCD003189024 BORDEN CHEMICAL FAYETTEVILLE PLANT FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND 
NONCD0000002 BURLINGTON COAL GAS PLANT BURLINGTON ALAMANCE 
NONCD0001400 BURLINGTON HOUSE REIDSVILLE PLANT REIDSVILLE ROCKINGHAM 
NCD986171965 CARO-KNIT WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER 
NCD000608117 CELANESE CORPORATION/FIBERS TECH CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NCD986188803 CHARLOTTE COAL GAS PLANT NO. 2 CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NCD981861214 CHARLOTTE TRANSPORTATION TERMINAL CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0000041 CIBA-GEIGY CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NCD061801361 CIBA-GEIGY CORPORATION GREENSBORO GUILFORD 
NONCD0001509 CLAIRE MANUFACTURING CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NCD986230688 COMMERCIAL VEHICLE GROUP, INC STATESVILLE IREDELL 
NCD982116477 CONAGRA FOODS, INC GARNER WAKE 
NCD986197333 CONCORD COAL GAS PLANT CONCORD CABARRUS 
NONCD0002304 CONOVER CHAIR COMPANY CONOVER CATAWBA 
NONCD0001544 COOKSON FIBERS ANSONVILLE ANSON 
NONCD0001097 COPES-VULCAN, INC CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 

NCD003195161 CORNING GLASS WORKS* RALEIGH WAKE 

NONCD0001551 COTTON MILL SQUARE - SOLVENTS GREENSBORO GUILFORD 
NONCD0001061 CP&L NORTHERN DIVISION COMPLEX GARNER WAKE 
NONCD0001901 CROWN FORD FAYETTEVILLE FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND 
NONCD0001569 CROWN HONDA & CAMCO GREENSBORO GUILFORD 
NONCD0001262 CROWN PONTIAC-SOLVENT GREENSBORO GUILFORD 
NONCD0001420 CSX HAMLET DIESEL SHOP HAMLET RICHMOND 
NONCD0002776 CSX-ROSINDALE CLARKTON BLADEN 
NONCD0001181 CUMMINS ATLANTIC-DISTRIBUTORSHIP CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0001182 CUMMINS ATLANTIC-GENERAL OFFICE BLDG CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NCD057454670 DIAMOND SHAMROCK CORP/OCCIDENTAL CASTLE HAYNE NEW HANOVER 
NONCD0001621 DIXIE YARNS PIEDMONT BELMONT GASTON 
NCD981861743 DUKE POWER/GREENSBORO GAS PLANT GREENSBORO GUILFORD 
NCD000813519 DUKE UNIVERSITY DURHAM DURHAM 
NONCD0002818 DUPONT-KENTEC GRIFTON LENOIR 
NCD986173938 DURHAM GAS PLANT DURHAM DURHAM 



 
 
 
 

59 | P a g e  
 

NONCD0001661 EATON CORPORATION LAURINBURG SCOTLAND 
NCD004520136 EATON CORPORATION ROXBORO PERSON 
NONCD0001662 EATON CORPORATION - SANFORD SANFORD LEE 
NONCD0002853 EATON MANUFACTURING SELMA JOHNSTON 
NCD986197267 ELIZABETH CITY COAL GAS ELIZABETH CITY PASQUOTANK 
NONCD0001680 EMERSON LEATHER (FORMER) HICKORY CATAWBA 
NONCD0001681 EMPIRE BRUSH FACILITY GREENVILLE PITT 
NCD003201837 ENCEE CHEMICAL SALES, INC. BRIDGETON CRAVEN 
NONCD0001683 ENERGY CONVERSION SYSTEMS DUNN HARNETT 
NONCD0002904 ENGINEERED CONTROLS INTERNATIONAL ELON ALAMANCE 
NONCD0002903 ENGINEERED CONTROLS INTERNATIONAL WHITSETT GUILFORD 
NONCD0001137 FABCO FASTENING SYSTEMS/DIXIE YARNS STANFIELD STANLY 
NONCD0001700 FAIRCHILD INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CO. WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 
NCD062566047 FASCO CONTROLS CORPORATION SHELBY CLEVELAND 
NCD986197341 FAYETTEVILLE COAL GAS/RAY AVE FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND 
NONCD0002854 FIBER DYNAMICS HIGH POINT GUILFORD 
NONCD0000017 FLAKT PRODUCTS WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 
NONCD0000029 FLEET AEROSPACE CORP./AERONCA CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0000092 FUNDER AMERICA MOCKSVILLE DAVIE 
NCD986188829 GASTONIA COAL GAS PLANT GASTONIA GASTON 
NONCD0001757 GB LABELS, INC. BURLINGTON ALAMANCE 
NCD051322980 GENERAL ELECTRIC CO. CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NCD095118212 GENERAL FOAM PLASTICS CORPORATION TARBORO EDGECOMBE 
NCD003163730 GENERAL INSTRUMENT CORP. FAIRVIEW BUNCOMBE 
NONCD0001764 GENUINE PARTS COMPANY 1 CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0001779 GLENN MANUFACTURING/DECORATIVE HOME  MORVEN ANSON 
NCD986197309 GOLDSBORO COAL GAS PLANT #1 GOLDSBORO WAYNE 
NONCD0002891 GOLDSBORO MILLING-MILL #1 & #2 GOLDSBORO WAYNE 
NONCD0002822 GRAY & CREECH (FRMR) RALEIGH WAKE 
NONCD0001089 GREENSBORO COAL GAS PLANT #1 GREENSBORO GUILFORD 
NCD986188886 GREENVILLE COAL GAS PLANT GREENVILLE PITT 
NCD981922362 GREIF, INC BLADENBORO BLADEN 
NONCD0001064 GUILFORD MILLS PLANT FUQUAY-VARINA WAKE 
NCD051739209 HARRELSON RUBBER COMPANY ASHEBORO RANDOLPH 
NONCD0001084 HENDERSON COAL GAS PLANT HENDERSON VANCE 
NCD981003957 HENSON LANDFILL FOREST CITY RUTHERFORD 
NCD039102959 HEVI-DUTY ELECTRIC/GENERAL SIG GOLDSBORO WAYNE 
NONCD0001085 HICKORY COAL GAS PLANT HICKORY CATAWBA 
NCD986188837 HIGH POINT COAL GAS PLANT HIGH POINT GUILFORD 
NONCD0002602 HONEYWELL INTERNATIONAL MAIDEN CATAWBA 
NCD048401087 HOOKER FURNITURE PLEASANT GARDEN GUILFORD 
NCD054283189 HOOVER MACHINE SHOP GASTONIA GASTON 
NCD003215696 HUNT MANUFACTURING STATESVILLE IREDELL 
NONCD0001888 HYDROLABS, INC. (ALLIED COLLOIDS) ALBEMARLE STANLY 
NONCD0001902 INGERSOLL RAND DAVIDSON IREDELL 
NONCD0001907 INTERNATIONAL RESISTIVE CORP. BOONE WATAUGA 
NONCD0001948 KAYSER-ROTH - ASHEBORO ASHEBORO RANDOLPH 
NONCD0001951 KERN POLYMERIC SALISBURY ROWAN 
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NCD000653576 KERN RUBBER CO. URETHANE PLANT SALISBURY ROWAN 
NONCD0001953 KEYSTONE POWDERED METAL COMPANY CHERRYVILLE GASTON 
NONCD0001118 KIDDE TECHNOLOGIES WILSON WILSON 
NCD097361018 KIN PROPERTIES ABANDONED DRUMS CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NCD986197366 KINSTON COAL GAS PLANT KINSTON LENOIR 
NCD980729677 KNOB CREEK FLYASH DISPOSAL BREVARD TRANSYLVANIA 
NONCD0001173 LEBANON CHEMICAL HERTFORD PERQUIMANS 
NCD986197358 LEXINGTON COAL GAS PLANT LEXINGTON DAVIDSON 
NCD982084113 LINAMAR FORGINGS/CAROLINA FORGE WILSON WILSON 
NCD062552989 MALLARD CREEK RD/UNION OIL CO OF CA CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NCD055359079 MASONITE CORP. FIBERBOARD DIV. SPRING HOPE NASH 
NONCD0002992 MCCULLERS WALK PROPERTY RALEIGH WAKE 

NONCD0002068 MICROMATIC/TEXTRON FACILITY* SWANNANOA BUNCOMBE 

NONCD0002085 MITSUBISHI ELECTRONICS DURHAM DURHAM 
NONCD0002030 MYERS BROTHERS RECYCLING (FORMER) GREENSBORO GUILFORD 
NCD986197259 NEW BERN COAL GAS PLANT NEW BERN CRAVEN 
NONCD0002802 NEWLAND PESTICIDES SITE NEWLAND AVERY 
NONCD0002236 OLYMPIC PRODUCTS GREENSBORO GUILFORD 

NCD057248759 PATCH RUBBER POND* ROANOKE RAPIDS HALIFAX 

NCD055162069 PELTON & CRANE PLANT (FORMER) CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0001425 PETERBILT OF DUNN "A" PARCEL DUNN HARNETT 
NONCD0001939 PETRO EXPRESS NO. 56 KINGS MOUNTAIN CLEVELAND 
NONCD0001020 PRECISION FABRICS GROUP, INC GREENSBORO GUILFORD 
NCD040047425 PRILLAMAN CHEMICALS FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND 
NONCD0002128 PURINA MILLS WILSON WILSON 
NONCD0002345 PUROLATOR PRODUCTS, INC. FAYETTEVILLE CUMBERLAND 
NONCD0002350 QUALITY FOREST PRODUCTS ENFIELD HALIFAX 
NCD062548995 QUORUM KNITTING WEAVERVILLE BUNCOMBE 
NCD986188894 RALEIGH COAL GAS PLANT NO. 1 RALEIGH WAKE 
NCD986188902 RALEIGH COAL GAS PLANT NO. 2 RALEIGH WAKE 
NONCD0001087 REIDSVILLE COAL GAS PLANT REIDSVILLE ROCKINGHAM 
NONCD0001108 RENTAL UNIFORM SERVICE ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE 
NONCD0001171 RENTAL UNIFORM SERVICES CLINTON SAMPSON 
NONCD0002391 REXAM CORPORATION - B GREENSBORO GUILFORD 
NCD986182582 RHONE-POULENC (RHODIA) GASTONIA GASTON 
NONCD0002404 RITTER MILLWORKS SHOP CASTLE HAYNE NEW HANOVER 
NONCD0001157 ROBERT BOSCH TOOL CORP GREENVILLE PITT 
NONCD0001154 ROBERT BOSCH TOOL CORP LINCOLNTON LINCOLN 
NCD986197325 ROCKY MOUNT COAL GAS PLANT NO. 1 ROCKY MOUNT NASH 
NCD986197317 ROCKY MOUNT COAL GAS PLANT NO. 2 ROCKY MOUNT NASH 

NCD041466525 ROCKY MOUNT FIBER DUMP* ROCKY MOUNT EDGECOMBE 

NONCD0002431 RUS WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 
NONCD0002438 SALEM UNIFORM SERVICES FACILITY WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 
NCD986197283 SALISBURY COAL GAS PLANT #1 SALISBURY ROWAN 
NCD003234549 SCM PROCTOR SILEX/WEAREVER SOUTHERN PINES MOORE 
NCN000407206 SHULIMSON BROTHERS SCRAP YARD ASHEVILLE BUNCOMBE 
NONCD0002511 SOUTH BRUNSWICK MIDDLE SCHOOL SOUTHPORT BRUNSWICK 
NONCD0002491 SOUTH SEA RATTAN GREENSBORO GUILFORD 
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NCD058517467 SOUTHERN WOOD PIEDMONT COMPANY WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER 

NONCD0002531 STANLEY FASTENING* SANFORD LEE 

NCD986197291 STATESVILLE COAL GAS PLANT STATESVILLE IREDELL 
NCD024895864 STEWART-WARNER CORP/BASSICK-SACK WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 
NCD083669952 STORY BURIAL AREAS/UNION CHEMICAL CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0001101 STRONGHAVEN WAREHOUSE MATTHEWS MECKLENBURG 
NONCD0002575 TAKEDA - BASF WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER 
NONCD0002985 TOTAL AUTO REPAIR & SERVICE BREVARD TRANSYLVANIA 
NONCD0002893 TOWERS RD DISPOSAL AREA HERTFORD PERQUIMANS 
NONCD0002787 TRAVIS KNITS, INC (AKA MOHICAN MILLS) CHERRYVILLE GASTON 
NONCD0002633 TRINITY AMERICAN CORP. GLENOLA RANDOLPH 
NONCD0002843 TRION, INC SANFORD LEE 
NCD082362989 TUNGSTEN QUEEN MINE/ATLAS MINE TOWNSVILLE VANCE 
NONCD0002833 UMICORE CSM NA MAXTON SCOTLAND 
NCR000010272 UNC-COGENERATION FACILITY CHAPEL HILL ORANGE 
NONCD0002645 UNIFIRST WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER 
NONCD0002646 UNIFIRST CORPORATION (FRMR TEXTILEASE) GOLDSBORO WAYNE 
NCD000822957 UNION CARBIDE CORP/EVEREADY BATTERY ASHEBORO RANDOLPH 
NONCD0002871 UNITED METAL FINISHING GREENSBORO GUILFORD 
NCD980557623 UNIVERSITY OF NC/ARPT WASTE DISP CHAPEL HILL ORANGE 
NCD053485991 VARCO-PRUDEN BUILDINGS KERNERSVILLE FORSYTH 
NONCD0001139 VERMONT AMERICAN BOONE WATAUGA 
NONCD0002676 VITAFOAM, INC. HIGH POINT RANDOLPH 
NONCD0001103 WALTER KIDDE PORTABLE EQUIPMENT MEBANE ALAMANCE 
NCD986197275 WASHINGTON COAL GAS PLANT WASHINGTON BEAUFORT 
NCD001493931 WECK, EDWARD INC. RTP DURHAM 
NCN000407582 WEST PHARMACEUTICAL SERVCES KINSTON LENOIR 
NCD986188910 WILMINGTON COAL GAS PLANT WILMINGTON NEW HANOVER 
NCD093334209 WILSON, RALPH PLASTICS FLETCHER HENDERSON 
NCD986188845 WINSTON-SALEM COAL GAS PLANT NO. 1 WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 
NCD986188852 WINSTON-SALEM COAL GAS PLANT NO. 2 WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 
NCD982156812 WYSONG & MILES GREENSBORO GUILFORD 

 
* - Remediating party conducting cleanup of a portion of the site only. 

 

Table IV-6. 64 Ongoing Division-Directed Responsible Party Assessments/Cleanups Not Under Agreements 
During FY 2019-20 

ID Number  Site Name    City   County 

NCD006390561  AKZO NOBLE COATINGS, INC.  HIGH POINT  GUILFORD 

NONCD0001257  AMERICAN TRUETZSCHLER  CHARLOTTE  MECKLENBURG 

NCD980844518  AMP BUILDING 68   CLEMMONS  FORSYTH 

ID Number  Site Name    City   County 

NONCD0002205  AMP, INC-BLDG 090   KERNERSVILLE  FORSYTH 

NCD003467974  AMP INCORPORATED   GREENSBORO  GUILFORD 

NCD047257472 APPLIED RESEARCH GROUP, INC. CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 

NCD074511361 AQUAIR CORPORATION  CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 
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NONCD0001283  ARATEX SERVICES   GREENSBORO  GUILFORD 

NONCD0001862   BETA FLUID SYSTEMS   REIDVILLE  ROCKINGHAM 

NONCD0001434  CAPRI INDUSTRIES, INC.   MORGANTON  BURKE 

NONCD0001408   CARTER WOODSON CHARTER SCHOOL WINSTON SALEM FORSYTH 

NCD000608117  CELANESE CORPORATION/FIBERS TECH CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG 

NCD046148540   CENTRAL TRANSPORT   CHARLOTTE  MECKLENBURG 

NCD003221868 CENTURY FURNITURE HICKORY  CATAWBA  

NONCD0001162   CHAMPION FINISHING CO  ASHEVILLE  BUNCOMBE 

NCD991278680  CHEMCRAFT/SADOLIN PAINT PRODCUTS WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 

NONCD0001206   CITY OF CHARLOTTE   CHARLOTTE  MECKLENBURG 

NCD003223799  CLAYTON MARCUS CO   BETHLAHEM  ALEXANDER 

NONCD0000016   CMC HOLDING    ELKIN   SURRY 

NONCD0000065   CMI-DRUM STORAGE AREA  ELKIN   SURRY 

NCD006556963   CR INDUSTRIES    GASTONIA  GASTON 

NCN000410174                      DALY-HERRING COMPANY/PRILLAMAN    KINSTON                               LENOIR 

NONCD0002996  DICEY MILLS    SHELBY   CLEVELAND 

NONCD0002624   DODSON EXTERMINATIORS/US CELL JACKSONVILLE  ONSLOW 

NONCD0001625   DOMINION TEXTILES (USA)  HICKORY  CATAWBA 

NONCD0001679   ELOX CORPORATION FACILITY  DAVIDSON  MECKLENBURG 

NCD067178707  FAWN PLASTICS    MIDDLESEX  NASH 

NONCD0002956  FIE TOP ROAD SALT PILE   MAGGIE VALLEY HAYWOOD 

NONCD0001720  FLEET SUPPLY COMPANY – NONUST WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 

NCD003154960  FLEMING LABORATORIES  CHARLOTTE  MECKLENBURG 

NCD050409150   GENERAL ELECTRIC   WILMINGTON  NEW HANOVER 

NCD072018252  GENERAL ELECTRIC CO/MED STEAM DURHAM  DURHAM 

NCD043679349  GENERAL TIRE & RUBBER CO  CHARLOTTE  MECKLENBURG 

NONCD0001219  HARLEE AVENUE CONTAMINATION CHARLOTTE  MECKLENBURG 

NCD108702606  HARTSOE BATTERY   KANNAPOLIS  ROWAN 

NCN000403952  MARKET STREET STORAGE  GREENSBORO  GUILFORD  

NCD055167324 MITCHELL-BISSELL PLANT ROSMAN TRANSYLVANIA 

NCD091572073   NATIONAL STARCH & CHEMICAL CO LELAND   BRUNSWICK 

NONCD0002873  NELLO TEER QUARRY-DENFIELD  DURHAM  DURHAM 

NCD053010732  PARKS-CRAMER COMPANY  CHARLOTTE  MECKLENBURG 

NONCD0003000  REIDSVILLE MCDONALD'S  REIDSVILLE  ROCKINGHAM 

NONCD0001655  RENTAL TOWEL AND UNIFORM  GRAHAM  ALAMANCE 

NONCD0002406  ROACH, INC (HALE TRAILER.)  CONCORD  CABARRUS 

NONCD0002438  SALEM UNIFORM SERVICES  WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 

NCD093338119  SCM CORP. GLIDDEN CINGS & RESINS CHARLOTTE  MECKLENBURG 

NCD000616516  SCOVILL INC/SECURITY PRODUCTS MONROE  UNION 

ID Number  Site Name    City   County 

NONCD0002483  SMOKEY MOUNTAIN MACHINE  ASHEVILLE  BUNCOMBE 

NCD986180917  SPANN PROPERTY   HENDERSONVILLE HENDERSON 
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NCD003951878  SQUARE D COMPANY   ASHEVILLE  BUNCOMBE 

NCD091567065  STANADYNE, INC/DIESEL SYSTEMS WASHINGTON  BEAUFORT 

NONCD0002579  TALON ZIPPER FACILITY (FORMER) STANLEY  GASTON 

NONCD0002583  TAYLOR SALT & CHEMICAL  CHARLOTTE  MECKLENBURG 

NONCD0002238  TERMINEX PEST CONTROL  WINSTON-SALEM FORSYTH 

NONCD0002587  TEXTILE PIECE DYEING   LINCOLNTON  LINCOLN 

NONCD0002595  THOMSON CROWN WOOD PRODUCTS MOCKSVILLE  DAVIE 

NONCD0002599  TICAR CHEMICAL   ASHEVILLE  BUNCOMBE 

NONCD0002611  TOWN CENTER PROJECT   CORNELIUS  MECKLENBURG 

NONCD0000088  TRANS TECHNOLOGY (LUNDY)  CHARLOTTE  MECKLENBURG 

NONCD0002648  UNITED CHEM-CON-NONUST  LANSING  ASHE  

NONCD0000003  VAN WATERS & ROGERS   CHARLOTTE  MECKLENBURG 

NONCD0002980  WARREN CLEANERS   KERNERSVILLE  FORSYTH 

NCD003195963  WESTINGHOUSE ELEC METER & LIGHT RALEIGH  WAKE 

NCD003183571  WINTERVILLE MACHINE WORKS, INC. WINTERVILLE  PITT 

NONCD0002760  WORTH CHEMICAL   CHARLOTTE  MECKLENBURG 

 

Note: Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch staff are conducting work at many other sites not listed in Tables IV-5 and IV-6. 
Such work includes  

(1) assessing and abating risk from contaminated drinking water wells and other contamination at residential and 
other high risk properties where there are no identifiable responsible parties;  

(2) investigating responsible parties at higher priority sites;  

(3) preparing bankruptcy claims and overseeing contractor work conducted with receipts;  

(4) responding to requests for “No Further Action Status” reviews;  

(5) responding to spills;  

(6) screening of newly discovered sites; and  

(7) responding to public inquiries on sites.  
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F.  Imminent Hazard Sites 
 
The division and the EPA are committed to addressing imminent hazard sites when identified. Table IV-7 
provides a list of sites where potential imminent hazards were reported, or where abatement activities continued, 
in FY 2019-20. Their location, a site description, status and funding source are also provided.  

 

Table IV-7. Summary of Imminent Hazard Sites 

Site City/County Site Description Status Funding 
Source 

701 N. Main 
St. Xylene 
Spill/Release 

Louisburg/ 
Franklin Xylene stripping agent used 

to remove pool finish was 
released and contaminated 
soil adjacent to the pool, 
creating a potential vapor 
threat entering the home. 

Contaminated soils were removed. 
Confirmation soil samples after the 
removal action in May/June 2020 at 
residence showed soils to below 
Branch soil remediation goals. Vapor 
testing of crawlspace confirmed vapor 
threat removed. 

Responsible 
Party/Owner 

Averette 
Road 
Solvents       

Wake Forest/ 
Wake Perchloroethylene and 

trichloroethylene were 
detected at elevated levels in 
a private water supply well. 
The source of contamination 
is not known. Levels were 
sufficiently high to also 
pose a potential risk for 
vapors to off gas from 
groundwater and migrate 
into homes. 

DWM installed a treatment system on 
the contaminated residential well with 
quarterly maintenance. Surrounding 
water supply wells were sampled and 
were not affected. Shallow 
groundwater, soil vapor, crawlspace 
air, and surface water were sampled at 
the affected residence to determine the 
risk of exposure to contaminated water 
or vapors. Mobile indoor air treatment 
units were provided to the residents 
while sampling was conducted. 
Crawlspace samples indicated no 
unacceptable risk to indoor air. A 
nearby creek was found to be 
contaminated. Work will continue into 
next fiscal year, with a groundwater 
and soil vapor investigation in the 
surrounding area to determine source 
area and potential risk to nearby 
residents.  

DWM 

Beaman Corp Liberty/ 
Randolph 

 

Chlorinated solvents 
detected in groundwater 
which has affected nearby 
water supply wells. Levels 
were sufficiently high to 
also pose a potential risk for 
vapors to off gas from 
groundwater and migrate 
into homes.  

DWM began an investigation in 2019 
to assess vapor intrusion risk at an 
adjacent residential property. DWM 
sampled groundwater, soil vapor, and 
indoor air at this property. 
Groundwater is contaminated but 
results of the sampling did not indicate 
a vapor intrusion risk. A previous 
owner of the Beaman Corp property 
connected nearby homes to public 
water service in 2011. DWM closed 

DWM/ 
Owner 
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two water supply wells on the 
property in 2020 and concluded the 
investigation.  

Carolina 
Biological 
York Rd. - 
Residence 

Elon/Alamance 

Trichloroethylene from an 
unknown source has 
contaminated groundwater and 
drinking water wells in the 
area. 

The site owner conducted a groundwater 
investigation on their own property while 
DWM sampled groundwater and soil gas 
on surrounding properties. Additional 
investigation is needed at nearby 
apartment complexes to determine if 
there is a risk of structural vapor 
intrusion. 

DWM/ 
Owner 

Cinderella 
Knitting 
Mills 

Kings Mountain/ 
Cleveland 

Former textile mill with 
elevated perchloroethylene 
levels in soil and groundwater. 
Concerns for potential for 
structural vapor intrusion for 
the on-property building and 
off-property homes. 
Groundwater contamination 
extends off the property on to a 
city park which is bordered by 
a stream accessible to the 
public. 

In May 2016, DWM conducted soil gas 
sampling around the exterior of the on-site 
building and along the property edge in 
the direction of residential properties to 
evaluate structural vapor intrusion 
potential. The levels exceeded vapor 
screening levels. DWM also sampled 
surface water and found concentrations 
exceeded state surface water standards. 
The EPA conducted indoor air testing in 
the plant building. The responsible party 
has filed for bankruptcy. Soil gas on 
nearby residential properties was 
determined to be within acceptable risk 
targets. DWM also sampled indoor air at 
the facility in March of 2019.  Levels 
were within acceptable limits. In FY 

     
       

     
     
    

DWM/ EPA 

Clarkson 
Street 

Charlotte/ 
Mecklenburg 

Former industrial building was 
converted to condominiums. 
Indoor air testing was 
conducted and found to have 
trichloroethylene in 
concentrations above vapor 

      
     

Monitoring and abatement work 
continued in FY 2019-20. 

DWM 



 
 
 
 

66 | P a g e  
 

Davidson 
Asbestos and 
Carolina 
Asbestos 

Davidson/ 
Mecklenburg There are two operable units 

for this asbestos-
contaminated site. The 
breaching by erosion and 
wildlife of an earthen cap 
resulted in the release of 
asbestos-containing material 
(ACM) from a former 
manufacturing facility onto 
a public road. ACM was 
also identified on nearby 
residential properties.  

During 2017, the EPA performed an 
initial removal action at 23 residential 
properties found to have ACM. After 
two public meetings, held on 
December 9, 2019, citizens expressed 
concern that additional sampling of a 
larger area was still needed. The IHSB 
worked with the EPA, the Town of 
Davidson, Charlotte Water, 
community leaders and area residents 
to plan and conduct additional 
sampling in an expanded area. Various 
sampling events have been conducted 
with a total of 119 properties having 
been tested since 2017. An additional 
14 properties were sampled during 
October 2020. In preparation for a 
second EPA removal action that is 
pending for first quarter 2021, the 
DWM conducted interim risk 
mitigation at four properties where 
asbestos was found at or near the 
ground surface. 

DWM/EPA 

Freehold 
Cartage: 
Liquid Pb 
Release  

Fletcher/ 
Henderson 

On December 1, 2019, a 
liquid containing dissolved 
lead was released from a 
Freehold Cartage truck 
parked overnight at a 
Henderson/Buncombe 
County rest area. The truck 
was hauling tote bins of 
liquid placarded as NA3082 
Hazardous Waste Liquid 
(Lead, D008). 
Approximately 200 gallons 
was released on to the 
asphalt parking lot and on to 
a gravel/soil area. 

The spill was contained, and the area 
covered until an abatement could be 
conducted on January 30, 2020. No 
further action deemed necessary. 

Responsible 
Party 

Henkel 
Corporation             
(National 
Starch) 

Salisbury/ 
Rowan 

A product spill of sodium 
hydroxide was released into 
a stormwater outfall that 
flowed to a tributary of 
Grant’s Creek.  

IHSB provided oversight for the 
responsible party to cleanup of 
affected area. No further action 
warranted. 

Responsible 
Party 

Hilltop Road 
Contamination 

Raleigh/Wake Chlorinated solvents were 
detected in a residential water 
supply well at concentrations 
that indicated the potential for 
indoor air exposure. 

Soil gas sampling began on June 22, 
2020.  Results are pending. 

DWM 
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Hydrochloric 
Acid at 
Brenntag 
MidSouth 
facility 

Charlotte/ 
Mecklenburg 

On June 16, 2020 
approximately 5000 gallons 
of hydrochloric acid was 
released on to the ground at 
the Brenntag Mid-South 
facility. 

IHSB provided oversight for the 
responsible party conducting a soil 
excavation of the affected areas. No 
further action deemed warranted. 

Responsible 
Party 

Mullinex 
Grocery 

Troy/ 
Montgomery Groundwater monitoring and 

drinking water wells are 
contaminated with 
chlorinated solvents at levels 
that could pose a risk of 
structural vapor intrusion.  

DWM conducted soil vapor 
sampling at one residence where 
chlorinated solvents had been 
detected in a drinking water well. 
Soil vapor results did not indicate a 
risk of vapor intrusion. Other 
property owners in the area will not 
grant DWM access to sample their 
properties. 

DWM 

Trans 
Technology 
Corporation 
(Lundy 
Financial 
Systems) 

Charlotte/ 
Mecklenburg 

On March 18, 2019, the 
owner submitted indoor air 
monitoring data with 
elevated chlorinated volatile 
organic compounds.  

Since contaminants were detected in 
background urban air at elevated 
levels and since previous indoor air 
samples indicated contamination but 
not at unsafe levels, further 
investigation of the contamination by 
the responsible party is being 
conducted to ensure no problems in 
the future. In the meantime, 
adjustments were made to the 
ventilation system to correct for any 
potential elevated concentrations 
indoors. Additional sampling was 
requested by DWM. Results were 
submitted to the IHSB in January 
2020 with all sample concentrations 
being below acceptable risk values. 

Owner 

Ulah Battery/ 
Battery Piles 

Asheboro/ 
Randolph 

Former battery breaking 
operation in residential 
neighborhood. DWM and 
EPA have conducted several 
soil removal actions in 
previous years. A new area 
of battery chips was 
discovered on a lot that was 
being cleared for residential 
development. 

Collected soil samples and determined 
elevated lead concentrations are present. 
In December 2019, the contaminated soi  
at the residence was capped. The owner 
agreed to land use restrictions, which 
were recorded on January 7, 2020 in 
Randolph County Register of Deeds 
Office.   

DWM 

Univar USA 
Inc.  

Greensboro/ 
Guilford 

UNIVAR personnel reported 
a release of approximately 
2,000 gallons of a 50/50 
mixture of sodium 
hydroxide and water from a 
tank over fill on February 
25, 2019. The release flowed 
onto a dirt parking area, 

DWM inspected the site and advised 
action. DWM received an October 23, 
2019 supplemental remedial 
investigation report that indicated the 
need for further groundwater, soil, and 
soil gas evaluation. A December 11, 
2019 workplan for those activities was 
received, and the workplan was 

Responsible 
Party 
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subsequently into a storm 
drain.   

implemented in April 2020. The 
resulting report was received in July 
2020. 

Washington 
Street Incidents 

Graham/ 
Alamance Groundwater is contaminated 

with chlorinated solvents 
from an unknown source, 
affecting multiple properties 
in the area. The levels of 
chlorinated solvents in 
groundwater are high enough 
to pose a risk of structural 
vapor intrusion. A nearby 
creek was also found to be 
contaminated. 

DWM conducted additional 
groundwater and soil vapor sampling at 
five properties to assess the potential for 
structural vapor intrusion. Sample 
concentrations are low enough that 
further sampling is not necessary at this 
time. 

DWM 

 

Mullinex 
Grocery 

Troy/ 
Montgomery Groundwater monitoring and 

drinking water wells are 
contaminated with 
chlorinated solvents at levels 
that could pose a risk of 
structural vapor intrusion.  

DWM conducted soil vapor sampling at 
one residence where chlorinated 
solvents had been detected in a drinking 
water well. Soil vapor results did not 
indicate a risk of vapor intrusion. Other 
property owners in the area will not 
grant DWM access to sample their 
properties. 

DWM 
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G. Summary of the Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund (Funds 6372 and 6379) and the 
National Priorities List Cost Share Fund (Fund 6375) 

 

Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund 
Fund 6372 
FY 2019-20 

Beginning Cash Balance $221,238 
  
Deposits (FY 2019-20)  

Appropriations $400,000 
No Further Action review fees $16,500 
Bankruptcy income  $113,494 
Total Deposits $529,994 

  
Expenditures (FY 2019-20)  

Orphan priority site sampling/remediation/alternate water supplies $680,811 
Total Expenditures $680,811 

  
Ending Cash Balance $70,421 
  
Obligations   

Remediation, laboratory and bottled water contract obligations $70,421* 
Total Current Obligations $70,421 
*-Encumbered under contracts.  

  
Available Untasked Funds at End of FY 2019-20  $0 
  
Orphan Cleanup Cost Requirements (see Chapter II for more details)  

Funds needed for 365 higher priority orphan sites identified  $267,739,910 
Funds needed for all orphan sites thus identified (409 sites) $300,051,406 
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Revenue Dedicated to the Pre-Regulatory Landfills 
Fund 6379 
FY 2019-20 

Beginning Cash Balance $16,774,272 
  
Deposits (FY 2019-20)  

Tax  (actual total income) $11,560,035 
Administrative expense overcharge refund $0 
Total Deposits $11,560,035 
  

Expenditures (FY2019-20)  
Contracts  $11,751,016 

Local government reimbursement $240,680 
Transfer to DWM Solid & Hazardous Waste Programs $500,000 
Operating budget:  

PRLF operating budget $659,192 
Inactive Hazardous Sites operating budget $296,159 
Combined operating budget $955,351 

Total Expenditures $13,447,047 
  
Ending Cash Balance $14,887,260 

  
Total Current Contract and Local Government Obligations  
(Encumbrances not yet Paid) 

$6,810,042 

  
Current Effective Cash Balance $8,077,218 

 
A portion of a solid waste disposal tax established by the legislature is dedicated toward contracting 
assessment and remediation at uncontrolled pre-regulatory landfills and to fund staff to implement the 
program. These funds also fund a portion of the staff overseeing work at other Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites 
and other positions in the Division of Waste Management. Table IV-8 and Figure IV-1 below depict the fund 
income and expenditures by years follows. 
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Table IV-8. Pre-Regulatory Landfill Fund Receipts and Expenditures 
 

  
Fiscal Year Annual Receipts Disbursements Fund Balance 

2008-09  $       3,904,260.91   $             46,846.21   $      3,857,414.70  
2009-10  $       9,338,017.99   $          749,888.22   $    12,445,544.47  
2010-11  $       9,175,887.91   $       2,846,727.53   $    18,774,704.85  
2011-12  $       9,521,021.27   $       2,824,888.81   $    25,470,837.31  
2012-13  $       8,850,589.92   $       4,273,171.09   $    30,048,256.14  
2013-14  $       8,097,660.71   $       7,834,699.76   $    30,311,217.09  
2014-15  $       9,094,712.92   $     10,629,385.28   $    28,712,428.51  
2015-16  $       9,173,960.00   $       8,832,144.00   $    29,054,245.00  
2016-17  $       9,816,029.45   $       7,378,389.70   $    31,491,884.47  
2017-18  $     10,113,745.73   $     12,918,429.82   $    28,687,200.38  
2018-19  $     10,509,092.00   $     22,422,020.00   $    16,774,272.38  
2019-20  $     11,560,035.01   $     13,447,047.00   $    14,887,260.39  

2020-21*  $     11,000,000.00   $     15,000,000.00   $    10,887,260.39  
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Regulatory Landfill Fund Receipts and Expenditures 

 

Figure IV-1. Pre-Regulatory Landfill Porgram Funds 
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• Historic data provided from fiscal years 2008-09 through 2019-20.
• Projections for fiscal year 2020-21 were estimated using current project activities.
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National Priorities List Cost-Share Fund 
Fund 6375 
FY 2019-20 

Estimated cost of federal trust fund/North Carolina cost-share cleanups $130,751,530 
  
North Carolina’s 10 percent cost-share for pending/ongoing cleanups $13,075,153* 
  
Total fund disbursements for cost-share payments $8,995,974 
  
Balance as of June 30, 2020 $4,635,633 
  
Encumbered amount of the fund balance for cost-share payments $3,040,847 
  
Encumbered amount for operation and maintenance contract $71,510 
  
Effective Cash Balance $1,523,276 

 

* Cleanup cost estimates are not yet available for all sites. The cost-share figure will increase as cost estimates 
become available. Other sites may be added to the NPL that will require a state cost-share. This account is also used 
to pay for the state’s operation and maintenance obligations at these sites. The fund has no continuing source of 
income.  
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Chapter V:  Solid Waste and Materials Management 

A. Executive Summary 
Per North Carolina General Statute 130A-309.06 (c), the N.C. Department of Environmental Quality 
is required to annually report the status of solid waste management efforts in the state to the North 
Carolina General Assembly’s Environmental Review Commission and Fiscal Research Division. 

The Demographer's Office in the N.C. Office of State Budget and Management reported that North 
Carolina’s population increased by 1.02 percent between FY 2018-19 and FY 2019-20 while the 
amount of waste disposed in municipal solid waste landfills and construction and demolition landfills, 
including coal ash, decreased by 1.4 percent from an adjusted disposal amount of 14,111,098 tons in 
FY 2018-19. A total of 13,916,869 tons of solid waste was disposed at in-state and out-of-state 
facilities, a decrease in disposal of 194,229 tons (or 1.4 percent) from the previous fiscal year. 

Waste disposal in North Carolina was affected by pandemic effects on the economy and numerous 
tropical storms during FY 2019-20.  

Current North Carolina generators of coal ash combustion by-products recorded 127,005 tons of 
generated coal ash disposed in municipal solid waste (MSW) or industrial landfills. There was zero 
placement of coal combustion residuals (CCR) and products within structural fills as a result of 
beneficial use within Star Units located at Duke Energy’s Buck, Cape Fear and H.F. Lee facilities, as 
well as better recovery systems. Disposal of produced and excavated ash material in coal ash 
monofills has increased as excavation of ash basins continue across North Carolina in accordance 
with the consent order signed in February of 2020 directing Duke Energy to excavate more than 80 
million tons of coal ash from open, unlined impoundments at several locations and place the 
excavated coal ash in onsite lined landfills. Within FY 2019-20, 2,535,186 tons of CCR were placed 
in coal ash monofills. 

The COVID-19 pandemic attributed to changes of waste streams and other aspects of waste 
management such as: 

• Septage waste increased, presumably because of the increase of time spent at home by the 
majority of North Carolinians.  

• At least seven local governments or businesses cancelled Household Hazardous Waste 
collection events, and    

• The Division of Environmental Assistance and Customer Service (DEACS) conducted a 
webinar on Demystifying Cleaning in the Age of COVID-19 which included presentations 
from DEQ’s Division of Waste Management, Department of Health and Human Services, 
and Department of Labor.  

Data used in this report, along with other subsidiary reports, is available online at 
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-data/solid-waste- 
management-annual-reports/fy19-20. 

Key Findings FY 2019-20 

https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy18-19
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy18-19
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• Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) and Construction and Demolition Debris (C&D) generated 
in North Carolina amounted to 13,916,869 tons in FY 2019-20. 

• North Carolina-permitted MSW and C&D landfills received a total of 12,483,924_tons of 
solid waste for disposal including waste imported from out-of-state.  

• Solid waste disposed in North Carolina originating from South Carolina and Virginia 
totaled approximately 300,417 tons.  

• Waste exported to Georgia, South Carolina, Tennessee and Virginia amounted to 1,108,163 
tons.  

• Remaining capacity for the 42 active MSW landfills in North Carolina calculates to 
approximately 25.7 years of municipal solid waste at the FY 2019-20 rate of disposal.  
However, the amount of waste generated last fiscal year was affected by the COVID-19 
pandemic on the economy as well as debris generated by tropical storms. 

• Industrial waste disposal amounted to 1,657,023 tons for the FY 2019-20.  
• Industrial landfills received 1.657 million tons of waste. North Carolina industrial waste is 

predominantly from the electric energy industry (CCR) and producers of paper products 
(pulp and paper sludges). 

• The per capita rate of North Carolina waste disposed into MSW and C&D landfills during 
FY 2019-20 remained relatively steady at 1.32 tons per person as compared to the adjusted 
previous year rate of 1.36 tons per person primarily due to the influences of the pandemic 
and tropical storm conditions. 

• Coal ash disposal in a MSW landfill did not affect the per capita disposal rate in FY 2019-
20 as shown in Table V—2 below. 

• Excavated Coal Combustion Residuals (CCR) from Duke Energy coal ash impoundments 
totaling 1,526,050 tons were reported as disposed of in onsite landfills in FY 2019-20. 

• Flue gas desulfurization (FGD) waste produced from Duke Energy coal-fueled plants 
totaled 919,729 tons; however, 1,693,047 tons of produced and excavated FGD waste were 
credited as beneficially used. 

• Coal combustion residuals were mined from an industrial landfill for reuse as synthetic 
gypsum in the production of drywall, and more than 171,644.73 tons was diverted from 
disposal for use as a mine reclamation project. 

 
Departmental Considerations and Recommendations 

• The General Assembly is encouraged to consider ways to support the increased recovery 
and recycling of wastes, which are needed by North Carolina manufacturers and material 
processors, and better align limited local resources with maximum environmental benefit.  

• The General Assembly is encouraged to consider evaluating the producer responsibility 
components of the state’s electronics legislation and the new tire advanced disposal fee to 
better support local recycling programs. 

B.  Solid Waste Management 
Waste types handled at North Carolina facilities include municipal solid waste, industrial waste, 
construction and demolition waste, land-clearing waste, scrap tires, medical waste, compost and 
septage. 
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Coal combustion residuals, or CCR, generated at North Carolina’s electric power plants, have 
received much study and attention because of the Coal Ash Management Act of 2014, which requires 
that the surface water disposal impoundments be removed and the ash be placed into lined landfills or 
recovered. In recent years, CCR has primarily been disposed in industrial landfills on site at power 
plants or recovered for beneficial use. 

1.   Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) and Construction and Demolition (C&D) Landfill 
Disposal 
North Carolina generated and disposed of a total of 13,916,869 tons of waste, including coal 
ash, that was generated during the fiscal year into MSW and C&D landfills within the state and 
out-of-state, which represents a decrease of 194,229 tons of waste from the previous fiscal year. 
Figure V—1 below displays the history of disposal of waste since 1991. For each fiscal year, 
the tonnage figure represents the material that was generated during that year that entered 
disposal facilities.  

 
 
 

Note: Population data is from the North Carolina Office of State Budget and Management 
(OSBM) State Demographer website [https://www.osbm.nc.gov/demog/county-projections] for 
Annual County Populations using the July 2019 data available at the following web link: 
https://files.nc.gov/ncosbm/demog/countytotals_2010_2019.html. 
 
 

 
 

Figure V-1. MSW and C&D 20-Year Disposal Forecast 

http://www.osbm.nc.gov/demog/county-projections
https://files.nc.gov/ncosbm/demog/countytotals_2010_2019.html
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Solid waste exported from North Carolina generators to out-of-state landfills located in 
Georgia, South Carolina, Tennessee and Virginia totaled approximately 1,108,163 tons in FY 
2019-20.  During that period, North Carolina landfills received and disposed of approximately 
300,417 tons of waste that originated from South Carolina and Virginia. 
 
In addition to normal MSW and C&D wastes, other post-industrial or business cleanups that are 
safely disposed in lined MSW landfills include petroleum-contaminated soils from leaking 
storage tanks under the Division of Waste Management’s Underground Storage Tank Section 
and wastes from development at industrial facilities under the Division of Waste Management’s 
Brownfield Program. In past years, the cleanup from tropical storms created noticeable spikes 
in waste generation and disposal. This past fiscal year, waste generation was also affected by 
conditions caused by a pandemic. 
 
Current North Carolina generators of coal ash combustion by-products, during FY 2019-20, 
recorded 127,005 tons of generated coal ash disposed in municipal solid waste (MSW) or non-
coal ash industrial landfills. The combustion by-products represented 0.91 percent of the total 
MSW waste disposed for FY 2019-20.  
 
Produced and excavated ash material removed from coal-fueled plants and coal ash 
impoundments were reported as not used in structural fill projects. The reporting of zero 
placement and of CCR and products within structural fills is a result of beneficial use within 
Star Units located at Duke Energy’s Buck, Cape Fear and H.F. Lee facilities, as well as better 
recovery systems. Disposal of produced and excavated ash material in coal ash monofills has 
increased as excavation of ash basins continue across North Carolina. Within FY 2019-20, 
2,535,186 tons of CCR were placed in coal ash monofills. 

 
Figure V-1 above also provides a second perspective on North Carolina’s dependence on 
landfill disposal that includes both wastes generated during the current fiscal year. Tables 
related to waste disposal per county, facility and per capita can be found at: 
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-data/solid-
waste- management-annual-reports/fy19-20. 
 

2.  Coal Combustion Residual (CCR) and Product (CCP) Generation, Disposal and 
Reuse 
Table V—1 presents information on the disposition of coal combustion wastes that intersected 
with landfill disposal. The information is derived from reporting of the five industries that 
generate ash at their facilities across North Carolina. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy18-19
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy18-19
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy18-19
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Table V-1. Coal Combustion Wastes and Landfill Disposal 
 
Generator Annual Reporting 

Coal Combustion By-
products Waste (tons) 
generated FY 2019-20 

Ash (tons) excavated 
from impoundment 

Ash FGD 

Total produced 1,147,551 919,729 1,526,050 

Used as Structural Fill - - - 
Other Beneficial Uses 364,876 773,318 536,635 
Disposed in MSW and Industrial 
Landfills [not Coal Ash monofills] 127,005 - - 

 
• Recycling efforts continue to increase at industrial facilities statewide. 
• Management of coal combustion residuals (CCR), which consist of bottom and fly 

ash, are produced from coal-fired electric power plants and disposed of in onsite 
CCR landfills. Coal combustion products (CCP) in the form of ash is 
predominantly reused as an ingredient in cement. 

• Flue gas desulphurization (FGD) residuals, or synthetic gypsum, is the primary 
ingredient in drywall. 

• Fly ash, slag and bottom ash, can be used as construction material such as gravel or 
fill. 

• Session Law 2016-95 revising the Coal Ash Management Act of 2014 revised, 
required that Duke Energy provide ash beneficiation projects capable of processing 
300,000 tons of ash, reclaimed from surface impoundments, for cementitious 
products. 

• Duke Energy has three recycling sites located at the Buck Station (Spencer, N.C.), 
HF Lee Station (Goldsboro, N.C.) and Cape Fear (Moncure, N.C.). 

• Duke Energy reported in FY 2019-20 that 773,318 tons of gypsum was sent to the 
drywall or wallboard industry for reuse. 

3.  Solid Waste Tax 
The N.C. Department of Revenue reported solid waste tax collection of $22,449,345, which 
equates to 11,224,673 tons of taxable solid waste going into landfills within North Carolina and 
through transfer stations to landfills in neighboring states. The gap between reported disposed 
tonnage and tax-paid tonnage was due to waste at federally-owned landfills on military bases 
and some specific waste streams received at MSW facilities (for example, biosolids) that are 
exempt from the solid waste tax. In addition, the large amount of excavated CCR impoundment 
wastes were not taxed because they were not transferred through a permitted solid waste 
facility. 

 
Revenue from the solid waste tax was distributed to: 

• Inactive Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund – 50 percent is used to fund the assessment 
and remediation of pre-1983 landfills, and 
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• Local governments – 18.75 percent to counties and 18.75 percent to municipalities 
to assist with their waste and materials management programs, and 

• General Fund – 12.5 percent. 

 
Table V—2 below shows the history of North Carolina’s per capita disposal rate, including the 
impact of including excavated CCR on that rate. The table shows the baseline measurement of 
solid waste disposal in the benchmark years of FY 1990-91 and 1991-92 as well as the most 
recent 15 fiscal years. Two calculations were performed to determine per capita waste this 
fiscal year – one showing disposal per capita for wastes generated during the fiscal year and the 
other including both generated waste plus excavated CCR. 
 

Table V-2. North Carolina’s Per Capita Disposal Rate 

Fiscal Year NC 
Population 

MSW and C&D 
Disposed [tons] 

MSW per 
Capita [tons] 

Coal Ash 
Disposed 

[tons] 

MSW minus Coal 
Ash Disposed 

[tons] 

MSW minus Coal 
Ash Disposed per 

Capita [tons] 
2019-20 10,508,254 13,916,869 1.32 127,005 13,789,864 1.31 
2018-19 10,401,960 14,111,098 1.36 32,809 14,078,289 1.35 
2017-18 10,283,255 11,651,999 1.13 643,808 11,008,191 1.07 
2016-17 10,155,942 11,385,939 1.12 1,678,882 9,707,057 0.96 
2015-16 10,056,683 11,323,734 1.13 743,822 10,579,912 1.05 
2014-15 9,953,687 9,635,874 0.97 Not 

Measured 
Prior to 

FY15-16 

9,635,874 0.97 
2013-14 9,861,952 9,273,571 0.94 9,273,571 0.94 
2012-13 9,765,229 9,149,130 0.94 9,149,130 0.94 
2011-12 9,669,244 9,443,380 0.98 9,443,380 0.98 
2010-11 9,586,227 9,467,045 0.99 9,467,045 0.99 
2009-10 9,382,609 9,395,457 1.00 9,395,457 1.00 
2008-09 9,227,016 9,910,031 1.07 9,910,031 1.07 
2007-08 9,069,398 11,284,712 1.24 11,284,712 1.24 
2006-07 8,860,341 11,837,104 1.34 11,837,104 1.34 
2005-06 8,682,066 11,765,183 1.36 11,765,183 1.36 
1991-92 

[Benchmark] 
6,781,321 7,257,428 1.07 7,257,428 1.07 

1990-91 6,632,448 7,161,455 1.08 7,161,455 1.08 

C.  Municipal Solid Waste Landfill Capacity 
The total remaining capacity of all North Carolina MSW landfills measures approximately 417 
million cubic yards, equating to approximately 261 million tons based on a calculated average 
compaction rate of 0.63 tons of waste per cubic yard of air space. The capacity does not include 
imported or exported waste. The state capacity calculates to 25.7 years of waste disposal should the 
rate of landfill use remain steady at last fiscal year’s rate of approximately 13.9 million tons per year 
for the 42 active MSW landfills. Continued efforts to increase recycling and material diversion will 
help maximize landfill capacity. 

Overall, current and future landfill capacity in the state is sufficient, and all regions have access to 
adequate disposal capacity. However, the state’s landfill capacity is not uniformly available statewide 
due to permit conditions, franchise arrangements, service areas and distances. Some regions have 
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limited disposal options and may be subject to higher disposal costs and possible disruptions in 
service should facilities close or fuel costs become prohibitive due to transport to distant facilities. 
 
As shown in Table V—1 above, the disposal of coal ash in MSW landfills continues but is 
significantly less in FY 2019-20 than in FY 2016-17. The downward trend for the past several years 
has favorably affected MSW landfill capacity in the State. 
 
Tabulation of MSW and C&D landfill capacity can be found in the 2019-20 Landfill Capacity Report 
contained in the following website: https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste- 
management-rules-data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy19-20. 
 

1.  Industrial Landfill Disposal 
In North Carolina, 10 permitted industrial landfills disposed of various types of industrial waste 
originating from internal operations. All industrial landfills except one are located where the 
waste is produced. The largest volume of waste disposed into industrial landfills is at electric 
power plants and consists of CCR. The paper product industry, which disposes of sludge and 
wood ash, is secondary in volume. Tabulation of landfilled industrial waste can be found in the 
2019-20 Landfill Capacity Report, located online at: https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-
management/waste-management-rules-data/solid-waste- management-annual-reports/fy19-20. 
 

2.  Composting and Mulching 
A total of 58 composting and an additional 16 mulching operations continued to divert organics 
from the municipal solid waste stream. 
 
Composting operations diverted 18,469 tons of food residuals produced from industrial food 
processors with an additional 34,263 tons of yard waste, wood waste, biosolids and other 
wastes. 

 
The combined composting and mulching operations managed more than 480,000 tons of 
feedstocks in FY 2019-20. Waste diversion through these operations continues to grow in 
importance. Currently, food waste diversion accounts for only 11 percent of feedstocks 
processed – an increase of 2 percent than last year. The facilities have available capacity to 
increase food waste diversion in North Carolina. Figure V—2 below shows the fractions of 
materials used as feedstocks. 

https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy18-19
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy18-19
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy18-19
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy18-19
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/waste-management-rules-data/solid-waste-management-annual-reports/fy18-19
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Figure V-2. Feedstocks Composted / Mulched 

 
3. Land Application 

Septage waste land application is accomplished through staff permitting and compliance 
activities for more than 550 septage haulers, 15 storage detention and treatment (dewatering) 
facilities, and 123 land application sites (representing 1,897 acres). Most of the land-applied 
waste is septic tank, portable toilet and restaurant grease trap waste; although, the program also 
assists waste generators with other wastes and by-products to determine if they are suitable for 
beneficial use through land application.  
 
Examples of beneficially reused waste include wood ash and tobacco dust. Best management 
practices are followed for each by-product to assure protection of public health and the 
environment after evaluation by staff and are included in the site operational plans. The 
volumes of septage pumped in FY 2019-20 exceeded the industry high of the previous fiscal 
year.  
 
Approximately 268,030,965 gallons total of domestic septage, grease septage and portable 
toilet waste was pumped in calendar year 2019 compared to 234,907,679 pumped in calendar 
year 2018. The increase in volume was from increases in the amount of domestic and portable 
toilet waste pumped. The amount of portable toilet waste pumped this fiscal year was double 
that of previous years, and may be attributed increase in construction and development 
activities being conducted across the state. Figure V—3 below shows the gallons of septage 
pumped per year. 
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Figure V-3. Gallons of Septage Pumped Per Year 

 
4. Medical Waste 

During FY 2019-20, four commercial medical waste treatment providers operated in North 
Carolina. The Solid Waste Section has approved the use of 18 alternative medical waste 
treatment technologies that use a combination of waste shredding, steam, chemical, infrared 
and heat to treat medical waste at generator locations.   

 
Figure V—4 below shows the tonnage of medical waste treated at North Carolina’s commercial 
medical waste treatment facilities during FY 2019-20. A total of 16,500.47 tons of medical 
waste generated in North Carolina and 10,610.27 tons generated from other states was treated. 
Figure V—4 does not include medical waste from healthcare facilities which treat waste on-
site. These healthcare facilities are regulated by the N.C. Department of Health and Human 
Services; although, DEQ may address specific concerns regarding medical waste treatment.   
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Figure V-4. Tons of Medical Waste Processed by Fiscal Year 

 
5.  Household Hazardous Waste 

Household hazardous wastes (HHW) are household items that are toxic, ignitable, corrosive or 
reactive. Household hazardous waste includes items such as, household cleaners, pesticides, 
herbicides, fertilizers, pool chemicals, paints, automotive fluids and batteries. These waste types 
are dangerous to human health and the environment. The Solid Waste Section recommends that 
citizens properly dispose of HHW at an approved collection site. Local HHW collection sites 
may be temporary, one-day events or permanent, ongoing collection sites. 
 
Twenty-three counties in North Carolina have permanent HHW collection sites (29 sites total). 
These 29 permanent sites collected 6,899,059.28 pounds or 3,449.53 tons of household 
hazardous wastes as shown in Table V—3 below. 

 

 
Table V-3. HHW Collections FY 2019-2020 
Household Hazardous Waste Pounds 

Various paints 4,178,288.30 
Flammable liquids and solids 1,086,175.37 
Automotive oil, filters, and antifreeze 314,739.64 
Lead-acid, cadmium, lithium and alkaline batteries 129,029.64 
Mercury containing fluorescent light bulbs and other mercury containing materials 131,508.84 
Compressed gases 136,448.90 
Poisonous materials such as insecticides, herbicides, fungicides and pool chemicals 218,970.78 
Corrosive materials 126,809.08 
Oxidizing substances 105,072.43 
Aerosols 89,497.00 
Non-hazardous materials 324,894.00 
Cooking oil 32,341.30 
Propane tanks 6,008.00 
Fire extinguishers 19,276.00 

 
Nineteen counties, five municipalities and two businesses held 25 temporary HHW collection 
events. The 25 collection events’ reported collections totaled 452,727 pounds or 226.36 tons of 
household hazardous wastes. Five counties, one municipality and one business canceled their 
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scheduled temporary HHW collection event due to COVID-19 concerns.   
 
Figure V—5 below illustrates the amounts of HHW collected annually since FY 2010-11. A 
complete listing of locations of permanent HHW sites as well as current one-day events can be 
found at:   https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/hhw. 
 
Although the collection of HHW is a costly endeavor, increasing numbers of local governments 
as well as civic organizations and private industries are arranging for this valuable service for 
North Carolina communities. 

Figure V-5. Household Hazardous Waste in Tons 

 
 

6. Facility Inspections 
The department is responsible for conducting inspections/site visits at the following variety of 
solid waste management facility types: 

• C&D Landfills over MSW 
Landfills 

• Coal Combustion Product 
Landfills and Structural Fills 

• Closed Post-Closure Landfills • Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Sites 

• Compost Facilities • Material Recovery Facilities 
• Construction & Demolition 

Landfills (C&DLF) 
• Medical Waste Treatment 

Facilities and Incinerators 
• Industrial Landfills • Septage Detention and 

Treatment Facilities 
• Land Application Sites • Septage (hauler) Firms 
• Land Clearing and Inert Debris 

Landfills (LCID) 
• Tire Monofills 

• LCID Notification Landfills (open 
and closed) 

• Tire Processing / Collection 
Facilities 

• Municipal Solid Waste Landfills 
(MSWLF) 

• Treatment and Processing 
Facilities 

• Transfer Stations • White Goods Collection 
 • Yard Waste Notifications 
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7. Non-Facility Inspections and Evaluations 
In addition to the facility types listed above, DEQ also provides inspections and evaluations for 
the following: 
 
Illegal Dumping: The department provides technical assistance to residents and businesses on 
the proper management, recycling or disposal of solid wastes. It investigates complaints of 
solid waste illegal dumping, working to have the sites cleaned up and taking enforcement 
action when necessary for the protection of human health and the environment. The department 
also works with local governments to establish and maintain ordinances and programs that 
address littering and indiscriminate dumping in their communities, and to avoid illegal dumping 
by communicating disposal procedures and locations to residents, especially following a storm 
or other disaster. 
 
Disaster Response and Preparation: The department collaborates with federal partners, N.C. 
Department of Public Safety’s Division of Emergency Management, and local governments to 
support FEMA’s National Response Framework Emergency Support Functions related to solid 
waste debris removal (ESF-3), oil and hazardous materials response (ESF-10), and animal 
mortality (ESF-11). DEQ staff assisted with preparation and response for Hurricane Dorian in 
2019 by continuing to develop and improve GIS tools for reporting, sharing, and summarizing 
information about the environmental incidents that DEQ handles during an emergency 
response; and GIS tools for locating waste management facilities to assist with preparation in 
the storm’s projected path and for disposal. 

 
Hurricane Incident GIS Tracking Tool 

 
 

The department continues to work with local governments to foster the message that disaster 
preparedness is essential, given the history of storm destruction in North Carolina, and 
encourages communities to establish pre-approved temporary debris storage and reduction 
(TDSR) sites for vegetative and demolition debris prior to an emergency or disaster. The 
department maintains a record of over 650 of these pre-approved TDSR sites. 
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The department assisted with response and clean-up following Hurricane Dorian; evaluated and 
coordinated the review of 22 new TDSR sites with the State Historic Preservation Office and 
Natural Heritage Program; and coordinated with local governments and later FEMA for the 
activation and subsequent clean-up of 59 TDSR sites. It also provided technical assistance with 
the proper disposal of storm debris. Because DEQ already had systems in place to communicate 
and conduct debris site reviews using virtual means and GIS tools like the one depicted above, 
it was able to continue activities remotely, with minimal interruption of the normal procedures. 
 
Tax Certifications: The department processes certification applications (see Figure V—6 
below) for special tax treatment of facilities and equipment used in recycling of a solid waste or 
resource recovery from a solid waste. It has been processing these applications since the mid-
1970s at no cost to the applicant. During the pandemic, the Solid Waste Section worked with 
businesses to continue conducting inspections for tax certification throughout North Carolina 
by virtual inspection, or by in-person inspection using safety protocols when stay-at-home 
orders were lifted.  
 
In the past seven years, DEQ has processed approximately 1,200 applications. Figure V—6 
below shows applications received and approved for the past seven years, while Figure V—7 
shows that these 1,200 applications resulted in an estimated value (as reported by the applicant) 
of $962 million in business equipment being exempted from local government property tax 
assessment. This amount does not include the value of the land and facility areas also exempted 
from local government tax assessment in that time frame since this data is not available. The 
department estimates that Solid Waste Section staff collectively spend time equivalent to two 
staff positions reviewing and processing tax certification applications, providing technical 
assistance and conducting site visits for these facilities to determine whether the requested 
items comply with the general statutes and administrative code regarding special tax treatment. 
The estimated staff time does not include time spent by the department’s Division of 
Environmental Assistance and Customer Service staff providing additional technical assistance 
for these applications.  
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Figure V-6. Tax Certification Applications Received and Approved 

 

 
 
 

Figure V-7. Estimated Value of Business Equipment Certified as Tax Exempt 

 

 
 

8. Facility Operator Training and Public Outreach 
The Solid Waste Section is committed to the protection of public health and the environment 
through education, inspections and compliance, and environmental monitoring. The section has 
a long-standing history of promoting training for the regulated community and public as 
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required by statute as well as through technical assistance, collaboration, outreach activities and 
customer service. Below is a list of training opportunities the section provided this year: 

 
• Landfill operators and managers training,  
• Transfer facility operators training, 
• Review and approval of continuing education units for solid waste operator and 

manager recertification, 
• Septage firm operator training, 
• Septage annual operator training, 
• Disaster debris management technical assistance, 
• Local government technical assistance when requested,  
• Coal Combustion Residuals landfill operator and manager training 
• N.C. Solid Waste Enforcement Officer Association (NC SWEOA) conference and 

technical assistance to NC SWEOA, N.C. Solid Waste Association of North 
America (SWANA) Quad State conference, Marine Debris Symposium, USCC 
Compost Operations Training Course, and Demystifying Cleaning in the Age of 
COVID-19 Webinar, and 

• Internal development training for staff, including the use of drones and certifying 
pilots, emerging contaminants, field operations, Rules re-adoption, and quarterly 
section training. 

D. Local Government Waste Reduction Activities and Recycling Markets 
Solid Waste and Materials Management Annual Reports received from local governments provide 
data on public source reduction, reuse, recycling and composting activities statewide as well as other 
aspects of solid waste management. Data from these reports helps produce a picture of waste 
reduction, recycling and materials management efforts in North Carolina. This data offers information 
that helps gauge the breadth and relative effectiveness of local government programs in diverting 
materials from disposal and delivering them to industry for reprocessing. Data from these annual 
reports also helps document the trends in recycling and reuse program implementation and the 
evolving nature of public materials recovery efforts in North Carolina. 

1.  Source Reduction and Reuse Programs 
Operating a source reduction or local reuse program can be a cost-effective way to help citizens 
reduce the amount of solid waste that is discarded. These programs are typically popular with 
residents and have the potential to be a low-cost opportunity to engage the community, creating 
awareness about strategies that can be used to reduce the cost of disposal. Despite these 
benefits, only a minority of local governments operate these programs. In general, waste 
prevention through source reduction and reuse programs does not seem to be a high priority for 
most communities. 
 
Table V—4 below examines the types of source reduction and reuse programs operated by 
local governments over the past five years. The total number of local governments operating a 
source reduction and/or reuse program during FY 2019-20 decreased slightly as compared to 
the previous year with 87 communities reporting that they operate some sort of program to help 
their residents reduce the amount of waste they produce or to reuse materials instead of 
discarding them. 
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Table V-4. Local Source Reduction / Reuse Programs 

Program Type FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 

Backyard Composting 
Programs 42 40 40 39 37 

Source Reduction 
Programs 71 65 59 58 63 

Public Reuse Programs 41 40 40 41 36 
Total Local Governments 
with Source Reduction or 
Reuse Programs 

94 93 92 92 87 

 

2. Local Government Recovery 
Table V—5 and Table V—6 below compile local government materials recovery operations 
over the past 10 years. Local government recovery showed a decrease in FY 2019-20 when 
compared to the previous year. The recovery of most material categories declined in FY 2019-
20 for a variety of reasons. Paper, glass and plastics recovery decreased in part due to a change 
in the methodology used to calculate the breakout of paper, plastic, metal and glass from 
commingled recycling collection programs.  
 
For the first time this year, a portion of the commingled recycling tonnage was assumed to be 
contamination, or non-recyclable material, that gets removed and sent to the landfill for 
disposal. This results in a decrease of the total recovery reflected in Table V—6. Decreases 
were also seen in the recovery of special wastes, electronics, construction and demolition 
debris, and tires. Collection of these materials may have been impacted by the COVID-19 
pandemic, which affected local government waste management programs in the fourth quarter 
of FY 2019-20. Some local governments temporarily suspended special collection programs or 
reduced operational hours to maintain safe working conditions for staff. Finally, a large 
decrease in the recovery of organic material was experienced in FY 2019-20, which is likely 
due to absence of any major storm events during the year, in addition to the scaling back of 
yard waste collection programs in spring of 2020.   
 
Despite a decline in FY 2019-20, total recovery results from the past decade show a picture of 
generally improving performance. This is best illustrated by the change in the per-capita 
recycling rate over time, which has increased at an average rate of 1.6 percent since FY 2010-
11. Local government recovery data reflects a mature public recycling system with a base level 
of programs, services and public participation that is holding its own in terms of material 
capture, even as the “evolving ton” of traditional recyclables generated in households becomes 
lighter over time. Highlights from Table V—5 and Table V—6 will be examined in greater 
detail throughout this chapter. 
 
 
 
 



 
 

90 | P a g e  
 

 
 

 
Table V-5. Local Government Recovery (Tons) FY 2010-11 through FY 2014-15 

Material FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 
Total Paper 347,622 344,758 321,819 318,183 336,899 
Total Glass 86,163 96,819 117,237 115,997 121,371 
Total Plastics 36,047 36,670 39,322 44,407 45,374 
Total Metal* 57,681 51,545 51,662 49,525 51,736 
Total Organics** 635,495 706,560 604,889 842,282 757,778 
Special Wastes 7,085 6,961 6,496 6,870 7,053 
Electronics and Televisions 7,452 14,688 14,160 14,786 15,076 
Construction and Demolition 
Debris 

26,303t 93,858t 71,225 86,311 88,714 

Tires*** 97,323 121,552 120,013 136,943 151,069 
Other 1,098 1,616 1,725 1,061 951 
Totals 1,302,271t 1,475,028t 1,348,548 1,616,334 1,576,021 

Per Capita Recovery (lbs.) 271.70t 305.10t 276.19 327.79 316.67 
Recovery Ratio 
(Recycling:Disposal) 

0.14 0.16 0.15 0.18 0.16 

 

 
Table V-6. Local Government Recovery (Tons) FY 2015-16 through FY 2019-20 

Local Government Recovery (Tons) and Performance Measures (continued) 
Material FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 
Total Paper 325,539 352,601 356,202 322,959 285,848 
Total Glass 124,936 127,646 130,511 124,632 104,659 
Total Plastics 45,975 42,567 38,388 40,611 39,444 
Total Metal* 62,389 70,309 75,889 76,140 87,167 
Total Organics** 735,367 821,547 756,951 925,289 817,307 
Special Wastes 7,391 8,239 9,010 9,400 8,720 
Electronics  16,682 15,795 13,353 13,444 11,736 
Construction and Demolition 
Debris 

114,649 127,759 104,654 102,240 86,973 

Tires*** 145,122 132,330 147,694 153,645 139,104 
Other 1,483 1,816 4,034 2,004 2,118 
Totals 1,579,532 1,700,609 1,636,686 1,770,364 1,583,076 
Per Capita Recovery (lbs.) 314.13 334.90 318.32 340.39 301.30 
Recovery Ratio 
(Recycling:Disposal) 

0.15 0.17 0.15 0.13 0.11 
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* Includes white goods, aluminum cans, steel cans and other metals. 

** Includes yard waste, pallets, wood waste and food waste. 

*** For FY 2010-11 and beyond, the tons of tires listed as recovered includes only those tires originating from within 
North Carolina that were processed in North Carolina. Data on the recovery of North Carolina-originated tires that were 
exported outside of the state is not available.  
 
t Construction and Demolition Debris Tonnages, Total Recovery and Per Capita Recovery for FY 2010-11 and 2011-12 
were revised in 2013 as a result of decreased Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery due to reporting errors.  

3.  Recovery of Particular Materials 
Public recycling programs play an important role in providing recovered materials to the supply 
chain for private manufacturing. Figure V—8 below provides a material-specific look at those 
materials diverted from disposal to economic use by local government recovery operations in FY 
2019-20. 

 

Figure V-8. Characterization of Local Government Recovery 

 
 

The single largest category of material recovered by local governments continues to be 
organics. This category includes vegetative debris, clean wood (unpainted and untreated 
dimensional lumber), pallets, food waste and oyster shells. The recovery of vegetative debris or 
yard waste is accomplished through public and private mulching and composting, though boiler 
fuel and other energy markets are also an important destination for yard waste collected by 
local governments. For a detailed look at the management of yard waste in FY 2019-20, please 
see the section titled Yard Waste Management on page 106.  
 
The annual recovery of organic materials can be erratic because yard waste recovery can vary 
widely from one year to the next because of weather conditions and storm events. During FY 
2019-20, organics constituted more than 51 percent of total local government recovery. Fiber, 
or paper products, and tires were the next two largest categories of materials recovered, 
contributing 18 percent and 8.8 percent respectively. 
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4.   Recovery of Traditional Materials 

Traditional recyclable materials are the items or materials that most citizens think of when 
reflecting on recycling. These materials include fiber or paper (corrugated cardboard, 
magazines, newspapers, office paper and residential mixed paper) and containers (aluminum 
beverage cans, glass bottles and jars, plastic bottles and containers, and steel food containers). 
These materials are common in households, though they are also found in the workplace, bars, 
restaurants and away-from-home settings such as parks and other public venues. 
 
An examination of traditional materials recovery by public recycling programs in FY 2019-20 
reflects a 12.2 percent decrease when compared to the previous year. This decrease is due in 
part to a change in methodology used to calculate the breakout of traditional recyclable 
materials collected through commingled recycling programs. In previous years, all commingled 
tonnage was allocated as recycled fiber or container materials but in FY 2019-20, 17.08 percent 
of collected commingled tons were not counted as recycling and instead assumed to be 
contamination, or non-recyclable material, that gets removed for landfill disposal. This change 
is discussed in more detail in the section titled Collection of Commingled Recyclables on page 
96.  
 
Fiber recovery decreased 11.5 percent compared to FY 2018-19, partially due to the change in 
methodology to reflect contamination in commingled recycling. The decrease in recovery of 
paper products, particularly of office paper, newspapers, and other mixed paper, may also be 
partially explained by the slowing of paper generation, particularly in the amount of 
newspapers and magazines being produced and circulated nationwide, and the closure of 
offices during the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic. The recovery of cardboard increased 
8 percent in FY 2019-20 compared to the previous fiscal year. This may be explained by an 
increase in shipping boxes from e-commerce purchases as many residents spent more time at 
home during the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic. Additionally, cardboard may have 
begun to be more aggressively targeted for recycling thanks to improved market pricing as 
explored in the Recycling Markets and Prices section. 
 
Container recovery during FY 2019-20 decreased 13.4 percent compared to the previous year. 
This is due in part to a decrease in the amount of containers assumed to be collected from 
commingled recycling programs due to the new calculation methodology described above. 
Other factors contributing to the decreased tonnage include continued efforts by consumer 
product manufacturers to reduce the weight of packaging, in particular plastic bottles and metal 
cans, and decisions made by consumer product brand owners to move products from being 
packaged in cans and jars towards increasingly popular flexible packaging such as pouches. 
The overall changing make-up of traditional materials recovery is known in the recycling 
industry as the “evolving ton,” and this phenomenon is not unique to North Carolina. Figure 
V—9 below documents the trend in the recovery of traditional materials over the past 20 years. 
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Figure V-9. Traditional Recyclable Material Recovery FY 2000-01 to FY 2019-20 

 
The decline in paper generation can be seen in statistics provided by the American Forest and Paper Association, which 
documents a fall in the available paper supply from 81.8 million tons in 2010 to 74.2 million tons in 2019, a drop of 9.2 
percent – see: http://www.paperrecycles.org/statistics/paper-paperboard-recovery . 
 

5.   Recovery of Construction and Demolition Materials 
Local government recovery of C&D debris includes the capture of materials generated by 
construction and/or demolition activities. Materials in this waste stream include shingles, vinyl 
siding, sheetrock, carpet and aggregate (brick, block and other rubble). 
 
Clean lumber and wooden pallets, corrugated cardboard and scrap metal may also be generated 
as a result of construction and demolition activities, though for the sake of this report when 
these materials are recycled by local governments they are included in categories for organics, 
metal and paper. 
 
Local governments have increasingly looked to the C&D waste stream for recycling success, 
and this has increased as new home construction remains strong across the state. Recycling 
efforts focused on the C&D waste stream can yield impressive tonnage results. A large makeup 
of C&D recycling tonnage can be attributed to the recovery of aggregate such as concrete and 
brick. This material is relatively easy to recover at disposal facilities such as C&D landfills, and 
it can be processed to into a gravel-substitute that can provide substantial cost avoidance 
through decreased need to purchase new gravel. Construction and demolition recycling in FY 
2019-20 decreased from the previous year, with 86,973 tons reported. This decrease can be 
attributed to lower tonnages of aggregate material collected by a number of local governments 
and a significant reduction in the material collected at two large C&D/inert debris sites in 
Forsyth County. Figure V—10 below illustrates the change in the amount of C&D materials 
captured by public programs since FY 2006-07. 
 

http://www.paperrecycles.org/statistics/paper-paperboard-recovery
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Figure V-10. Public C&D Recycling (Tons) FY 2006-07 to FY 2019-20 

 

 
6.   Plastic Recycling in North Carolina 

Total plastic recycling by local governments in North Carolina decreased slightly during FY 
2019-20, a change from the increase in the past fiscal year. Plastic recovery decreased 3 percent 
from 40,611 tons in FY 2018-19 to 39,444 tons in FY 2019-20. As discussed previously, the 
decrease may be explained in part due to the change in methodology used to calculate plastic 
bottles and containers recovered through commingled recycling. Additionally, plastics 
manufacturers continue to advance packaging designs to use less plastic to create the same 
sized containers. This trend, known as light-weighting, means that more plastic bottles need to 
be collected to achieve consistent recycling tonnage. A national report produced by the 
Association of Plastics Recyclers and The American Chemistry Council also show declining 
plastic bottle recovery following a peak in 2014. FY 2018-19 has been the only year since FY 
2015-16 that plastic recovery by North Carolina local governments increased. Figure V—11 
below illustrates the public recovery of plastic over the past 20 fiscal years. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://plasticsrecycling.org/images/library/2018-postconsumer-bottle-recycling-report.pdf
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Figure V-11. Plastics Recovery (Tons) FY 2000-01 to FY 2019-20 
 

 
 

Plastic bottles made of PET and HDPE combine to represent 91 percent of all plastic materials 
recovered by local governments in FY 2019-20. Containers made of Polypropylene (PP) and 
the collective recovery of non-bottle plastic containers such as cups, tubs and ‘clam-shell’ style 
plastic containers (collectively known as Other Plastic Containers) along with the recovery of 
larger bulky rigid plastic durable items such as buckets, totes and carts had been a growing 
sector of total plastics recovery but has slowed in the past two years due to a lack of markets for 
those materials and an emphasis on recycling PET and HDPE bottles, jugs and jars that have 
strong domestic markets. Figure V—12 below provides a more detailed examination of the 
recovery of the different types of plastic materials over the last five fiscal years. 
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Figure V-12.  Plastics Recovery (Tons) by Type FY 2015-16 to FY 2019-20 

 
 

7.  Collection of Commingled Recyclables 
The nature of public recycling collection has changed substantially during the past decade, with 
the public recycling system moving from the collection of source separated (sorted) materials to 
the collection of commingled or mixed recyclables. The recycling industry uses the term 
commingled to describe when commodities of different types are mixed together for collection 
and processing. The collection of mixed recyclables is commonly known as single-stream 
recycling. Benefits of single-stream recycling include increased collection efficiency and public 
participation due to the ease of use. The transition to a single-stream collection system has been 
enabled by the establishment of mechanized Materials Recovery Facilities (MRFs) where 
mixed recyclables are processed, sorted and prepared for sale into the recovered materials 
marketplace. North Carolina is home to 17 MRFs that process the recyclables collected by 
public recycling programs. 
 
As communities across the state moved to the collection of mixed recyclables, they have 
become less connected to or aware of the constituents in the mixed or commingled materials 
that their programs collect. Those constituents being the traditional recyclable materials, or 
cans, bottles and paper that are discussed in the earlier section, titled Recovery of Traditional 
Materials. When local governments submit their Local Government Solid Waste and Materials 
Management Reports to the state, they are asked to provide data on the amounts and types of 
recyclable materials that they have collected. Increasingly, the materials are not reported by 
individual commodity but instead as “commingled” tons. Figure V—13 below examines the 
reporting of commingled tonnage by communities since 2004-05. 
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Figure V-13. Reporting of Commingled Recycling Tonnage Since FY 2004-05 
 

 
 
 
When communities report commingled recycling tonnage, it becomes necessary to make 
assumptions about the constituents of those commingled materials to project recycling by 
individual commodities. As explored earlier in the Recovery of Traditional Materials section, 
the changing makeup of the traditional material stream is known as the evolving ton. There are 
a variety of forces acting on the mix of materials in the commingled ton from the adoption of 
paperless news consumption to changes in the types of packaging used in consumer goods. 
 
Each year, the MRFs processing the commingled materials in North Carolina are asked to 
voluntarily provide data on the composition of the commingled materials they process. This 
information is used to produce an average materials composition that is then used to project 
recycling of individual materials – from paper and plastic to aluminum and steel cans to glass 
bottles and jars. The influence of the determination of the make-up of the commingled ton has 
become increasingly important as more recyclables are reported as commingled. Table V—7 
below shows the constituents of the average ton of commingled recyclables collected in North 
Carolina over the past five years. 
 
FY 2019-20 marks an important change in the way commingled tons are calculated to project 
the recovery of individual materials. For the first time, a proportion has been assigned to 
account for contamination in the commingled mix. Contamination is defined as non-recyclable 
items that are placed in the recycling bin and cannot be recovered for recycling. Common 
examples include plastic bags, takeout containers, food waste, rubber hoses, wires and textiles. 
While contamination has always been a part of the commingled mix of recyclables, more 
attention and focus has been placed on efforts to reduce levels of contamination in the past few 
years and better information is being collected to measure the amount of contamination. In FY 
2019-20, MRFs reported an average contamination level of 17.08 percent. This proportion 
(57,840 tons of contamination in the commingled mix) of the total commingled recycling 
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tonnage (338,634 tons) is assumed to be removed by the MRFs and sent for landfill disposal, 
decreasing the actual recycling tons to 280,794. This change in methodology is part of the 
reason that many traditional recyclable materials (glass, mixed paper, steel cans, PET and 
HDPE) decreased from FY 2018-19 to FY 2019-20. While total commingled tons collected 
decreased by 2.5 percent as compared to last fiscal year, the resultant individual recyclables 
from the commingled stream decreased by 19.1 percent after contamination was removed. Even 
though this does not accurately represent the change over one year, the new methodology 
provides a more accurate estimation of true recycling going forward. Table V—7 below shows 
the constituents of the average ton of commingled recyclables collected in North Carolina over 
the past five years. 

 

 
Table V-7. Constituents of the Average Ton of Commingled Recyclables in North Carolina 

Since FY 2015-16 
Material FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 

Glass Bottles and 
Jars 

27.40% 25.80% 26.91% 26.01% 22.12% 

PET Bottles 5.25% 4.51% 4.22% 5.46% 4.94% 
HDPE Bottles 3.10% 2.58% 2.58% 2.42% 2.76% 
Other Plastic 
Containers 

0.79% 0.92% 0.76% 0.26% 0.38% 

Bulky Rigid Plastics 0.50% 0.39% 0.19% 0.45% 0.52% 
Aluminum Cans 
(UBC) 

1.10% 1.26% 1.21% 1.20% 1.43% 

Steel Cans 2.45% 2.27% 2.52% 2.47% 2.17% 
Other Metal - 0.41% 0.39% 0.30% 0.26% 
Newspaper (ONP) 19.50% 12.97% 4.31% 0.46% - 
Corrugated 
Cardboard 
(OCC) 

16.10% 19.13% 20.71% 22.15% 20.22% 

Residential Mixed 
Paper 
(OMP) 

23.75% 29.76% 36.22% 38.81% 28.13% 

Aseptic Paper / 
Cartons 

0.06% - - - - 

Contamination* - - - - 17.08% 
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

* FY 2019-20 is the first year that contamination is factored into the determination of the constituents making up the 
average commingled ton. 

 
8.   Public Electronics Recycling 

North Carolina residents continue to have wide access to recycling programs collecting 
electronics and televisions. Local governments operate electronics recycling programs in 
response to citizen demand for responsible e-waste management options as well as to help the 
public comply with the state disposal ban on computer equipment and televisions that went into 
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effect July 1, 2011. During FY 2019-20, 175 local governments indicated that they operated an 
electronics recycling program – many in partnership with another community. For example, in 
FY 2019-20, there were 43 municipalities that indicated cooperating with their respective 
county to provide electronics recycling services, with the municipality collecting electronics 
from residents within their jurisdiction and then delivering the material to the county for further 
management. Table V—8 below describes the different types of electronics recycling services 
that communities offered in FY 2019-20 as compared to FY 2018-19. 

 
Table V-8. Types of Local Government Electronics Recycling Programs 

 
Public Electronics Recycling Program Details 

No. of 
Communities 
FY 2018-19 

No. of 
Communities 
FY 2019-20 

Operate a Public Electronics Recycling Program 177 175 
Collect Electronics at Drop-off Sites 117 116 
Number of Individual Drop-off Sites Operated Across 
North Carolina 

435 434 

Collect Electronics at Curbside 41 33 
Collect Electronics at One-Day Event 35 36 
Collect Electronics at HHW Program 14 10 

 
As indicated above, the most common strategy used to collect electronics is to accept them at 
staffed recycling sites or convenience centers. During FY 2019-20, 116 communities operated a 
combined 434 individual recycling sites statewide for electronics collection. 
 
Data on the amount of material collected by public electronics recycling efforts measures the 
collection of televisions, computer equipment and other electronics, including printers, 
scanners, cell phones, stereos, video players and other low-grade electronic devices. Local 
governments were asked for the first time in FY 2019-20 to report computer equipment 
separately. In previous years, computer equipment has been combined with other electronics. 
The combined total amount of electronics recovered by local governments during FY 2019-20 
decreased by 12.7 percent from FY 2018-19.  
 
Approximately 75 percent of communities reporting electronics tonnage had a decrease in the 
amount of electronics collected as compared to the last fiscal year. Although this decrease 
follows a general trend of declining electronics recycling tonnage since FY 2015-16, another 
contributing factor could be impacts from the COVID-19 pandemic, which resulted in many 
local governments suspending special collection services or limiting operational hours during 
the fourth quarter of FY 2019-20.  
 
Figure V—14 below examines public electronics recycling efforts since FY 2008-09 and shows 
the relative amounts of televisions and other electronics recovered each year, with computer 
equipment broken out separately from other electronics beginning in FY 2019-20. 
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Figure V-14. Public Electronics Recovery FY 2008-09 to FY 2019-20 

 
 

The collection of computer equipment and other electronics, which was combined in previous 
years, increased 13 percent from 3,531 tons last year to 3,993 tons in FY 2019-20.  Data from 
FY 2019-20 shows a 22 percent decrease in the amount of televisions collected, from 9,913 
tons last year to 7,743 tons this year. Television recycling has been tracked separately since FY 
2008-09. Each year from 2008-09 through 2015-16, televisions constituted a proportionally 
larger amount of the total electronics collected and managed by public programs. Since FY 
2015-16, the proportion of televisions remained relatively steady between 70 to 74 percent of 
total electronics recovery through FY 2018-19. In FY 2019-20, that proportion declined to 66 
percent of total electronics recovery. It is likely that FY 2015-16 marked the peak in recycling 
of Cathode Ray Tube (CRT) televisions in North Carolina. Compared to more modern Flat 
Panel Display (FPD) televisions, CRT televisions are substantially heavier and more difficult to 
handle for public recycling programs. 
 
Figure V—15 below examines local government collection of televisions for recycling since 
measurement began. 
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Figure V-15. Local Government Television Recycling Collection (Tons) 

 
 

9.   Types of Public Recycling Efforts 
Public recycling programs employ different strategies to recover a range of materials, including 
the operation of curbside recycling programs, drop-off recycling programs and other recycling 
programs that collect traditional recyclable materials from parks, schools, businesses and multi- 
family properties. Public recycling programs also manage special wastes to divert potentially 
toxic materials from disposal. In addition, public recycling programs also offer services that 
target specific waste streams such as construction and demolition debris, scrap metal, yard 
waste and other organic materials such as food waste and oyster shells. Finally, North Carolina 
counties are statutorily responsible for providing services to collect and manage white goods 
and scrap tires, though in some cases these services may also be operated by municipalities on 
behalf of a county. 
 
In addition to providing the types of services listed above, local governments can also 
implement policies and employ strategies that encourage or facilitate private sector recycling 
activities without necessitating that public recycling programs directly or contractually provide 
a recycling service. Examples of these strategies include local disposal bans on materials, such 
as corrugated cardboard, mandatory recycling ordinances and licensed hauler systems where 
service providers are required to offer recycling collection as a condition of doing business in a 
jurisdiction. These types of strategies induce or encourage the growth of private sector recovery 
activities and infrastructure. In FY 2019-20, local governments reported the recycling of 14,857 
tons of recyclables through these types of strategies. 

 
10. Public Curbside Recycling Programs in North Carolina 

Curbside recycling programs are facing challenges from increased processing and 
contamination charges from recycling processors following the transition to domestic recycling 
markets and cost models. Pandemic-related financial pressures on local governments and 
increased volumes of residential garbage generated during quarantine may have placed 
additional stress on curbside recycling programs during the fourth quarter of FY 2019-20.  
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The number of publicly operated curbside recycling programs in North Carolina decreased 
during FY 2019-20. Six local governments ended curbside programs while one, the Town of 
McAdenville, reinstated its curbside recycling program after securing a market for processing 
its commingled recyclables. Additionally, one community, Dare County, mistakenly reported a 
curbside recycling program in FY 2018-19. This inconsistency was corrected in the FY 2019-
20 data. This brings the total number of local government curbside recycling programs to 321 
as shown in Figure V—16 below.  
 
The small municipalities of China Grove, Landis, Ranlo, Sparta and Stedman ended their 
curbside recycling programs. China Grove served 1,865 households and canceled its curbside 
program to avoid a proposed fee increase from its contracted hauler. Landis and Ranlo served 
1,500 and 1,600 households, respectively. Sparta served 750 households before suspending its 
curbside program after difficulty securing markets for its recyclables. Stedman canceled its 
program in response to contamination fees from its recycling processor, and previously served 
approximately 540 households. Without a curbside recycling program, residents must take 
recyclables to a drop-off collection site or independently subscribe for recycling collection 
service with a private company, if available in their area. The state’s Recycling Program 
continues to work with these municipalities to identify recycling solutions. Cleveland County 
suspended its curbside franchise program with Republic Services that served 875 households; 
however, it continues to provide recycling services to residents at its drop-off recycling sites.   
 
In addition to the six curbside recycling programs described above, 10 other municipalities 
(Bessemer City, Edenton, Gastonia, Kings Mountain, Lumberton, Nags Head, Plymouth, 
Rockwell, Shelby and Trinity) suspended their curbside recycling programs after operating for 
most or part of FY 2019-20. These curbside programs will be counted as discontinued if these 
governments do not reinstate their programs during FY 2020-21. 
 
Despite the issues described above, curbside recycling continues to be the most popular way for 
citizens to access public recycling services in North Carolina. Through the 321 active 
programs, it is estimated that 2.195 million North Carolina households have access to publicly 
operated curbside recycling services. Due to a reporting error, the household curbside access 
reported in FY 2018-19 was reported as a 0.7 percent decrease over the prior year, which was 
corrected to a two percent increase. Household access to curbside recycling decreased by 0.4 
percent in FY 2019-20. Excluding yard waste, just under half of all public recycling tonnage, or 
46.8 percent, was collected by curbside recycling programs in FY 2019-20. 
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Figure V-16.  Local Government Curbside Recycling Programs FY 1998-99 – FY 2019-20 

 
 
 

11. Special Waste Management 
Many counties and municipalities in North Carolina offer their residents the opportunity to 
recycle a wide range of additional materials beyond the traditional paper, bottles and cans 
commonly collected in curbside and drop-off programs. These ‘special wastes’ include 
automotive-related materials such as oil, oil filters and lead acid batteries as well as other 
ubiquitous household items such as cleaning fluids, dry cell batteries and fluorescent lamps as 
shown in Table V—9 below. 
 
Recycling services for special wastes are typically provided at staffed collection locations such 
as county solid waste convenience centers or municipal public works departments. Some 
communities only collect special wastes at temporary HHW collection events or programs, 
while others collect special wastes year-round at permanent HHW collection sites.  
 
Special waste tonnages can be affected by a range of factors, including a program’s 
implementation or discontinuance, scheduling of a special waste removal in relation to market 
price and changes in local record-keeping and reporting. The scrap or reclamation value of a 
particular special waste can also impact its collection rate. For example, when the scrap value 
of lead is down, communities generally collect more lead acid batteries; whereas, when the 
scrap value of lead is high, residents are more likely to bring used lead acid batteries to private 
scrap yards where the batteries can be sold. 
 
Two types of HHW programs are operated by local governments: temporary and permanent. 
Temporary HHW programs, also known as one-day events, are designed to collect HHW at a 
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temporary location approved to be used for a single specific date or specified date range if in 
relation to disaster debris cleanup. Permanent HHW programs are for the collection of 
materials year-round at a facility permitted by the Division of Waste Management. Some local 
governments accept materials from Very Small Quantity Generators (VSQGs), or businesses 
that generate small amounts of HHW and are not required to report to the Solid Waste 
Management section. Six local governments collected HHW from VSQGs in FY 2019-20, 
totaling 13.13 tons of material. Tonnage from VSQGs is included in the Total Household 
Hazardous Wastes line item in Table V—9 below for the first time in FY 2019-20; this data 
was not included in years prior. Information about HHW collection programs is also available 
in the Household Hazardous Waste section above.  
 
In FY 2019-20, local governments were asked to report only the total amount of combined 
materials collected from HHW programs to simplify the reporting process, and therefore no 
longer report data on the individual amounts of used motor oil, used oil filters, antifreeze, lead 
acid batteries, dry cell batteries, and lights containing mercury collected through HHW 
programs. The individual amounts of these materials continue to be reported by local 
government special waste collection programs.  
 
Due in part to this change in reporting requirements, the number of local government programs 
collecting used motor oil, oil filters, antifreeze, lead acid batteries, dry cell batteries, and lights 
containing mercury decreased. The amount of used motor oil and lead acid batteries collected 
increased in FY 2019-20 despite no longer separately tracking the amounts of these materials 
collected by HHW programs. The collection of oil filters and antifreeze decreased, and the 
collection of dry cell batteries and lights containing mercury decreased substantially in part due 
to no longer reporting the collection of these amounts from HHW programs. 
 
The collection of paint, pesticide containers, pesticides, propane tanks, used cooking oil, other 
special wastes, and the total amount of HHW was unaffected by this change in reporting 
requirements. The collection of paint and propane tanks increased, and the collection of 
pesticide containers, pesticides, used cooking oil, and overall HHW decreased from FY 2018-
19. A handful of local governments also continued to collect other special wastes such as 
leftover pharmaceuticals and other universal wastes. 
 
The overall number of jurisdictions offering temporary HHW collection events declined in FY 
2019-20, in part because of cancelled in-person events from COVID-19. The number of 
permanent HHW programs increased. The overall amount of materials reported as collected by 
HHW programs decreased by 18 percent in FY 2019-20.  The overall amount of special wastes 
diverted through local government programs, including HHW programs, decreased by 7 
percent from FY 2018-19. 
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Table V-9. Local Government Special Waste Management, FY 2015-16 to FY 2019-20 

 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 
Used Motor Oil      

Number of programs 128 127 129 127 120 
Gallons collected 796,050 819,200 917,492 826,531 836,174 
Oil Filters      
Number of programs 107 102 104 104 93 
Tons collected 152.55 159.53 175.24 155.99 145.09 
Antifreeze      
Number of programs 74 82 78 77 69 
Gallons collected 39,412 48,089 27,793 39,314 31,524 
Lead Acid Batteries      
Number of programs 91 92 93 88 84 
Tons collected 349.51 340.13 348.63 392.63 431.71 
Dry Cell Batteries      
Number of programs 45 62 60 51 36 
Tons collected 90.28 80.83 77.24 96.31 37.92 
Paint      
Number of exchange 
programs 

15 14 14 13 13 

Number of programs 16 15 16 19 16 
Total tons collected separate 
from HHW 

161.4 230.18 345.31 565.96 800.17 

Pesticide Containers      
Number of programs 58 58 59 54 50 
Tons collected 109.52 115.25 160.88 119.13 106.97 
Pesticides      
Number of programs 19 16 18 19 12 
Tons collected 18.24 14.58 10.26 35.53 32.25 
Lights Containing 
Mercury 

     

Number of programs 59 76 81 81 63 
Tons collected 98.56 111.10 91.39 123.08 54.03 
Propane Tanks      
Number of programs 41 40 37 37 31 
Tons collected 136.84 72.35 106.71 42.59 105.80 
Other Special Wastes      
Number of programs 11 11 13 10 13 
Tons collected 9.01 3.26 9.76 11.92 10.82 
Used Cooking Oil      
Number of programs 77 75 74 71 70 
Tons collected 197.72 209.12 310.10 440.26 329.74 
Total Household 
Hazardous Wastes  

     

Number of temporary 
programs  

43 38 36 42 29 
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Number of permanent 
programs  

18 18 19 19 23 

Temporary and permanent 
program tons collected*  

3,358.89 4,169.40 4,388.90 4,764.41 3,907.41 

Total Special Wastes  
     

HHW programs and 
other special waste tons 
recovered  

7,390.76 8,238.89 9,009.50 9,399.77 8,719.57 

*Total Household Hazardous Wastes tonnage in FY 2019-20 includes material from Very Small Quantity Generators 
(VSQGs). VSQG tonnage is not included in FY2015-16 through FY2018-19. 
Conversions: oil, 1 gal = 7.4 lbs; antifreeze, 1 gal = 8.42 lbs; lead acid battery, 1 battery = 35.9 lbs; paint, 1 gal = 11.5 lbs; 
propane tank = 18 lbs; 1 gallon of used cooking oil = 7.5 lbs; 1-barrel oil filters = 265 lbs; 1 pesticide container (empty) = 
1.33 lbs; fluorescent/mercury bulb = 0.5 lbs/4 feet or multiply total number by 0.75. 
 

12. Yard Waste Management 
The overall amount of yard waste managed by local programs in FY 2019-20 decreased by 
approximately 10.2 percent from FY 2018-19, reflecting a year where there were no major 
storm events. Another explanation for the decrease could be the COVID-19 pandemic, which 
caused many local governments to briefly suspend their collection of yard waste during the 
fourth quarter of FY 2019-20. Of the 938,188 tons managed by municipalities and counties 
during FY 2019-20, 793,164 tons of yard waste were diverted from disposal in four main ways: 
delivery of materials like leaves to gardeners and farmers (end-users); processing by local 
government mulching and composting operations; mulching and composting of locally 
collected materials at private facilities; and sale of yard waste materials to boiler fuel and other 
energy markets. Table V—10 below examines the use of these strategies in FY 2019-20 and 
compares that to FY 2018-19. 
 
A portion of locally managed yard waste is disposed of in LCID landfills, which is allowed 
under the disposal ban. However, as in past years, not all of the material delivered to LCID 
facilities may actually be disposed. Some of it may be converted by LCID operators to mulch, 
compost or biomass fuels, probably undercounting actual total diversion. 

 

 
Table V-10. Local Government Yard Waste Management FY2018-19 and FY2019-20 
Destination of Materials FY 2018-19 

Tons Managed 
FY 2019-20  

Tons Managed 
End Users (direct delivery) 74,082 34,456 
Local Mulch/Compost Facility 652,280 576,839 
Local Government Yard Waste Diverted to Private Mulch 
and Compost Facilities 

116,846 127,450 

Wood/Yard Waste Fuel Markets 56,588 53,420 

TOTAL DISPOSAL DIVERSION* 899,796 793,164 
LCID Landfill* 144,827 145,023 
YARD WASTE TOTALS 1,044,623 938,188 

* Yard waste tons delivered to LCID landfills are not included in diversion calculations. 
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The total amount of yard waste diverted from disposal since the implementation of state’s yard 
waste disposal ban in January 1993 is now at 15.4 million tons of material, which is equivalent 
to 24.8 million cubic yards of landfill space. This is shown in Figure V—17 below. 
 
 

Figure V-17. Local Government Diversion of Yard Waste from Disposal FY 1995-96 to FY 
2019-20 

 
 

13. Recycling Markets and Prices 
Recycling commodity prices improved during the first three quarters of FY 2019-20 and 
remained relatively steady in the fourth quarter. Fiber prices improved during the year with old 
corrugated cardboard increasing from $43 to $88 per ton and mixed paper increasing from $1 to 
$15 per ton, as shown in Figure V—18 and Table V—11 below. This trend was expected as the 
market has been adjusting increased volumes of fiber material staying in the United States 
following international recycling disruptions in 2018.  
 
During 2018 and the beginning of 2019, the country was experiencing an abundance of paper 
products, causing the value to remain low. However, investments have been made to increase 
the use of recycled paper and cardboard at existing mills throughout the country, in addition to 
the construction of new mills that use recycled fiber. These investments and facility upgrades 
have improved the market and pricing for recycled fiber. Meanwhile, many recyclers have 
made their own investments to produce cleaner streams of recycled paper, bringing higher 
revenues for the material.  
 
Figure V—18 shows a five-year history of the quarterly blended value, or weighted average 
price, of a ton of single-stream material at MRFs. 
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Figure V-18.  Five-year MRF Blended Material Values 

 
Throughout FY 2019-20, the blended value incrementally increased during the first three 
quarters due to generally improving market prices for cardboard and HDPE, as shown in Table 
V—11 below. The value of PET declined during the course of the year while values for 
aluminum, mixed glass and mixed paper remained relatively steady until the last quarter when 
mixed paper increased to $15 per ton. Contamination in the recycling stream continues to be a 
challenge for MRFs.  
 
To meet the expectations of domestic markets and the stricter standards of international 
markets, these facilities have added labor and slowed production lines to remove contaminants 
and produce higher quality outgoing commodity bales. These adjustments have resulted in 
increased per-ton processing costs. Coupled with depressed commodity values, MRFs have had 
to shift costs to customers, including local governments.  
 
The MRF blended values shown in Figure V—18 above do not account for the added costs for 
MRFs to increase labor, slow operations, remove contaminants from the recycling stream and 
pay tipping fees for the disposal of contaminants at the landfill. 
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Table V-11. Recycling Market Prices Received by Major N.C. Processors, FY 2019-20 

Material Summer 2019 Fall 2019 Winter 2019-20 Spring 2020 Summer 2020 
Aluminum Cans, lbs. $0.53 $0.48 $0.49 $0.41 $0.43 
Steel Cans, gross tons $91 $49 $99 $42 $45 
PET, lbs. $0.14 $0.09 $0.10 $0.11 $0.08 
HDPE Natural, lbs. $0.21 $0.42 $0.62 $0.39 $0.42 
HDPE Colored, lbs. $0.12 $0.13 $0.15 $0.05 $0.05 
Newsprint, ton $37 $60 $33 $35 $40 
Corrugated, ton $43 $51 $45 $102 $88 
Mixed paper, ton $1 $1 -$1 -$3 $15 
Mixed glass, ton -$22 -$22 -$23 -$16 -$22 

 
Figure V—19 below shows the history of paper pricing throughout the past 20 years, 
demonstrating the fluctuating aspects of commodity markets. The value of cardboard improved 
in FY 2019-20 and the value of mixed paper remained low for most of the year until an uptick 
in the fourth quarter. 

 

Figure V-19. Twenty-year Market Prices Received for Fiber Materials                                       
by Major North Carolina Processors 

 
 
Figure V—20 shows 20-year pricing for three key container materials: aluminum, PET and HDPE. 
It shows similar volatility for these commodities with aluminum, PET and colored HDPE 
fluctuating throughout the last decade and declining over the course of FY 2019-20 while natural 
HDPE increased in value, hitting a record high in the second quarter. 
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Figure V-20. Twenty-year Prices Paid to North Carolina MRFs for Select Container 
Material 

 

 
 

14. Recycling Market Developments in FY 2019-20 
North Carolina’s private sector recycling economy continued its strong momentum during FY 
2019-20. The state welcomed a new recycling business, Aircraft Solutions USA, to the Global 
TransPark in Kinston. The company specializes in decommissioning and recycling commercial 
and military aircraft and expects to create 475 new jobs. Other notable developments include 
important upgrades at a handful of the state’s MRFs. Republic Services in Greensboro 
completely modernized its 20-year-old MRF with new equipment to process higher volumes of 
recyclables more effectively and efficiently. North Davidson Garbage Service, which was 
forced to shut down in FY 2018-19 due to a devastating fire, successfully rebuilt the MRF and 
reopened in October of 2019. North Davidson Garbage Service was able to use grant funds 
from the state’s new Regional Recycling Infrastructure Grant program to purchase a metering 
bin as part of the rebuild, facilitating an even infeed of material to produce higher quality end 
products and free up time for the loader operator. Grant funds from the state also helped 
American Recycling in western North Carolina purchase a new baler and an optical sorter to 
establish a plastics-specific sorting line at the MRF. Additional grant supported MRF 
investments are ongoing with many upgrades expected to be completed in FY 2020-21, 
including a more than $10 million investment for a new MRF in the Raleigh area to replace an 
aging facility.   
 
In addition to the MRF upgrade projects mentioned above, North Carolina’s recycling grant 
programs continued to be a key market development tool, helping to spur other private 
recycling infrastructure expansions in the state in FY 2019-20. The state’s longstanding 
Recycling Business Development Grant (RBDG) program prioritized projects that continue to 
build more domestic markets for materials affected by China’s import ban (mixed paper, #3-7 
plastics, bulky rigid plastics, agricultural plastics). As a result, nine of the 20 grants awarded in 
calendar year 2020 qualified as priority projects and will expand recycling markets for target 
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materials. One project will help a manufacturer of paper products purchase a detrasher and 
trommel system to separate debris from recyclable materials and use more recycled content. 
The other eight priority projects will support equipment and infrastructure purchases to increase 
the quantities and types of recyclable plastic the companies are able to process, including PVC, 
agricultural plastics, styrofoam, plastic film, and mixed plastics from electronics and other 
industrial sources.  
 
In another effort to strengthen recycling markets and build connections, the North Carolina 
recycling program held the state’s first Recycling Markets Development Roundtable in 
November 2019, partnering with pharmaceutical manufacturer, Grifols, to host the half-day 
event. With national attention on ocean plastics and climate change, manufacturers are 
increasingly prioritizing sustainability and recyclability. The roundtable allowed manufacturers 
to connect directly with recyclers to identify intersecting goals that could foster more 
collaboration. For example, Coca-Cola and PepsiCo discussed corporate goals to use more 
recycled PET in drink bottles at the event. Success will require working with recyclers like 
Republic Services, Sonoco Recycling and Clear Path Recycling who were all in attendance. 
Other productive partnerships were identified as Envision Plastics described the process to 
clean, color-sort and prepare HDPE plastics for remanufacturing by companies in the room like 
Unilever, Burt’s Bees and POLYWOOD. The event concluded with 25 attendees signing a 
pledge to work together to collect more quality recyclables, use more recycled content in new 
products and packaging, and support a more sustainable circular economy that creates jobs and 
builds supply chain resilience in North Carolina.  
 
As referenced throughout the chapter, the COVID-19 pandemic created a unique set of 
challenges that set in for local governments in the last quarter of FY 2019-20. With more 
residents staying at home, volumes of trash and recycling shifted from commercial buildings to 
residences. Local governments and contracted haulers began to have more volumes to collect at 
drop-off sites and at the curb all, while attempting to adjust operations to avoid direct handling 
of materials and limit the number of collection staff sharing vehicles. In addition, local 
government budgets were beginning to be strained with lower tax revenues amid the new task 
of managing the pandemic. With the understanding that operational changes may be needed to 
sustain recycling programs, the state announced a special limited grant opportunity at the end of 
FY 2019-20 called the COVID-19 Relief Grant. Funds were made available to local 
governments or private companies to purchase equipment and/or resources to support 
residential recycling programs that were impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic. The grant was 
announced in June of 2020, and the first successful grants were awarded in FY 2020-21.  

E.  Scrap Tire Management Program 
1.   Scrap Tire Management 

Scrap tires were banned from disposal in landfills by G.S. 130A-309.10 in 1990. The Solid 
Waste Section administers the Scrap Tire Management Program and manages the Scrap Tire 
Disposal Account. This account was created by the 1993 General Assembly. Its purpose is to 
provide each county with funds for the disposal of scrap tires at no direct cost to residents and 
businesses. To fund this statute, the General Assembly imposed a 1 percent tax on the sale of 
new large tires (bus, tractor trailer and construction equipment tires) and a 2 percent tax on the 
sale of new small tires (automobile tires). Table V—12 shows the revenue and distribution of 
the taxes FY 2019-20. 
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Table V-12. Distributions of Scrap Tire Tax Revenue 

Net Tax Collections by the N.C. Department of Revenue $21,374,983.38 
Dept. of Revenue Cost of Collecting $368,711.71 
Amount distributed to counties (70%) $14,704,390.16 
Amount distributed to the General Fund (30%) $6,301,881.51 

 
The money is used to provide additional funding to counties for the cleanup of illegal tire 
dumps and for county-incurred deficits in their scrap tire management programs. Scrap tire 
legislation requires the Division of Waste Management to consider county efforts to avoid free 
disposal of out-of-state tires and other ineligible tires and county program efficiency in using 
allocated funds when making decisions about grant awards. Table V—13 below provides an 
overview of the Scrap Tire Management Account. 

 
Table V-13. Scrap Tire Management Account 

Balance of Funds as of July 1, 2019  $257,907.82 
Cost Overrun Grants to Counties July 2020 [$233,000.00]  
Cost Overrun Grants to Counties Jan 2020 [$205,099.11] - 
Clean Up Grants to Counties (Table 16) [$19,569.66] - 
Total Debits  [$457,668.77] 
Transfer from General Fund $420,000.00  
Total Credits - $420,000 
Ending Balance June 30, 2020 - $220,239.09 

2.  County Tire Disposal 
Ninety-eight county programs, including one regional program (the Coastal Regional Solid 
Waste Management Authority, which serves Carteret, Craven and Pamlico Counties), reported 
that they collected 147,335.11 tons of scrap tires in North Carolina. 
 
Counties reported spending a total $14,131,186.78 for scrap tire management and disposal. Of 
the total spent, $13,520,896.61 was for direct disposal costs and $610,290.17 was for other 
related program costs. North Carolina processors report that county contracts typically charge 
$89 per ton, including transportation and trailer rental costs. Counties far from processing 
facilities may pay as much as $130 per ton. 
 

3.  Tire Recycling 
In FY 2019-2020, North Carolina tire processors reported they received 262,282.12 tons of 
scrap tires from North Carolina counties and 60,286.88 tons of tires from other states. It is 
important to note that many tire sellers bypass county tire collection sites and have tires taken 
directly to processors. Reuse or disposal is shown in Table V—14 and Figure V—21 below. 
Scrap Tire Cost Overruns are summarized in Table V—15 and Table V—16 below. Nuisance 
Tire Sites Clean-Up Costs in five counties are summarized in Table V—17 below.  
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Table V-14. Final Disposal/Recycling of Tires (tons) 

Tires disposed (landfill) 62,126.56 
Tires used as fuel 134,024.94 
Tires used as crumb rubber 27,991.05 
Tires re-used or re-capped 8162.43 
Tires used in civil engineering 0 
Tires used for other purposes 12,467.08 

 

Figure V-21.  Final Disposal of Scrap Tires in NC 
 
 

Tires Disposed (landfill) Tires used as fuel

Tires used as crumb rubber Tires re-used or re-capped

Tires used in civil engineering Tires used for other purposes
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Table V-15. Scrap Tire Cost Over-Run October 2018-March 2019 Grants Awarded July 

2019 
County Requested Amount Tax Distributions Awarded Amount 
Alleghany $6,000 $7,638.27 $1,200.00 
Ashe $20,000 $18,461.07 $4,000.00 
Brunswick $6,000 $91,685.39 $1,200.00 
Catawba $40,000 $105,982.93 $10,800.00 
Cherokee $4,000 $19,577.18 $800.00 
Columbus $40,000 $37,732.62 $10,800.00 
Currituck $8,000 $18,122.01 $1,600.00 
Davie $1,000 $28,739.48 $200.00 
Duplin $10,000 $39,971.54 $2,000.00 
Edgecombe $10,000 $35,258.32 $2,000.00 
Graham $7,000 $5,808.63 $1,400.00 
Halifax $30,000 $34,474.56 $6,000.00 
Haywood $30,000 $42,022.56 $6,000.00 
Henderson $1,000 $78,146.20 $200.00 
Hertford $30,000 $16,111.80 $6,000.00 
Iredell $20,000 $122,522.76 $4,400.00 
Jackson $3,000 $29,303.24 $600.00 
Lenoir $45,000 $38,021.53 $11,250.00 
Macon $15,000 $24,141.95 $3,000.00 
McDowell $20,000 $31,011.18 $4,000.00 
Mecklenburg $140,000 $727,816.24 $56,000.00 
Mitchell $15,000 $10,180.13 $3,000.00 
Montgomery $5,000 $18,471.10 $1,000.00 
Pasquotank $25,000 $26,608.92 $5,000.00 
Pitt $10,000 $119,328.83 $2,200.00 
Rockingham $30,000 $61,353.64 $6,000.00 
Rutherford $15,000 $45,756.76 $3,000.00 
Surry $15,000 $48,972.71 $3,000.00 
Vance $35,000 $30,603.92 $8,750.00 
Wake $130,000 $715,676.74 $52,000.00 
Washington $20,000 $7,947.13 $4,000.00 
Wilkes $25,000 $46,753.19 $5,000.00 
Wilson $30,000 $50,802.06 $6,600.00 
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Table V-16. County Scrap Tire Cost Over-Run April 2019- September 2019 Grants 
Awarded January 2020  

County Requested Amount Tax Distibutions Awarded Amount
Ashe $20,000.00 $20,645.29 $1,374.71 
Beaufort $35,000.00 $35,632.31 $2,986.76 
Brunswick $25,000.00 $100,978.48 $1,714.71 
Catawba $110,000.00 $118,512.22 $21,454.01 
Cherokee $4,000.00 $21,844.56 $286.71 
Chowan $45,000.00 $10,659.80 $3,836.76 
Edgecombe $8,000.00 $39,717.08 $558.71 
Forsyth $50,000.00 $281,380.49 $6,846.53 
Gates $5,000.00 $9,055.93 $354.71 
Graham $6,000.00 $6,545.30 $422.71 
Guilford $50,000.00 $398,602.19 $6,617.68 
Haywood $45,000.00 $47,013.67 $3,836.76 
Henderson $15,000.00 $87,246.08 $1,034.71 
Iredell $2,000.00 $133,198.02 $153.14 
Lenoir $40,000.00 $42,838.50 $3,411.76 
Macon $20,000.00 $26,904.23 $1,374.71 
Martin $4,000.00 $17,502.81 $286.71 
McDowell $1,000.00 $34,721.60 $82.71 
Mecklenburg $240,000.00 $811,625.53 $46,936.91 
Mitchell $20,000.00 $11,429.85 $1,374.71 
Nash $7,000.00 $71,430.60 $490.71 
Onslow $25,000.00 $148,413.20 $1,748.42 
Pasquotank $35,000.00 $29,874.40 $2,986.76 
Perquimans $3,000.00 $10,257.26 $218.71 
Pitt $15,000.00 $133,734.82 $1,054.82 
Rockingham $35,000.00 $68,750.93 $1,804.61 
Rutherford $20,000.00 $51,280.11 $1,374.71 
Scotland $15,000.00 $26,837.85 $1,034.71 
Surry $35,000.00 $54,905.85 $2,986.76 
Tyrrell $1,000.00 $3,214.55 $82.71 
Vance $45,000.00 $34,107.44 $3,836.76 
Wake $365,000.00 $796,435.27 $70,961.91 
Washington $35,000.00 $9,180.80 $2,986.76 
Wilkes $30,000.00 $52,442.02 $2,054.71 
Wilson $65,000.00 $61,388.73 $4,434.71 
Yadkin $30,000.00 $28,633.20 $2,095.22 
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Table V-17. Nuisance Tire Sites Clean-Ups in Five Counties 

County Amount Date Requested Date Paid 
Chatham $744.48 7/16/2019 7/31/2019 
Edgecombe $9,296.00 9/10/2019 9/30/2019 
Chatham $62.75 12/17/2019 12/31/2019 
Edgecombe $9,296.00 4/29/2020 5/1/2010 
Chatham $170.43 4/29/2020 5/1/2010 
Total $19,569.66   

F. White Goods Management 
1.  White Goods Tax Collection and Distributions 

White goods are defined in G.S. 130A-290 as: "refrigerators, ranges, water heaters, freezers, 
unit air conditioners, washing machines, dishwashers, clothes dryers and other similar domestic 
and commercial large appliances." In 1993, the North Carolina General Assembly passed a 
white goods management law because white goods were difficult to dispose of and contained 
greenhouse gasses particularly chlorofluorocarbon refrigerants (CFCs). To fund this statute, the 
General Assembly imposed a $3 tax on new white goods. 
 
Counties are mandated to manage white goods by providing at least one disposal site, at no cost 
to residents, and arrange for the removal of CFCs. Much of the white goods tax revenue is 
distributed to county governments for use in administering their programs as shown in Table 
V—18 and Table V—19 below. 

 

 
Table V-18. White Goods Tax Collection/Distributions 

Net Tax Collections by the Department of Revenue $6,682,919.74 
Department of Revenue Cost of Collecting [$323,458.44] 
Total Revenue Available for Distribution $6,359,461.30 
  
72% of Revenue - Available for Distributions to Counties $4,578,812.24 
Funds Forfeited from ineligible counties (Sent to the General Fund) [$1,575,887.16] 
Total Distributed to Counties $3,002,925.08 
  
Funds Forfeited from ineligible counties (Sent to the General Fund) $1,575,887.24 
28% of Revenue - Sent to the General Fund $1,780,649.16 
Total Sent to the General Fund $3,356,536.32 
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Table V-19. Counties Ineligible to Receive Tax Proceed Distributions 
August 15, 2019 Distribution Period November 15, 2019 Distribution Period 
Alamance Hoke Anson Hyde 
Anson Hyde Bertie Jones 
Bertie Jones Burke Lenoir 
Burke Lenoir Cabarrus Madison 
Cabarrus Madison Caswell Martin 
Caswell Martin Cherokee Mecklenburg 
Cherokee Mecklenburg Chowan Montgomery 
Chowan Montgomery Dare Northampton 
Dare Northampton Duplin Pasquotank 
Duplin Pasquotank Forsyth Pender 
Forsyth Pender Gates Perquimans 
Gates Perquimans Greene Randolph 
Greene Randolph Guilford Robeson 
Guilford Robeson Halifax Sampson 
Halifax Sampson Harnett Surry 
Harnett Scotland Henderson Transylvania 
Henderson Surry Hertford   
Hertford Transylvania Hoke   

 
February 15, 2020 Distribution Period May 15, 2020 Distribution Period 
Anson Madison Anson Jones 
Bertie Martin Bertie Lenoir 
Burke Mecklenburg Burke Madison 
Cabarrus Montgomery Cabarrus Martin 
Caswell Northampton Caswell Montgomery 
Cherokee Pasquotank Cherokee Northampton 
Chowan Pender Chowan Onslow 
Dare Perquimans Craven Pasquotank 
Forsyth Randolph Dare Pender 
Gates Robeson Duplin Perquimans 
Greene Sampson Durham Randolph 
Guilford Surry Edgecombe Robeson 
Halifax Transylvania Forsyth Rowan 
Harnett   Greene Sampson 
Henderson Halifax Scotland 
Hertford   Harnett Surry 
Hoke   Haywood Transylvania 
Hyde   Henderson Union 
Jones   Hertford Wilkes 
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Lenoir 
 

Hoke Yancey 
    Hyde   

 
County governments with an undesignated ending balance exceeding 25 percent of the tax 
proceeds received during the preceding fiscal year and those counties that failed to submit 
reports demonstrating their eligibility were ineligible to receive tax proceeds. There were 30 
such counties that were ineligible to receive the funds. The forfeited funds went to the North 
Carolina General Fund.  
 
Table V-19 above summarizes ineligible counties per distribution quarter. The county fund 
information is from the North Carolina Department of Revenue – White Goods Disposal Tax 
Distribution Reports issued in August and November 2019 as well as February and May 2020.  
 
Prior to July 1, 2017, county governments could apply for grants from a White Goods Disposal 
Account for white goods program cost overruns, white goods cleanup activities, and white 
goods related capital improvements. The Disposal Account was repealed effective June 30, 
2017. 

G.  Abandoned Manufactured Homes (AMH) Program 
As established in G.S. 130A-309.111, the Division of Environmental Assistance and Customer 
Service (DEACS) operates a grant program that provides funding to North Carolina counties to 
facilitate the identification, deconstruction, recycling and disposal of abandoned manufactured homes 
which are deemed unfit, unsafe, and hazardous. The Abandoned Manufactured Homes (AMH) Grant 
Program Request for Proposals (RFP) was originally developed and made available to North Carolina 
counties in October 2009. Fiscal Year 2019-20 was the tenth year of grant program operation. 

1.   AMH Grants Awarded by Fiscal Year 
Table V—20 shows the number of grants awarded during each of the 10 years of the program’s 
operation and funding allocated to those grants. 

Table V-20. AMH Grants Awarded by Year 
Fiscal Year Number of AMH Grants Awarded Grant Funds Allocated 
FY 2009-10 10 $385,000 
FY 2010-11 3 $105,000 
FY 2011-12 4 $150,000 
FY 2012-13 3 $117,500 
FY 2013-14 4 $80,000 
FY 2014-15 3 $74,500 
FY 2015-16 6 $69,000 
FY 2016-17 4 $35,500 
FY 2017-18 5 $49,000 
FY 2018-19 0 0 
FY 2019-20 8 $100,000 
 
During FY2018-19, DEACS transitioned the AMH grant program to a competitive cycle with 
an annual due date as opposed to the first-come, first-served model of previous years. Staff 
developed the new RFP during 2018 and early 2019, releasing it in October 2019. Therefore, 
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no grants were awarded during FY 2018-19. Eight AMH grant applications were received, as 
discussed briefly in last year’s fiscal report, and all were approved for state contracts by March 
2020. The Division of Environmental Assistance and Customer Service applied $100,000 
towards AMH grants during FY 2019-20, which included $80,000 in allocated funds. The staff 
also included $20,000 in mercury switch funds to address mercury thermostats and other 
mercury containing products that might be encountered at any given demolition. Despite this 
being the first year of a competitive grant round, all applications met the criteria of the RFP 
guidelines and received part or all of the requested funding. No grantee received more funding 
than requested. All eight of these new grants went to applicants that had previously participated 
in the AMH program and had a history of spending grant funds successfully. No first-time 
grantees applied during the FY 2019-20 grant round. As detailed in the Program Participant 
Highlights section below, the eight new AMH grants were approved for Alamance, Burke, 
Henderson, Robeson, Rockingham, Stanly, Vance and Warren counties. 

 
2.   AMH Program Statistics 

As required by G.S. 130A-309.117, each AMH grant program participant must submit an 
annual report to the state every August that documents and summarizes county program 
information from the previous Fiscal Year. Based on the August 2020 grantee reports, the 
following table shows the total number of AMH units deconstructed under the program and the 
resulting amount of waste disposed and materials recycled in FY 2019-20, including mercury 
thermostats, which are required to be removed prior to disposal. Program statistics do not 
include deconstruction activities conducted in counties without state grant support.   

Table V-21. AMH Units Deconstructed in FY 2019-20 
Statistics for AMH Program for Fiscal Year 2019-20 
Units Deconstructed 15 Units 
Materials Landfilled 240.16 Tons 
Materials Recycled (percentage of total tonnage) 17.29 Tons (6.7 %) 
Mercury Thermostats Recovered 2 Thermostats 

 
There were 10 AMH program grants active during FY 2019-20. The number of units 
deconstructed during FY 2019-20 decreased when compared to FY 2018-19, from 28 units to 
15 units. Thus, the tons of materials disposed of in a landfill decreased in FY 2019-20. Total 
recycled materials also decreased, and the overall percentage of materials recycled slightly 
decreased from 8.4 percent in FY 2018-19 to just under 6.7 percent in FY 2019-20. Table V—
22 below presents the individual AMH grants that were active during FY 2019-20 and provides 
details from those programs. In addition to mercury thermostats collected at AMH demolitions, 
Henderson County found two compact fluorescent bulbs at one of its demolitions. 
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Table V-22. Active AMH Grant Program Participants During FY 2019-20 

County Contract 
Start Date 

Contract 
End Date 

Grant 
Award 

County 
Costs 

during FY 

Responsible 
Party Fees 
Collected 

# Units 
Deconstructed 
with Grant 
Support during 
FY 2019-20 

Alamance 4/21/2020 3/1/2021 $15,000.00 $0 $0 0 
Burke 3/5/2020 3/1/2021 $10,000.00 $0 $0 0 
Chowan 5/15/2016 5/13/2021 $14,500.00 $2,750.00 $0 1 
Harnett 7/1/2018 6/30/2020 $10,000.00 $3,819.65 $ 592.15 1 
Henderson 3/1/2020 3/1/2021 $ 15,000.00 $ 18,978.10 $ 11,978.10 7 
Robeson 5/1/2020 5/1/2022 $ 10,000.00 $ 0 $ 0 0 
Rockingham 3/5/2020 3/1/2022 $ 10,000.00 $ 0 $ 0 0 
Stanly 5/15/2018 5/15/2020 $10,000.00 $5,121.64 $1,050.00 3 
Stanly 3/1/2020 3/1/2022 $ 10,000.00 $ 8,417.04 $1,050.00 3 
Vance 3/10/2020 3/1/2021 $20,000.00 0 $ 1,500.00 0 
Warren 3/5/2020 3/1/2021 $10,000.00 0 0 0 

 
3.  Program Participant Highlights, FY 2019-20 

Two grantees completed work on AMH grants during FY 2019-20 – Harnett and Stanly 
counties. One grantee, Chowan County, used a grant extension to continue work on its AMH 
grant. It is anticipated that Chowan County will complete its grant in FY 2020-21.   Eight new 
AMH grants were approved for Alamance, Burke, Henderson, Robeson, Rockingham, Stanly, 
Vance and Warren counties. Since Stanly County completed a grant on February 19, 2020, this 
enabled the county to be considered for a grant in the new fiscal year. The total expenditure by 
counties associated with the AMH grant program in FY 2019-20 was $39,086.43. This 
expenditure is lower than the previous year, most likely due to the fact that several of the FY 
2019-20 grants had not begun work prior to the end of the fiscal year. The total amount of 
funds contributed by responsible parties in FY 2019-20 was $16,170.25, up from the previous 
fiscal year. As shown in Table V—22 above, Henderson County accounted for the bulk of the 
responsible party fees collected. Note that $1,500 of the responsible AMH owner fees were 
collected in advance of work on abandoned manufactured homes by Vance County in 
anticipation of upcoming activities. 

 
4.  Additional Information on the AMH Program 

No first-time applicants requested AMH grant funds for the FY 2019-20 grant round; however, 
counties expressed interest in materials and guidance provided by DEACS. It is anticipated that 
that three counties – Nash, Jones and Wilson – will apply for AMH grants during FY 2020-21. 
DEACS polled AMH grantees to begin to determine the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on 
AMH grants and county operations. Only Rockingham County reported a significant delay in 
beginning new work on their grant. DEACS will continue to work with the grantees as needed 
to assess the impact of COVID-19 on their grants and assist them in achieving as much 
progress as possible during this unprecedented pandemic. Grantees are allowed to apply for up 
to two no-cost grant time extensions, which may be amended in their contracts on a case-by-
case basis. 
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H. Electronics Management Program 
North Carolina General Statute 130A-309.130 established the Electronics Management Program. The 
program directs manufacturers of electronics, retailers, consumers, and state and local governments to 
share accountability for the responsible recycling and reuse of electronic equipment. The law applies 
to computer equipment and televisions intended for consumer use. Computer equipment includes 
computers, tablets, monitors, video display units, printers, scanners, combination printer-scanner fax 
machines and other peripherals (except for keyboards and mice). Items such as mobile telephones, 
video recorders, cable and satellite boxes, and all commercial devices such as printers and data-
networking systems are not covered devices under the law. 

 
1.  Manufacturers’ Responsibilities 

Before selling equipment in North Carolina, manufacturers must register with the state and pay 
a registration fee, which is dependent upon the type of equipment manufactured and recycling 
plan level, for computer equipment only, chosen: Plan Levels I, II or III. 
 
Television and computer equipment manufacturers have different recycling obligations under 
the law. Television manufacturers are assigned a target weight to recycle based on their market 
share. Computer equipment manufacturers are required to have a plan in place to make 
recycling of computers available to consumers. The law is designed to provide electronics 
recycling opportunities for the consumer, which is defined as an occupant of a dwelling who 
used the equipment primarily for personal or home business use. A nonprofit organization with 
fewer than 10 employees is also considered a consumer. 
 
Television manufacturers pay an initial fee of $2,500 and an annual fee of $2,500. Each 
television manufacturer is obligated to recycle or arrange for the recycling of its market share 
of televisions and must annually report the weight of televisions they recycled or arranged to 
recycle for the previous fiscal year. 

 
Computer manufacturers responsibility:   

• Pay an initial fee of $10,000 to $15,000, followed by an annual fee of $2,500 to 
$15,000, depending on the level of their plan.   

• Computer equipment manufacturers must provide a plan, through which 
consumers provided free and reasonably convenient recycling.   

• Recycling and transportation must be accomplished using environmentally sound 
management practices.   

• Manufacturers must provide a consumer recycling education program and toll-free 
phone number.   

• Each registered computer equipment manufacturer must also submit an annual 
report detailing the total weight of computer equipment collected for recycling and 
reused for the previous fiscal year, summarizing the actions implemented from the 
approved plan.  

2. Retailer’s Responsibilities 
Retailers in North Carolina may only sell televisions, computers, printers, scanners, printer-
scanner-fax combinations, and other computer peripherals that display the manufacturer label 
of a registered manufacturer in compliance with the electronics management law. 
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3.   State Agencies and Governmental Entities Responsibilities 

State agencies and governmental entities in North Carolina may only buy televisions, 
computers, printers, scanners, printer-scanner-fax combinations, and other computer 
peripherals that are produced by registered manufacturers in compliance with the electronics 
management law. A list of manufacturers who are in compliance can be viewed at: 
http://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/solid-waste-section/electronics- 
management. 

 
4.  Registration of Facilities Recovering or Recycling Electronics 

Per Session Law 2015-1, facilities that recover or recycle covered devices or other electronic 
devices diverted from the waste stream for transfer, treatment or processing must register 
annually with the department on or before August 1 each year. The registration form and list of 
registered facilities can be found on the N.C. Division of Waste Management’s website at: 
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/electronics.  

 
5.   Recycling Rates Within North Carolina 

Data on the recycling of computer equipment and televisions comes from two primary sources: 
manufacturer reports and local government solid waste annual reports. Table V—23 below 
presents information reported by manufacturers registered in North Carolina. 

Table V-23. Electronics Collection by Weight 

Type of Collection 
Computer Equipment 

Manufacturers 
(lbs.) 

Television 
Manufacturers 

(lbs.) 
Mail-back Program 8,026 0 
Retail Collection 68,957 0 
Scheduled Collection Events 0 0 
Permanent drop-off through local 
government programs 

330,728 20,881,840 

Permanent drop-off sponsored by 
manufacturers 

1,581,930 500,192 

Total 1,989,641 21,382,032 
 
Permanent drop-off locations are the option most offered to consumers for their electronics 
recycling. Drop-off operations can be local government locations, manufacturer sponsored, such as 
at retailers, thrift stores and temporary collection events. Mail-back programs are an important 
option for rural areas with fewer drop-off locations available, although, the weight collected 
through this collection method continues to be relatively small.  
 
Almost 80 percent of televisions being recycled by consumers are brought to local government 
programs. Table V—24 and Table V—25 below show recycling of electronics collected by county 
and municipal collection programs as well as overall collection programs by fiscal year. 
 
 

http://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/solid-waste-section/electronics-management
http://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/solid-waste-section/electronics-management
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/electronics
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Table V-24. Electronics Collected by County and Municipal Collection                    Programs 
by Fiscal Year 

County and 
Municipal 
Collection 
Programs 

FY 2012-13 
(tons) 

FY 2013-14 
(tons) 

FY 2014-15 
(tons) 

FY 2015-16 
(tons) 

FY 2016-17 
(tons) 

FY 2017-18 
(tons)* 

FY 2018-19 
(tons) 

FY 2019-20 
(tons) 

Televisions 8,739.47 9,314.94 10,025.66 12,057.66 11,137.81 9,833.78 9,912.60 7,742.63 
Computer 
Equipment ** 

       1,145.35 

Other 
Electronics 

5,419.81 5,470.99 5,050.77 4,623.86 4,656.75 3,519.09 3,531.48 2,847.79 

Total 14,159.28 14,785.93 15,076.43 16,681.52 15,794.56 13,352.87 13,444.08 11,735.77 
* A correction was made to the FY 2017-18 local government television and other electronics tons in the FY 
2018-19 report. 
** Local governments were asked for the first time in FY 2019-20 to report computer equipment separately. 
In previous years, computer equipment has been combined with other electronics. 
 
 

Table V-25. Overall Recycling of Electronics 

* A correction was made to the FY 2017-18 local government television and other electronics tons in the FY 
2018-19 report. 
 

6. Compliance and Enforcement of Electronics Laws 
Eleven companies have not paid their fees. These companies are ineligible to market their 
products in North Carolina. Residents and government agencies can check the DWM website, 
https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/electronics, to determine which 
companies may sell in North Carolina. 
 
The Division of Waste Management and DEACS have been coordinating with manufacturer 
stakeholder groups, as well as a national consortium of states with electronics programs – 

Collection Method 
FY 2012-13 FY 2013-4 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 

(tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) 

Manufacturer television 
collections 1,623.54 2,460.26 2,834.12 1,743 2,086 2,901 1,507.02 250.1 

Manufacturer computer 
equipment collections 2,098.88 1,843.43 1,193.37 1,598 694 725 515.95  829.46 

Local government 
television 8,739.47 9,314.94 10,025.66 12,057.66 11,137.81 9,833.78 9,912.60 7,742.63 

Local government other 
electronics 5,419.81 5,470.99 5,050.77 4,623.86 4,656.75 3,519.09 3,531.48 3,993.14 

Total Tons 17,881.70 19,089.62 19,103.92 20,022.52 18,574.56 16,978.87 15,467.05 12,815.33  

Total Pounds Per Capita 3.66 3.87 3.84 3.98 3.76 3.3 2.97 2.44  

https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/waste-management/electronics
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Electronics Recycling Coordination Clearinghouse (ERCC), to seek ways to streamline and 
automate reporting requirements for North Carolina. Manufacturer reporting requirements vary 
greatly from state to state. North Carolina has joined with other states in allowing 
manufacturers to register via web access at: https://ecycleregistration.org/Default.aspx.  

 
7. Electronics Management Fund 

The Electronics Management Fund, administered by DWM, consists of computer and television 
manufacturers’ registration and annual fees. Fees paid into the electronics management fund are 
used to support approved electronics management programs within North Carolina counties. 
Table V—26 reflects the fund’s balance and payout for FY 2019-20. 

Table V-26. Electronics Management Fund 
Balance of Funds as of July 1, 2019 $401,859.93 
Debits  
February 2020 Distributions to Local 
Government Programs * 

[$500,000]  

Cost of Market Share Data [$5,504.23]  
ERCC Membership [$6,500.00]  
Administrative and Salary Costs [$71,139.14]  
Total Debits $583,143.37 
Credits  

Computer Equipment Manufacturer Fees $544,026.78  

Television Manufacturer Fees $62,500  
Total Credits $606,526.78 
Ending Balance June 30, 2020 $425,243.34 

*Note: Fund balance in Mid-January prior to distribution equaled approximately $550,000. 
 

8.  Types of Equipment Recovered by Local Programs 
Based on information reported from local governments in FY 2019-20, the full cost of 
electronics recycling through local government programs is estimated to be approximately 
$0.37 per person. Local governments can become eligible for funds by implementing an 
electronics management plan, submitting the solid waste and materials management report, and 
using an electronics recycler/vendor that holds the e-Stewards or R2 certification. Although 
costs to operate local government programs vary significantly, calendar year 2020 fund monies 
distributed covered approximately 16 percent of the estimated costs of operating the programs. 
 
Because of consolidation among electronics manufacturers and an increasing number of 
computer manufacturers choosing to register with a Level II plan, the distribution amounts may 
vary in the future. 
 
Electronics programs are required to demonstrate to DWM that all recycling of computer 
equipment and televisions is being conducted by R2 or e-Steward-certified facilities to receive 
future distributions. The funding must be used only for the management of electronics. The 64 
local governments with approved electronics recycling plans received their pro rata share of a 
total of $500,00.00 in distributions from the Electronics Management Fund in February 2021. 
See list of local governments that received funds in Table V—27 below. 

https://ecycleregistration.org/Default.aspx
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Table V-27. Electronic Management Distribution FY 2019-20 

Unit of Local Government Fund Amount  Unit of Local 
Government 

Fund 
Amount 

Alamance $9,317.78  Martin $231.70 
Alexander $4,015.57  McDowell $3,677.30 
Ashe $3,390.51  Mecklenburg $45,132.82 
Brunswick $11,479.73  Mitchell $1,697.35 
Buncombe $3,718.01  Moore $5,412.97 
Cabarrus $7,532.41  New Hanover $8,877.72 
Camden $2,010.48  Onslow $1,521.93 
Catawba $7,753.34  Orange $15,985.65 
Cherokee $375.39  Perquimans $2,566.09 
Chowan $2,445.74  Polk $678.34 
Cleveland $28,818.47  Randolph $4,217.34 
Craven $3,920.38  Richmond $1,193.24 
Cumberland $12,404.74  Robeson $2,872.63 
Dare $603.50  Rockingham $3,644.97 
Davie $3,761.72  Rowan $3,595.27 
Durham, City of $10,651.71  Rutherford $831.61 
Edgecombe $361.62  Sampson $2,801.98 
Franklin $2,628.35  Scotland $1,877.57 
Gaston $562.79  Stanly $3,019.91 
Gates $2,566.09  Stokes $5,951.21 
Granville $8,367.62  Surry $5,873.38 
Guilford $26,341.00  Swain $1,027.99 
Halifax $630.45  Transylvania $2,860.65 
Harnett $919.62  Union $22,750.51 
Haywood $7,660.54  Vance $2,539.14 
Hertford $901.66  Wake $130,800.34 
Iredell $10,848.69  Warren $89.81 
Jackson $3,123.49  Wayne $8,068.86 
Lee $6,536.16  Wilkes $1,297.41 
Lenoir $323.31  Wilson $6,044.01 
Macon $2,348.75  Winston-Salem, City of $14,558.32 
Madison $568.78  Yadkin $1,413.56 

Total of Distribution: $500,00.00  
 

I.   Additional Documentation from the N.C. Department of Administration and 
Department of Transportation 

Please refer to these links for reports from the North Carolina Department of Administration and 
Department of Transportation that summarize the environmental and resource conservation programs 
provided by those agencies. 

https://edocs.deq.nc.gov/WasteManagement/DocView.aspx?id=1527954&dbid=0&repo=WasteManagement
https://edocs.deq.nc.gov/WasteManagement/DocView.aspx?id=1527955&dbid=0&repo=WasteManagement
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The N.C. Department of Administration promotes the purchase and use of sustainable, efficient 
supplies and products. As the department progresses with this effort, more of those types of products 
are being added to statewide term contracts and agency-specific term contracts awarded through open 
market bids. For more information, visit the Division of Purchase and Contract’s website at: 
https://ncadmin.nc.gov/about-doa/divisions/purchase-contract. 

G.S. 136-28.8(g) and G.S. 130A-309.14(3) mandate that the N.C. Department of Transportation 
prepare an annual report on the amounts and types of recycled materials specified or used in 
construction and maintenance projects during the previous state fiscal year and review of bid 
procedures, respectively. The types of recycled materials incorporated into the report would routinely 
contribute to the consumer and industrial waste streams, compounding the problem of declining space 
in landfills. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://ncadmin.nc.gov/about-doa/divisions/purchase-contract
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Appendix I-A 
Brownfields Agreements Finalized Between Jan. 1 – Dec. 31, 2020 

50 Finalized Brownfields Agreements 
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Appendix II-A 
Sites with Dry-Cleaning Solvent Contamination by County and City and Sites 

Certified into the DSCA Program by County and City 

 

 

A. Dry-Cleaning Solvent Cleanup Act Program 
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Appendix A. Inactive Hazardous Waste Sites Priority List 
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Appendix B. Inactive Hazardous Sites Inventory – Site Status 
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