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Community Protection and Hazardous Waste Reduction Initiative 
Pilot Project Proposal Form 

 
Instructions 
This form contains fillable fields.  Mouseover each field for additional instructions. Not all 
fields need to be completed for submission, and general responses are acceptable if 
more specific responses have not been developed. 
 

1.0 Pilot Project Summary 
Identify the primary components of this pilot project. 
 
Waste Stream: 
Industry: 
Geography: 
Stakeholders: 
Government: 
 

2.0 Pilot Project Details 
Describe this pilot project and how it fits with the overall goals and objectives of the 
CPHWR Initiative.  Characterize the waste(s) to be reduced and the implications. 
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3.0 Pilot Project Characteristics 
Identify any applicable characteristics of this pilot project. 
 
[   ] Source reduction or elimination [   ] Minimizes or avoids disposal 
[   ] Provides a permanent solution [   ] Avoids media shifting 
 
[   ] Long term reductions  [   ] Short term reductions 
[   ] Replicable   [   ] Scalable 
 
[   ] Decreases high volume waste [   ] Decreases high toxicity waste 
[   ] Decreases toxicity of waste  [   ] Reduces waste treatment impacts 
 
[   ] Economically beneficial  [   ] Represents a viable alternative 
[   ] Stakeholders willing to participate [   ] Benefits EJ community 
  
[   ] Other: 
 
Describe how this pilot project addresses the characteristics identified above. 
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4.0 Pilot Project Considerations 
Identify resources, tools and/or experts which  can be used to gather information in 
support of this pilot project. 
 
 
 
 
Identify other agencies that may have jurisdiction where this pilot project will be 
implemented. 
 
 
 
 
Identify areas of potential competing considerations and objectives (including technical, 
legal, environmental, social, and economic factors). 
 
 
 
 
Discuss other possible benefits in addition to decreasing the volume and toxicity of 
hazardous waste. 
 
 
 
 
What are other key items to consider in completing this pilot project? 
 
 
 
 
Identify the various approaches to implementing this pilot project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DRAFT


	Other: 
	Description_3: A portable detonation chamber will help CA treat explosives wastes in a safer manner, while meeting the goal of managing CA generated wastes in CA, and reducing the burden on any one community.  

The upstream generation of aerial marine flares must be stopped and this can be achieved through innovation and the on-going work by manufacturers to make signaling lights more affordable. While these alternative light signaling devices are a much longer solution for the users, they are very expensive.  Increased mass production will drive down costs, but CA needs to begin a phase out of the explosive signaling devices.  

In order to help this cause, the Coast Guard should be informed of our messaging and could likely use training on the new signal models that meet the requirements in their codes.  

By detonating these flares and other explosives in controlled devices near the point of generation, the risk of uncontrolled reactions that could possibly occur during transportation is eliminated and the waste is permanently treated.  

Educating boaters will also help increase the availability of the safer alternatives.  Until these explosive devices are banned, boaters may continue to choose the cheaper explosive flares.  It is hoped that CA is very vocal about this potential ban so producers can make the safer alternatives more viable.  



	Consideration_2: Air and Fire Departments, OES, CALEPA, DTSC, local CUPAs HHWs, Ports, Marinas, Coast Guard, Coastal Commission.  
	Consideration_3: Currently it is beneficial for manufacturers to continue selling flares with a 3 year life cycle.  Until mandated, there is no incentive for them to make alternatives.  CA needs to implement a gradual phase-out of these explosives flares, but in the short term, manage our waste in CA. 
	Consideration_4: By localized controlled treatment of these toxic and reactive flares and other explosives, the hazard is greatly reduced.
	Consideration_5: On-going work by the PSC and CalRecycle, local governments and waterfront entities, lessons learned from prior collection events, lessons learned from how other states and countries manage this waste stream.
	Consideration_1: Research all existing portable/transportable detonation chambers used by bomb squads and other explosives management companies.  
Work with manufacturers to incentivize the availability of affordable alternatives.
	Consideration_6: Work with DTSC, previous DTSC/Coastal Commission TAG, HHWs and local governments to put closure to this problematic CA waste stream.  Green Chemistry, CalRecycle, PSC are all on the same page with good alternatives, now we just need to see these alternative signaling devices mainstream.  Flares manufacturers need to be at the table, as they are well aware there are problems with their products, but they continue to manufacture and sell the explosive flares.  To give them fair warning, will allow them time to get their alternatives to a lower price point through mass production.  
	Waste Stream: flares, pyrotechnics (devices and fireworks), unexploded ordnances, other explosives
	Industry: boaters, coast guard/chp, Fire/police department
	Geography: CA, US, international
	Stakeholders: product mfrs and mfrs of portable detonation chambers
	Government: ALL- EPA, DTSC, Coast Guard, OES, DOT, PSC, CalRecycle, Coastal Commission, CA 
	Description_1: California generates explosives wastes that are not disposed of or managed in this state. It is irresponsible to ship our explosives wastes outside of CA unfairly burdening other communities. Only 3 HW disposal sites in the US are properly permitted to accept such explosive wastes, thus this proposal meets the goals of managing this CA generated waste stream in CA.  

Explosives waste streams generated in CA include marine and aerial road flares (aerial types are explosive, fusees or road flares are flammable solids), seized munitions, historic/legacy explosives and seized or expired  pyrotechnics. Of the explosives listed above, only flares have the potential to be better designed and managed upstream and downstream.  The generation of this waste stream is exacerbated by consumer protection laws that require boaters maintain the minimum required number of unexpired flares on their vessels.  Not only do these devices pollute when they are used as intended, but we don't have an authorized method of proper disposal in this state. Flares can and must be redesigned so they not only meet the signaling device laws for safety, but can have a better and longer life cycle.  Flares manufacturers should no longer be permitted to sell these signaling devices once we have the alternatives available, which are now available but somewhat cost prohibitive.

Depending upon when the flare was manufactured and by whom, these flares can contain strontium nitrate, potassium nitrate, or potassium perchlorate, all of which can be unstable and require tremendous over-packing to safely ship to permitted disposal sites outside of CA.  Road flares are typically stabilized by immersing in water.  Marine flares are designed to be water-proof, so the same methodology does not work.  To further complicate the treatment of the marine flares, in order to fully recycle the contents, one would have to break open the flare, posing an unreasonable risk, in addition to adding production time to the recycling process.  Ultimately, it was deemed cost prohibitive to recycle the flares. Shipping the flares back to the suppliers/manufacturers is also not feasible since these flares would need to DOT packaged as explosives, adding burden to the users to properly manage these flares when returning to the manufacturers.  Marine aerial flares have a short lifespan, typically 3 years, whereas the newer styles are battery operated light/signalling devices and don't need to be replaced every 3 years.  CA needs to work with suppliers and manufactures of marine flares to make more available the non-explosive signaling devices and assist them in promoting the purchase of the alternatives.  Costs need to come down for the alternatives, but with clear direction to manufacturers from CA that these flares are no longer welcome.  Such bans will spark more research into the alternatives.  Unless the explosive flares are banned, there is little reason for manufacturers not to sell devices that need to be replaced every three years.

To help manage this waste stream until the safer alternatives are the norm, local governments are working together to host marine flares collection events at boat shows and marinas, collecting as many flares as possible to make the shipment to the disposal sites less expensive. It is much preferred to manage the flares at these collection events instead of just packaging them to ship off to another state.  CA should have available a transportable detonation chamber that can safely explode these flares and contain emissions.  It would be more cost efficient to include Fire and Police departments and the Coast Guard who may also have seized pyrotechnics, munitions, etc., to best take advantage of the treatment unit while the unit is local.  This would be a CA shared transportable detonation chamber with the goal to safely detonate explosives and other unstable wastes where needed throughout the State.  There are many transportable detonation chambers that should be investigated for use in CA. It is much safer to detonate flares and all explosives waste in a contained detonation chamber than setting off some of these explosives wastes in place and trying to control the blast.  By having a transportable treatment unit go to the collected waste, no one community is unfairly or permanently impacted by longterm treatment at one site.  

Local governments have been unfairly burdened with managing the illegal disposal of these flares. Flares are ending up in the recycling streams and landfills as a result of no real CA policy to deal with this waste stream.  It is extremely cost prohibitive to manage this waste stream one flare at a time.  Collection events help get enough flares to make this bulk treatment affordable, while also reducing need to over-pack these items to ship safely for another state to manage.  Alameda County is one Bay Area County that has applied for a HHW Grant for funds to help oversee and manage these collection events.  A significant amount of that funding would go to the excessive over-packing required to safely transport this waste. If the wastes could be treated at the collection site without the cost and time to over-pack, efficiency could be improved.  
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