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May 15, 2023 
 

SUBMISSION VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL  
     a-and-r-Docket@epa.gov  

The Honorable Michael S. Regan  
Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW  
Washington, DC 20460  

Re: Federal Nonrulemaking Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2022-0920 – Reviewing 
Emission Standards for Clean Air Act Section 129 Pollutants from Large Municipal 
Waste Combustor Source Category 

Dear Administrator Regan:  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Protection Agency’s review  
of emissions standards for Clean Air Section 129 pollutants from the large municipal waste 
combustor source category.   
 
The Waste-to-Energy Association (“WTEA”) is a national trade organization representing 
municipal organizations and partnering companies with waste-to-energy (“WTE”) facilities 
across the United States. Our members own and operate the vast majority of the modern WTE 
facilities that operate nationwide, safely disposing of over 30 million tons of municipal solid 
waste, while generating 2,500 MW renewable electricity using modern combustion technology 
equipped with state-of-the-art emission control systems. WTE is an important component of our 
country’s infrastructure, powering 2.3 million homes and employing approximately 6,000 
American workers who strive every day to be a high-performing essential service provider to 
communities and the planet. WTE saves 255 acres of land a year from landfilling and recycles 
700,000 tons of metals that would otherwise be lost. Fifty-seven (57) of the WTE facilities in the 
United States fall under the Large Municipal Waste Combustor source category (“LWMC”) 
covered by the EPA’s review. 

The role played by WTE is more important now than ever, given the challenges posed by climate 
change and the need for quick and decisive action. Processing municipal solid waste (MSW) at 
WTE facilities reduces lifecycle greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions conservatively by one ton of 
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GHG emissions for every ton of waste processed.1  This occurs by displacing fossil fuels, 
avoiding methane produced by decomposing trash at landfills, and recovering metals for 
recycling.  

As a result, the nation’s WTE facilities annually reduce GHG emissions by over 30 million tons 
of CO2 equivalents. When the benefits of avoided landfill methane are considered, WTE is the 
only major source of net-negative GHG emissions energy, outperforming traditional renewables 
like wind and solar when viewed from a lifecycle perspective. 

WTE’s ability to mitigate methane is especially pertinent. WTE facilities, and other forms of 
organics diversion from landfills, prevent all generation of landfill methane, the third largest 
anthropogenic source of methane, a potent GHG over 80 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 
20 years. The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) concluded in its recent Global 
Methane Assessment that mitigating methane emissions is the “strongest lever” we have for 
avoiding the most severe impacts of climate change.  In 2021, the Biden Administration and the 
European Union announced the Global Methane Pledge for a collective effort to reduce global 
methane emissions at least 30% from 2020 levels by 2030, which could eliminate over 0.2˚ C 
warming by 2050.  

Landfills are the third largest source of anthropogenic methane in the U.S., and recent data 
reveals that their emissions to be greater than previously thought. Moreover, new research has 
shown landfills to be a greater source of methane than previously understood. Direct 
measurement of landfill methane plumes via aircraft have found actual measured emissions from 
landfills to be twice the amount reported in GHG inventories.2-7 

WTE facilities provide these climate benefits while also being protective of human health and 
the environment. As noted in the EPA’s March 16, 2023 presentation as part of its consultation 
under the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (“UMRA”), LMWCs already achieved significant 
emissions reductions over the period 1990 to 2000 as a result of Maximum Achievable Control 

 
1 Lifecycle calculation for the net benefit of 1 ton of CO2e / ton of MSW processed uses the 100-year methane GWP of 28. 
Policymakers and scientists are increasingly moving toward a 20-year methane GWP of over 80, which is more reflective 
of the time period over which climate action is needed. 
2 Peischl et al. (2013) Quantifying sources of methane using light alkanes in the Los Angeles basin, California, Journal of 
Geophysical Research: Atmospheres, 118: 4974-4990. https://doi.org/10.1002/jgrd.50413  
3 Wecht et al. (2014) Spatially resolving methane emissions in California: constraints from the CalNex aircraft campaign 
and from present (GOSAT, TES) and future (TROPOMI, geostationary) satellite observations, Atmos. Chem. Phys. 14, 
8173-8184. https://www.atmos-chem-phys.net/14/8173/2014/acp-14-8173-2014.pdf  
4 Cambaliza et al. (2015) Quantification and source apportionment of the methane emission flux from the city of 
Indianapolis, Elementa: Science of the Anthropocene, 3:37. 
https://www.elementascience.org/articles/10.12952/journal.elementa.000037/  
5 Cambaliza et al. (2017) Field measurements and modeling to resolve m2 to km2 CH4 emissions for a complex urban 
source: An Indiana landfill study, Elem Sci Anth, 5: 36, https://doi.org/10.1525/elementa.145  
6 Ren et al. (2018) Methane Emissions From the Baltimore‐Washington Area Based on Airborne Observations: 
Comparison to Emissions Inventories, Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres, 123, 8869–8882. 
https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1029/2018JD028851  
7 Jeong, S., et al. (2017), Estimating methane emissions from biological and fossil-fuel sources in the San Francisco Bay 
Area, Geophys. Res. Lett., 44, 486–495 https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/2016GL071794  
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Technology (“MACT”) standards first promulgated in 1995 under the Clean Air Act 
amendments of 1990. The resultant emissions performance has led numerous experts to conclude 
that WTE facilities operated under the modern standard pose minimal health risks.  
A comprehensive 2017 review of available literature on air quality health risk assessments and 
health surveillance programs surrounding Energy-from-waste (EfW) facilities was done for 
Portland, Oregon. The review “determined that there was not a predictive or actual increase in 
health issues, including for those in vulnerable or sensitive “at-risk” populations such as children 
or the elderly.”8 A recent academic review concluded that human health is not adversely 
impacted by waste to energy.9 Furthermore, a recent environmental epidemiology study found 
“no statistically significant associations between annual age-adjusted emergency room or 
hospital discharge rates for asthma in relation to annual average PM2.5, NO2 or SO2 air 
concentrations due to emissions from the WTE facility” located in the City of Baltimore during 
the 3-year time period assessed by the study.10 

As integral members of the communities in which our association members operate, these facts 
are important to them and their neighbors. Whether owned by local governments or private 
companies, WTE facilities directly serve the needs of the community. Therefore, they believe it 
imperative to not only be strong community members but to also address issues around 
environmental justice. Our members are fully committed to building and maintaining 
partnerships with their communities and have open communication.  

Some of our individual members will provide the EPA with additional detail under separate 
cover; however, some recent highlights of their work in communities include: 

• Support of New Jersey’s groundbreaking Environmental Justice Law. 
• Educating future STEM leaders about the importance of sustainable waste management 

and climate change through tours, sponsored school recycling programs, and supported 
environmental clubs, like the Green Bees in Newark, New Jersey. 

• Hiring locally by participating in local recruiting efforts and vocational programs. 
• Serving our veteran communities by providing responsible flag retirement services in 

communities across the county. 
• Providing drug take-back services designed to help communities provide safe and secure 

options for removing unused pharmaceuticals from homes. 

The continued operation of LMWCs and other WTE facilities is critical to meet the needs of 
communities. Without WTE, communities would be forced to find other alternatives to manage 
their waste. Unfortunately, the only other option to manage waste remaining after recycling is 

 
8 Ollson Environmental Health Management (2017) Metro Health Impact Assessment Evaluation of Landfills and 
Waste to Energy Options for Managing Municipal Solid Waste. 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2017/07/06/Metro_WTE_Landfill_HIA_Final_with_appendices_20
170706.pdf  
9 Castaldi, Marco J. (2021) Scientific Truth About Waste-to-Energy. https://gwcouncil.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/11/Marco-Castaldi_Scientific-Truth-About-Waste-to-Energy.pdf 
10 Foster, S., B. Hoffman (2019) Evaluation of Asthma Emergency Room and Hospital Discharge Rates in Relation 
to Ambient Air Concentrations Associated with the Wheelabrator Waste-to-Energy Facility 
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landfilling, the least preferrable option under the EPA’s waste management hierarchy, as well as 
the hierarchies of many states. Not only would this exacerbate GHG emissions, it would 
increasingly mean long-haul transport of wastes to other communities, which may have their 
own set of environmental justice implications. 
 
The closure of LMWC facilities would not increase recycling and, in fact, increased costs 
stemming from more stringent MACT floors or additional standards that municipalities would 
incur would compete with the same resources that currently fund other municipal programs, 
including recycling programs. While our members continue to evaluate alternative technologies 
and advance toward “zero waste,” the persistent reality is that significant amounts of post-
recycled waste remain that need to be managed.  Given the criticality of maintaining the LMWC 
capacity to address the solid waste management needs in the most sustainable way currently 
possible, we offer the following comments for consideration by the EPA. 
 
We request that the EPA share additional background and information beyond what the 
EPA provided in its UMRA presentation to allow for constructive comments from 
municipal owners. 
 
The EPA first presented information on its review of “LMWC Standards of Performance for 
New Stationary Sources and Emissions Guidelines for Existing Sources” (“New LMWC 
Guidelines”) to the U.S. Conference of Mayors on March 16, 2023.  We requested, most recently 
at an in-person meeting on April 27 between the EPA, WTEA and its members, the background 
information used to develop the costs and emission reductions used for the three options 
presented as part of that UMRA briefing presentation.  Without such background, we are unable, 
consistent with the requirements of UMRA, to meaningfully comment on costs, the technology 
review, or available technologies considered by the EPA. 
 
While the EPA has asked the LMWC facilities to comment on the information presented in the 
UMRA briefing, their comments cannot be constructive and are, at this time, speculative without 
the benefit of reviewing such background information.  Background information would include: 
the emissions database and calculations used to reset the MACT floor (Option 1), the 
technologies considered in the technology review (Option 2) and the basis for going beyond the 
MACT floor (Option 3).  
 
The estimated total capital costs for the three options for just the 21 municipally owned facilities 
range from $40 million (Option 1) to $661 million (Option 3). When one considers the entire 
universe of 57 publicly and privately owned LMWC facilities, total capital costs range from 
$104 million to $1.7 billion.  Given these significant costs, revised MACT standards will have 
major impacts on the economics of LMWC facilities vital to municipal integrated solid waste 
management programs and to those municipalities and communities who rely on privately owned 
LMWCs to manage their solid waste.  Obtaining the background information on how these costs 
were derived and/or calculated is crucial to understanding if these costs accurately reflect all 
municipal and owner costs of implementing the various options and subsequent impacts on 
municipal/community budgets and ultimately on taxpayers. 
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Without an opportunity to review, at this time, the database used to set the reevaluated MACT 
floors, we cannot provide meaningful comments on achievability of the floors and on the data 
screening analysis and statistics employed to derive the floors. In our experience, we have found 
this collaboration critical in ensuring effective rulemaking processes. During the development of 
the 2005 LMWC MACT floor revisions, we (together with the EPA) found discrepancies and 
errors in the EPA’s emissions database, including the treatment of outliers and errors in statistics 
and calculations. For instance, an artificial data set was used to derive the proposed SO2 limit 
where continuous emissions monitoring system (“CEMS”) data was used to set the concentration 
limit and an entirely different data set derived from stack test results was used to set the 
alternative removal limit. Finding these errors through collaboration between the EPA and the 
regulated community was instrumental in the development of an accurate and defensible set of 
regulations. Additional “eyes” on the data can and did identify issues well in advance of the 
floors being formerly proposed. 
 
 

Upon making additional background information available, the EPA should provide 
additional time for municipal owners of LMWCs to respond as part of the UMRA process. 
 
 

The EPA’s first presentation on its review of New LMWC Guidelines was made on March 16 to 
the U.S. Conference of Mayors, as noted above, but we are not aware of any municipal owners 
of LMWCs as being present at that meeting, and we know that none of our members were 
present. The first presentation that included state and local government owners of LMWC 
facilities was not until April 17, 2023.  The EPA’s requested response deadline, as noted in the 
EPA’s presentation of May 15, 2023 provides only 28 days from the first notification to state and 
local governments that are impacted by the potential changes, far less than the 60 days specified 
by UMRA. Note that that the EPA’s deadline requested in the presentation is inconsistent that 
the June 6, 2023 deadline noted in the docket.11 
 
 

 

When assessing potential financial impacts, the EPA should consider the impact of pass-
through costs to communities for those facilities that are privately owned and should also 
consider the environmental and social costs of alternatives (i.e., landfilling). 
 
While 21 LWMCs are owned by local governments that will have a direct exposure to costs 
associated with compliance with revised MACT standards, the actual financial impact to local 
governments will reach beyond those directly-owned facilities. An additional 36 LMWCs are 
owned by private companies but predominately serve local governments in managing MSW. 
Costs of privately owned facilities to comply with any new MACT standards will largely be 
passed along to municipal governments in the form of higher tip fees.  

 
Additionally, to provide a more complete picture of the costs of more stringent MACT limits, the 
EPA should assess the costs, including social costs of increased GHG and methane emissions, of 
alternatives to LMWCs, including landfills. The U.S. Interagency Working Group on Social Cost 
of Greenhouse Gases has developed social costs of GHG emissions that are specifically designed 
to be used to assess potential regulatory impacts. To the extent that new LMWC MACT limits 
result in greater landfilling, there would be an increased social cost, as a result of the increased 

 
11 U.S. EPA (2022) Memorandum: Posting EPA-HQ-OAR-2022-0920 to Regulations.gov for Public Access. 
https://www.regulations.gov/document/EPA-HQ-OAR-2022-0920-0001  
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GHG emissions. 
 
 

Given the potential financial impact of some of the options under consideration by the 
EPA, the EPA needs to assess the potential financial impact on the private sector to meet 
the requirements of UMRA. 
 
Part of the purpose of UMRA is to require that Federal agencies “prepare and consider estimates 
of the budgetary impact of regulations containing Federal mandates upon . . . the private 
sector.”12  Consistent with this purpose, the statute requires that, where costs to the private sector 
exceed $100,000,000 in any one year, an agency shall prepare a written statement, including a 
“quantitative and quantitative assessment of the anticipated costs and benefits of the Federal 
mandate” as well as other economic estimates, a summary of comments submitted and a 
summary of the agency’s evaluation of those comments and concerns.13  An agency is further 
instructed to consider a reasonable number of regulatory alternatives and to “select the least 
costly, most cost-effective or least burdensome alternative that achieves the objectives of the 
rule.”14 
 
Large MWC facilities have had significant improvements in environmental performance 
since the existing MACT floors were established. 
 
LMWCs have had significant improvements in environmental performance since the existing 
MACT floors were established.  These significant improvements have resulted from a variety  
of factors, including voluntary operational changes to reduce emissions and both voluntary 
and regulatory-driven capital improvements to facility air pollution control systems, including:  
 

• Replacement of electrostatic precipitators (“ESPs”) with fabric filters at LMWCs in  
West Palm Beach FL, Millbury MA, Camden NJ, Newark NJ, Rochester MA, and,  
most recently, Baltimore MD. 

• Upgrades to existing selective non-catalytic reduction (“SNCR”) controls for nitrogen 
oxides (“NOx”) to meet Ozone Transport Region NOx reasonably available control 
technology (“RACT”) limits of 150 ppm relative to the current MACT standard of 205 
ppm as part of State Implementation Plans for the Ozone National Ambient Air Quality 
Standard (“NAAQS”) in Connecticut, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and 
New Jersey.  

• Installation of proprietary Low NOx (LNTM) Technology to existing SNCR NOx 
control systems to achieve NOx RACT limits of 110 ppm in Connecticut, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, and Virginia. 

• Pending upgrades to SNCR systems at several facilities to meet Pennsylvania DEP 
RACT III limit of 110 ppm for compliance with the 2015 ozone NAAQS. 

 
12 2 U.S.C. §1501(7)(B). 
13 Id., §1532(a). With regard to the cost-threshold, EPA has projected total annual costs to range from $26 million to $222 
million under the “potential options” that EPA has identified and that total capital costs could range from $40 million to 
$661 million.  Consultation slide 22. 
14 Id., §1535(a).  In the event this option is not selected, an affected agency must publish an explanation as to why it was 
not adopted.  Id., §1535(c). 
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• Pending upgrades to the SNCR systems at the Stanislaus County WTE facility to 
comply with new particulate matter (“PM”) limits.  
 

Furthermore, several LMWCs will also be subject to new NOx limits as a result of the March 15 
Good Neighbor Plan, designed to reduce the transport of NOx and ozone form upwind states to 
downwind states. The new limits for WTE facilities are 105 ppm over a 24-hr average and 110 
ppm over a 30-day rolling average. 
 
To the extent that EPA has presented information regarding how it determined potential 
options for the rulemaking, this information is incomplete. Specifically, the EPA has 
indicated that options under consideration are based on resetting MACT floors, but the 
EPA has not provided information regarding how this was done and how such 
recalculation is consistent with the Agency’s authority under the Clean Air Act (“CAA”). 
 

 
We understand that the EPA does not have a pre-1995 MACT database of emission levels and 
thus the agency may be using data for emission levels achieved after the 1995 MACT floors 
became effective in 2000, following air pollution control retrofits with fabric filters, acid gas 
controls (spray dryer absorbers), activated carbon systems and SNCR NOx controls. If this is 
accurate, the use of post-1995 MACT data results in new MACT floors that are significantly 
more stringent than floors derived from actual emission levels prior to the 1995 MACT 
implementation.  
 
Further, the EPA, in 2005, undertook the first MACT review and lowered the MACT floors for 
particulate, cadmium, lead, and mercury that were finalized in 2006. While EPA indicated during 
the meeting on April 27th that the emissions database includes emissions data through 2008, this 
oral statement only serves to introduce another layer of uncertainty as to the assumptions and 
data that may have been utilized to reevaluate the floors. This is especially pertinent to mercury 
where some states adopted limits of 28 µg/dscm, well below the 2006 revised MACT standard of 
50 µg/dscm.  
 
Without being able to review the EPA’s database or understand its methodology and rationale for 
what data was utilized, we cannot adequately comment on the floors, their achievability, and the 
resulting costs of achieving the resulting emissions levels. We can also not comment on the 
consistency of EPA’s approach that may superimpose an added layer of stringency to emissions 
levels already achieved through previously set MACT floors with regard to CAA Sections 
129/111d. Furthermore, we cannot comment on the EPA’s approach to the lack of pre-1995 
emissions data that would have been the basis of the industry’s initial MACT floors and to the 
agency’s application of reasonable discretion to make appropriate adjustments for the lack of 
pre-1995 MACT emissions data. 
 
 

The EPA is not required to adopt the approach it has indicated it may take, in its UMRA 
presentation, to reevaluate the MACT floors. 
 
 

The EPA has significant flexibility with how to proceed with reevaluating MACT floors. The 
EPA has, in the past, signaled its intent to use this flexibility. We urge the EPA to carefully 
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consider our comments and previous related activity, including their residual risk review process 
that began in 2014, in adopting their approach to resetting the MACT floors. 
 
The EPA should clarify its decision to not complete the Residual Risk Analysis the agency 
began in 2014 and how the results from completion of the RR could impact its approach to 
reevaluating the MACT floors. 
 
In 2014, the EPA commenced a residual risk review (“RR”) as part of the process of 
reconsidering the 1995 MACT floors under the 2007 voluntary remand. Considerable effort was 
spent by the EPA and the MWC industry working through the RR with substantial progress 
made before work ceased with a change in administration. It is not clear, however, whether this 
process had any impact on the options that EPA outlined in its presentation.  Again, the lack of 
backup and detail for EPA’s proposed options greatly hinders – if not totally prevents – the 
Agency from receiving meaningful comments and input in accordance with the objectives of 
UMRA. We request that the Agency adopt a different posture towards its approach to UMRA 
compliance and increase the transparency of the various assumptions and CAA interpretations 
that underly its proposed options.  
 
We believe that as part of the process required under UMRA and the process of reevaluating the 
MACT floors, the EPA should complete the RR concurrently. Based on oral statements made 
during the April 27th meeting, the same emission database that the EPA is using to revise the 
floors was used in the RR review. Completion of the RR as part of the UMRA process and floor 
reevaluation could provide the EPA useful additional background for evaluating the options and 
the additional costs to state and local governments as well as support the floor reevaluation, 
especially given the lack of pre-1995 MACT emissions data.   

Thank you for your consideration of the foregoing comments and the various submissions of 
LMWCs, communities, and other stakeholders, and we look forward to continuing our 
collaborative efforts with the EPA as the Agency moves forward with its reevaluation of MACT 
floors.  

Sincerely,  
 

Thomas P. Hogan  
President 
Waste-To-Energy Association  
 
Chris Averyt 
Director Solid Waste Management  
City of Spokane Waste to Energy Facility 

Michael Van Brunt 
Senior Director, Sustainability 	
Covanta Holding Corporation	
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Kevin H. Roche 
Chief Executive Officer/General Manager 
ecomaine 
 
Timothy Steinbeck 
President  
GRE HERC Services, LLC 
 
David McNary 
Assistant Director 
Hennepin County Department of Environmental Services  
 
Jason Gorrie 
President 
JMG Engineering, Inc. 
 
Darwin J. Baas 
Director 
Kent County Department of Public Works 
 
Robert Zorbaugh 
Chief Executive Office 
Lancaster County Solid Waste Management Authority 
 
Douglass Whitehead 
Director  
Lee County Solid Waste Department 
 
Michael J. Fernandez  
Director 
Miami-Dade County Department of Solid Waste Management 
 
Kevin Spillane 
Executive Director 
Onondaga County Resource Recovery Agency  
 
Dan Pellowitz 
Executive Director 
Solid Waste Authority of Palm Beach County 
 
Paul S. Sacco 
Director 
Department of Solid Waste - Pinellas County Government 
 
R. Stephen Lynch 
President 
RS Lynch & Company, Inc. 
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Louis Vetrone 
Deputy Commissioner 
Westchester County Department of Environmental Facilities  
 

 
Timothy Porter 
Director Air Quality Programs 
WIN-Waste Innovations Holdings Inc.  
 
David Vollero 
Executive Director 
York County Solid Waste Authority 
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Appendix A 
 

List of Municipally-Owned LMWCs 
 
 

 
State Facility Owner Approximate 

People Served 
AL Huntsville Waste-to-Energy Facility Solid Waste Authority of Huntsville 277,000 
CT Southeast Resource Recovery Facility 

(SERRF) 
Southeast Resource Recovery Facility 500,000 

CT Wheelabrator Lisbon Eastern CT Resource Recovery 
Authority 

225,000 

FL Pinellas County Resource Recovery Facility  Pinellas County 1,000,000 
FL Pasco County Solid Waste Resource 

Recovery Facility 
Pasco County 440,000 

FL Palm Beach Renewable Energy Facility 2 Palm Beach County 1,270,000 
FL Palm Beach Renewable Energy Facility 1  Palm Beach County 1,270,000 
FL Miami-Dade County Resource Recovery 

Facility 
Miami-Dade County 2,532,000 

FL McKay Bay Refuse-to-Energy Facility City of Tampa 337,000 
FL Lee County Resource Recovery Facility Lee County 627,000 
FL Hillsborough County Resource Recovery 

Facility 
Hillsborough County 1,234,000 

HI Honolulu Resource Recovery Venture - 
HPOWER 

City & County of Honolulu, HI 908,000 

MD Montgomery County Resource Recovery 
Facility 

Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal 
Authority 

972,000 

ME ecomaine ecomaine 250,000 
MI Kent County Waste to Energy Facility Kent County 605,000 
MN Hennepin Energy Resource Center (HERC) Hennepin County 1,156,000 
NJ Union County Resource Recovery Facility Union County Utilities Authority 500,000 
PA York County Resource Recovery Center York County Solid Waste Authoirty 450,000 
PA Susquehanna Resource Management 

Complex 
Lancaster County Solid Waste Mgmt. 
Authority 

100,000 

PA Lancaster County Resource Recovery 
Facility 

Lancaster County Solid Waste Mgmt. 
Authority 

420,000 

WA Spokane Waste to Energy Facility City of Spokane 426,000 
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Appendix B 
 

List of Privately Owned MWCs Serving Municipal Customers 

 

State Facility Owner Approximate 
People Served 

CA Stanislaus County Resource Recovery 
Facility 

Covanta Stanislaus, Inc. 521,000 

CT Bristol Resource Recovery Facility Covanta Bristol, Inc.  373,000 
CT Southeastern Connecticut Resource 

Recovery Facility 
Covanta Company Southeastern CT 248,000 

CT Wheelabrator Bridgeport Wheelabrator Bridgeport, L.P. 816,000 
FL Lake County Resource Recovery Facility Covanta Lake, Inc.  288,000 
FL Wheelabrator South Broward Inc.  Wheelabrator South Broward Inc. 850,000 
IN Indianapolis Resource Recovery Facility Covanta Indianapolis, Inc. 908,000 

MA Haverhill Resource Recovery Facility Covanta Haverhill, Inc. 475,000 
MA SEMASS Resource Recovery Facility Covanta SEMASS, L.P.  1,000,000 
MA Wheelabrator Millbury Wheelabrator Millbury Inc.  750,000 
MA Wheelabrator North Andover Wheelabrator North Andover Inc.  426,000 
MA Wheelabrator Saugus Wheelabrator Saugus Inc.  850,000 
MD Wheelabrator Baltimore Wheelabrator Baltimore, L.P. 1,427,000 
ME Penobscot Energy Recovery Company  PERC holdings LLC 400,000 
MN Great River Energy - Elk River Station Great River Energy 850,000 
MN Xcel Energy - Red Wing Steam Plant Xcel Energy 128,000 
MN Xcel Energy - Wilmarth Plant Xcel Energy   
NH Wheelabrator Concord Wheelabrator Concord L.P. 169,000 
NJ Covanta Camden Energy Recovery Center Covanta Camden GP, LLC 506,000 
NJ Essex County Resource Recovery Facility Covanta Essex Company 1,200,000 
NJ Wheelabrator Gloucester Company Wheelabrator Gloucester Company L.P. 263,000 
NY Baylon Resource Recovery Center Covanta Babylon, Inc.  430,000 
NY Covanta Hempstead Covanta Hempstead Co.  1,000,000 
NY Huntington Resource Recovery Facility Covanta Huntington, Inc. 345,000 
NY Niagara Falls Resource Recovery Facility Covanta Niagara Company 900,000 
NY Onondaga Resource Recovery Facility Covanta Onondaga, L.P. 470,000 
NY Wheelabrator Hudson Falls Wheelabrator Hudson Falls LLC 346,000 
NY Wheelabrator Westchester Wheelabrator Westchester, L.P. 855,000 
OK Covanta Tulsa Renewable Energy Facility Covanta Tulsa Renewable Energy LLC 388,000 
OR Marion County Solid Waste-to-Energy 

Facility 
Covanta Marion, Inc.  315,000 

PA Covanta Plymouth Renewable Energy Covanta Plymouth Renewable Energy, 
LLC 

422,000 
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State Facility Owner Approximate 
People Served 

PA Delaware Valley Resource Recovery 
Facility 

Covanta Delaware Valley, L.P. 1,000,000 

PA Wheelabrator Falls  Wheelabrator Falls Inc. 550,000 
VA Alexandria/Arlington Resource Recovery 

Facility 
Covanta Arlington/Alexandria Inc. 300,000 

VA I-95 Energy/Resource Recovery Facility 
(Fairfax) 

Covanta Fairfax, Inc. 1,652,000 

VA Wheelabrator Portsmouth Wheelabrator Portsmouth Inc. 1,128,000 
 
 
 

                       
 
 


