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by John Jackson
Zero discharge of a substance
means . no human release of that
substance into the environment.

Persistent toxic substances are
having sometimes insidious, some-
times dramatic, but always serious
impacts on the wildlife and the
people who live in the Great Lakes
Basin. We cannot afford to con-
tinue building up the toxic legacy
we are passing on to our children
and grandchildren. The only sane,
rational approach for dealing with
persistent toxic substances is not to
release them into the environment
at all—zero discharge.

Surprisingly, considerable debate
swirls around the meaning of the
very straightforward word "zero."
It means "none."
"Zero" does not mean "virtual."

We cannot completely remove all
persistent toxic substances from the
Great Lakes ecosystem. Some of
them occur naturally. In addition,
we will not be able to remove all of
the huge amounts that we have
already released into the environ-
ment. Our goal is to "virtually'
eliminate these substances from the
Great Lakes environment. But to
achieve this goal, we must stop all
ongoing discharges of these chemi-
cals. To do this we must have zero
discharge, not "almost zero."
Zero discharge does not mean re-

ducing discharges to the point
where they have no impact on life.
We cannot risk waiting to eliminate
discharges until we can measure
the impacts. It is too late at that
point; damage has already been
done and the hazardous chemicals
have been irretrievably dispersed

throughout the environment.
Zero discharge does not mean re-

ducing discharges to the point
where we cannot detect them. This
approach does not guarantee safety.
Even very tiny, unmeasurable
quantities of persistent toxic sub-
stances build up over time to dan-
gerously high levels in living or-
ganisms.
Zero discharge does not mean

ensuring that contaminant levels in
the discharge are at concentrations
no higher than in the water or air
the user took from the environ-
ment. Our concern is with total
quantities of a chemical discharged,
not with the concentrations. Again,
small quantities of persistent toxic
substances build up to very high
levels in living organisms.

Zero discharge does not neces-
sarily mean using the best cur-
rently available technology to con-
trol pollutants. The urgency of
achieving zero discharge is so great
that we must develop new tech-
nologies, and change or stop our
use of persistent toxic substances to
eliminate their release into the
environment.
Some charge that if we define

"zero" to mean "none," we are prop-
osing something that cannot be
achieved. This is not true. We can
achieve zero discharge if we stop
using hazardous persistent toxic
substances.

Defining zero discharge literally
forces a shift from futile and mis-
leading measurement of releases to
looking for . ways to avoid using
toxic chemicals in the first place.
This is why a literal definition of
"zero" as "none" is critical.

Look Out, Here Comes
Pollution Prevention!
by Tony Luppino
With the start of a new year, Great
Lakes United has launched an
exciting new effort: the Pollution
Prevention/Zero Discharge Project.
The disappointing track record of
massive government and industry
pollution control programs under-
taken since the first Earth Day in
1970 has prompted the environ-
mental community in recent years
to rethink its fundamental strate-
gies. The result has been a shift in
emphasis away from simply con-
trolling pollution toward trying to
prevent it—to reduce or eliminate
pollutants so that they do not need
to be controlled.
In a review last year of two dec-

ades of costly American pollution
control efforts, longtime environ-
mental activist Barry Commoner
concluded that, although the na-
tion's progress was generally medi-
ocre, it was nonetheless studded
with occasional dramatic success
stories. In a few cases, levels of
specific pollutants in the environ-
ment had declined dramatically
since 1970. These success stories
had one thing in common: the prod-
uction and use of the pollutant in
question was phased-out due to
government policy. The technology
of production was-changed so that
the pollutant was no longer needed
or its discharge no longer required.
Commoner's assessment shows us

that, if we really want to have
something to celebrate on the thir-
tieth anniversary of the first Earth
Day in the year 2000, all efforts
must be made to prevent pollution
before it needs to be controlled.
Great Lakes United's Pollution
Prevention/zero Discharge Project
is designed to make such pollution
prevention efforts a reality in the
Great Lakes region.
GLU's pollution prevention plan

of action for 1991 includes a num-
ber of important elements. One of
these will be an effort to publicize
pollution prevention "success stor-
ies," examples of relatively success-
ful pollution prevention efforts
carried out by private corporations,
communities, . and county, state,
provincial, regional and federal
governments.
We have already begun extensive

research to compile information on
specific corporations and communi-
ties that have successfully prevent-
ed pollution, as well as specific
processes, methods, and govern-
ment policies being used to prevent
pollution and move towards zero
discharge. This information will be
organized in the form of a Pollution
Prevention Clearinghouse based at
the Buffalo office of Great Lakes
United.
During the second half of 1991

Great Lakes United will launch a
media campaign to highlight pol-
lution prevention success stories
and to criticize companies in the
Great Lakes Basin that are failing
to implement pollution prevention
programs.
Another important part of GLU's

1991 pollution prevention program
will be activities designed to help

citizens of the Great Lakes region
understand pollution preven-
tion/zero discharge, and to provide
them with training for their efforts
to push for pollution preven-
tion/zero discharge programs in
their communities.
We plan to teach activists how to

organize community campaigns to
negotiate "Good Neighbor Pollution
Prevention Agreements" with local
industries. These are negotiated,
semi-official contracts in which
polluting facilities agree to prevent
pollution by changing their
operating procedures or production
processes.
In order to bring pollution pre-

vention information and training
directly to activists, we will conduct
six community training workshops
for environmental and labor leaders
in locations around the Great
Lakes Basin during 1991. Each
will be designed to meet the infor-
mation and training needs of its
participants, concentrating on pol-
lution prevention issues or policy
goals important to the area in
which the workshop is being held.

Details of our first training work-
shop have already been set. It will
be held on April 13 and 14, at the
Lewiston #2 Fire Company in Niag-
ara Falls, New York.
The GLU Pollution Preven-

tion/Zero Discharge Project will
publish two citizen guides during
the summer and fall of 1991.
The first guide, Achieving Zero

Discharge in the Great Lakes Areas
of Concern, will show citizens how
to work for the incorporation of
pollution prevention/zero discharge
goals and programs into Remedial
Action Plans.
The second guide, Achieving a

Zero Discharge Community, will
offer detailed information on pol-
lution prevention success stories
and on organizing good neighbor
pollution prevention campaigns.
In November we will hold a con-

ference to be called "Great Lakes
Basin Citizens' Conference on Pol-
lution Prevention and Zero Dis-
charge." This conference will bring
together environmental and labor
leaders from throughout the Great
Lakes Basin to share information
on pollution prevention efforts in
their own communities and to plan
strategies for winning government
and industry pollution prevention
policies and programs that will
quickly move the Great Lakes
Basin towards zero discharge.
Three community training work-

shops to be held by GLU in Ontario
will be part of a larger campaign to
push for the inclusion of programs
and requirements for pollution
prevention into the Ontario MISA.
This campaign, which will be car-
ried out by Great Lakes United,
Pollution Probe, the Canadian
Environmental Law Association,
and other Ontario organizations,
will press for a new policy requiring
that Pollution Prevention/Toxics
Use Reduction Plans be part of all
new permits and permit renewals
approved for industries under the
MISA program.
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The meaning 
by John Jackson 
Zero discharge of a substance 
means ,no human release of that 
substance into the environment. 

Persistent toxic substances are 
having sometimes insidious, some
times dramatic, but always serious 
impacts on the wildlife and the 
'people who live in the Great Lakes 
Basin. We cannot afford to con
tinue building up the toxic legacy 
we are passing on to our children 
and grandchildren. The only sane, 
rational approach for dealing with 
persistent toxic substances is not to 
release them into the environment 
at all-zero discharge. 

Surprisingly, considerable debate 
swirls around the meaning of the 
very straightforward word "zero." 
It means "none." 

"Zero" does not mean "virtual." 
We cannot completely remove all 
persistent toxic substances from the 
Great Lakes ecosystem. Some of 
them occur naturally. In addition, 
we will not be able to remove all of 
the huge amounts that we have 
already released into the environ
ment. Our goal is to "virtually" 
eliminate these substances from the 
Great Lakes environment. But to 
achieve this goal, we must stop all 
ongoing discharges of these chemi
cals. To do this we must have zero 
discharge, not "almost zero." 

Zero discharge does not mean re
ducing discharges to the point 
where they have no impact on life. 
We cannot risk waiting to eliminate 
discharges until we can measure 
the impacts. It is too late at that 
point; damage has already been 
done and the hazardous chemicals 
have been irretrievably dispersed 

throughout the environment. 
Zero discharge does not mean re

ducing discharges to the point 
where we cannot detect them. This 
approach does not guarantee safety. 
Even very tiny, unmeasurable 
quantities of persistent toxic sub
stances build up over time to dan· 
gerously high levels in living or
ganisms. 

Zero discharge does not mean 
ensuring that contaminant levels in 
the discharge are at concentrations 
no higher than in the water or air 
the user took from the environ
ment. Our concern is with total 
quantities of a chemical discharged, 
not with the concentrations. Again, 
small quantities of persistent toxic 
substances build up to very high 
levels in living organisms. 

Zero discharge does not neces
sarily mean using the best cur
rently available technology to con
trol pollutants. The urgency of 
achieving zero discharge is so great 
that we must develop new tech
nologies, and change or stop our 
use of persistent toxic substances to 
eliminate their release into the 
environment. 

Some charge that if we define 
"zero" to mean "none," we are prop
osing something that cannot be 
achieved. This is not true. We can 
achieve zero discharge if we stop 
using hazardous persistent toxic 
substances. 

Defining zero discharge literally 
forces a shift from futile and mis
leading measurement of releases to 
looking fpr ways to avoid using 
toxic chemicals in the first place. 
This is why a literal definition of 
"zero" as "none" is critical. 

Look Out, Here Comes 
Pollution Prevention! 
by Tony Luppino 
With the start of a new year, Great 
Lakes United has launched an 
exciting new effort: the Pollution 
Prevention;Zero Discharge Project. 
The disappointing track record of 
massive go~ernment and industry 
poll ution control programs under
taken since the first Earth Day in 
1970 has prompted the environ
mental community in recent years 
to rethink its fundamental strate
gies. The result has been a shift in 
emphasis away from simply con
trolling pollution toward trying to 
prevent it-to reduce or eliminate 
pollutants so that they do not need 
to be controlled. 

In a review last year of two dec
ades of costly American pollution 
control efforts, longtime environ
mental activist Barry Commoner 
concluded that, although the na
tion's progress was generally medi
ocre, it was nonetheless studded 
with occasional dramatic success 
stories. In a few cases, levels of 
specific pollutants in the environ
ment had declined dramatically 
since 1970. These success stories 
had one thing in common: the prod.
uction and use of the pollutant in 
question was phased-out due to 
government policy. The technology 
of production wa~r changed so that 
the pollutant was no longer needed 
or its discharge no longer required. 

Commoner's assessment shows us 
that, if we really want to have 
something to celebrate on the thir
tieth anniversary of the first Earth 
Day in the year 2000, all efforts 
must be made to prevent pollution 
before it needs to be controlled. 
Great Lakes United's Pollution 
Prevention;Zero Discharge Project 
is designed to make such pollution 
prevention efforts a reality in the 
Great Lakes region. 

GLU's pollution prevention plan 
of action for 1991 includes a num
ber of important elements. One of 
these will be an effort to publicize 
pollution prevention "success stor
ies," examples of relatively success
ful pollution prevention efforts 
carried out by private corporations, 
communities, . and county, state, 
provincial, regional and federal 
governments. 

We have already begun extensive 
research to compile information on 
specific corporations and communi
ties that have successfully prevent
ed pollution, as well as specific 
processes, methods, and govern
ment policies being used to prevent 
pollution and move towards zero 
discharge. This information will be 
organized in the form of a Pollution 
Prevention Clearinghouse based at 
the Buffalo office of Great Lakes 
United. 

During the second half of 1991 
Great Lakes United will launch a 
media campaign to highlight pol
l ution prevention success stories 
and to criticize companies in the 
Great Lakes Basin that are failing 
to implement pollution prevention 
programs. 

Another important part of GLU's 
1991 pollution prevention program 
will be activities designed to help 

citizens of the Great Lakes region 
understand pollution preven
tion/zero discharge, and to provide 
them with training for their efforts 
to push for pollution preven
tion/zero discharge programs in 
their communities. 

We plan to teach activists how to 
organize community campaigns to 
negotiate "Good Neighbor Pollution 
Prevention Agreements" with local 
industries. These are negotiated, 
semi-official contracts in which 
polluting facilities agree to prevent 
poll ution by changing their 
operating procedures or production 
processes. 

In order to bring pollution pre
vention information' and training 
directly to activists, we will conduct 
six community training workshops 
for environmental and labor leaders 
in locations around the Great 
Lakes Basin during 1991. Each 
will be designed to meet the infor
mation and training needs of its 
participants, concentrating on pol
lution prevention issues or policy 
goals important to the area in 
which the workshop is being held. 

Details of our first training work
shop have already been set. It will 
be held on April 13 and 14, at the 
Lewiston #2 Fire Company in Niag
ara Falls, New York. 

The GLU Pollution Preven
tion;Zero Discharge Project will 
publish two citizen guides during 
the summer and fall'of 1991. ' ,- ~~~. 

The first guide, Achieving Zero 
Discharge in the Great Lakes Areas 
of Concern, will show citizens how 
to work for the incorporation of 
pollution prevention/zero discharge 
goals and programs into Remedial 
Action Plans, 

The second guide, Achieving a 
Zero Discharge Community, will 
offer detailed information on pol
lution prevention success stories 
and on organizing good neighbor 
pollution prevention campaigns. ' 

In November we will hold a con
ference to be called "Great Lakes 
Basin Citizens' Conference on Pol
lution Prevention and Zero Dis
charge." This conference will bring 
together environmental and labor 
leaders from throughout the Great 
Lakes Basin to share information 
on pollution prevention efforts in 
their own communities and to plan 
strategies for winning government 
and industry pollution prevention 
policies and programs that will 
quickly move the Great Lakes 
Basin towards zero discharge. 

Three community training work
shops to be held by GLU in Ontario 
will be part of a larger campaign to 
push for the inclusion of programs 
and requirements for pollution 
prevention into the Ontario MISA. 
This campaign, which will be car
ried out by Great Lakes United, 
Pollution Probe, the Canadian 
Environmental Law Association, 
and other Ontario organizations, 
will press for a new policy requiring 
that Pollution Prevention/Toxics 
Use Reduction Plans be part of all 
new permits and permit renewals 
approved for industries under the 
MISA program. 
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,ryens on Good, Bad, Ugly Toxic Use Laws
Jeffrey Tryens is associate director should have and be employing. grams, the state can help make it to expand the educational and
of the Center for Policy Alter- The third piece of an ideal toxics lase of a short-term expense to training resources that are out
natives, based in Washington, D.C. use reduction law is, to go along companies so that they all make there in the university systems to
The center works with state of- with that plan, the industries must out in the long run. really start training larger numbers
ficials and advocacy groups to dev- be required to report each year on BPP: Would you we economic in- of individuals who have the skills
elop innovative policies in a broad their progress towards the plans centives such as tax incentives needed to be toxics use reduction
range of areas, including women's, reduction goals. They report both being helpful, or other forme of specialists.
voters', and environmental issues to the community and to the State. assistance such m grants and low. Tryens: Right, and there's a
and ways to use private capital for Number four is that there should interest loans? market for it. One of the things we
the public good. be worker and community involve- Tryens: Once again, we've got have to figure out how to do is
In cooperation with the National ment, although we would say that the stick and the carrot here. Lou- make this easy for industry. You

Environmental Law Center and the the worker involvement was prob- isiana has a law now which ties tax know, we have the Arthur Ander-
Center for Public Interest Research, ably a little more important. And breaks to environmental perfor- sons of the world who are ac-
the center recently released An number five is the state ought to be counting firms who are leaping into
Ounce of Toxic Pollution Preven- there in some technical capacity, this sort of thing by doing in-plant
tion: Rating State's Toxics Use like Massachusetts which has es- environmental assessments. And I
Reduction Laws. tablished the Toxics Use Reduction think that We good and they're

Institute, to work with companies, being smart about it, but I also
BPI: What types of toxic use re- once again establishing what the think that we need to do this scien-
duction/pollution prevention poli- state's priorities are, and then tifically and in as sound a way as
ties and programs do you think aggressively going out to those

companies and saying 
possible engineering-wise.

states should be developing and comp ying look, here's BIP. An organizational question
implementing? the hammer, you have to do it, but for state governments. Kenneth

Tryens.- In An Ounce of Toxic here's the carrot, well help you. Geiser of the Massachusetts Insti-
Pollution Prevention we looked at And then the state also needs to tute for Toxics Use Reduction be-
ten state laws, evaluating them empower state agencies in some lieves that there is a need to wpa-
against what we think is a model way to carry out these other re- rate the assistance function of state
law. And the law which came out quirements. That is to say, if the government from the regulatory
ahead, was the Massachusetts law. companies are not achieving their function.
That law includes many of the most goals, like the NY law, the state Tryens: I have a couple of
important components of a good can give notice that in another year thoughts on that. I think it makes
state toxics use reduction law. The if you haven't achieved whatever a lot of sense for the industry to be
first and most important is that it the goals were that we approved, able to see the person that's coming
has to clearly say in law what it you will no longer be able to use to help them as not being the same
means to achieve toxics use reduc- this state's waterways and this mance. Well, with some sig- Person who will nail them if they're
tion. The second most important state's air to get rid of your hazer- nificant screaming from industry, not right up to standard because
thing is that it must require each dous byproducts. And then there's the State of Louisiana has enacted regulators, the people who come in
company in industries that are the last thing which I think is very this new law which has reduced the and inspect your processes, and so
covered, and those industries must important, and when we did our amount of tax breaks any company forth, are just not viewed by plant
be both broad and targeted, to dev- study we found it was the hardest in that state receives on the basis managers as the people who are
elop a toxics use reduction plan, by information to come by, is that the of a scoring scheme from 0 to 100, going to help you. So, I think it
law, which the state then has the states really have to figure out and anything less than 100 you get makes a lot of sense to split that off
authority to review and approve. ways to fund these programs at a certain amount knocked off the as a function obviously, as long as
In order to figure out which indus- levels that are meaningful. A nura- tax abatement you receive. theyre working very closely and
tries should be covered by toxics her of states have started toxics useBPP: That's a great idea. re ar thee very strict rules about
use reduction requirements, the reduction programs using two- or Tryens: It really is',¢n lust what information can be
state needs to look at what its three-year EPA grants. That's fine makes no sense at all to transmitted and what information
problem chemicals are and start as a start, but they really have to subsidize a companyhag cannot be transmitted. On the
there by going to every industry come in and raise more funds per- environmental pollution p ems other hand, I strongly support the
that uses these chemicals. And haps like Massachusetts once a- within the state. So I think that is recommendation of the United
there must be a strategy to con- gain, which established user fees an excellent model, and Louisiana Nations Special Commission on the
tinue to expand the list of chemi- where those monies come from is the only state in the union that Environment and the Economy
cats. industry and are specifically tar- has it right now. From what I made two or three years ago in the
Now the state of New York has geted towards toxic use reduction know about states that have done report "Our Common Future," that

just enacted a waste minimization activities. We believe that in fact significant amounts of assistance environmental quality and
law last year which includes that this is another one of those exam- (and two of those states are Illinois economic development ought to be
specific requirement. Now that's a ples where the state cancome in and Massachusetts), the people who as closely linked as possible in any
waste minimization law and it is and establish programs that will in run those programs view them as nation or, in this case, state
not specifically oriented towards the long run save these companies being quite successful. Unfor- development strategy. It's very
toxics use reduction but I really money. We think that toxics use tunately, they can't reach a lotof important to keep in mind. That is
think it's an excellent step because reduction makes mass economically companies usually because you re to say, what we're doing here is
what the State can do if they do over a ten-year span. There is we're saying that environmental
not approve those reduction plans some investment that has to hap- talking about a staff of two or three concerna must be introduced into
is they can revoke the licensee or pen, but the way all the numbers people. So what you do a lot of is how industries work from the "get-
the permits of those industries are going in terms of the cost of you do training sessions and semi- go." How industries work from the
which enable them to emit hazard- hazardous waste management we nars. You don't really do the in- get-go is often influenced by what
ousmaterials into the environment. think that if the state can help, and plant analyses that are needed. the state economic development
And that is, in my opinion, an ex- this is so true in so many instances 

BPP Now, you would see the strategy is, which businesses the
cellent handle that every state with environmentally positive pro- 

need, if we could meet the need, of state is trying to attract, and what
really expanding toxics use reduc- we want them to do. If those toxic
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then tats g or departments within use reduction concerns are not
the state governments? intimately intertwined, those state
Tryens: I think that there is a development choices are always
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with tbllt plllll, the indurtri .. mllllt 
be ... qu;"'d to .-.port. alll:h year on 
their pro ...... towarda the plan'. 
",duction "'Ale. Th .. y ",port botk 
to the oommunity end to th, Stat.. 
Numbar four i~ that the.... .hould 
be worker lind community invojyu' 
lMnt, aitholllh we would say th.t 
the wOC'ke.r involvem.nt ..... prob· 
ably a littl. mare important. And 
numbarfiv.i.th •• tataoullhttobe 
there 'n tI(lm .. teehnical capacity, 
like MaMackueett. which h"" II .. 

tablilhed tlN! T.wce U .. ~duct.ion 

lnatilut.e, to wark with compallilll, 
oncoI allain ..t.ablia.hin, what th. 
aW"". IJriOC'i~iee an, .nd th~n 
a(~ively ,,"n, out to th .... 
comp.Die_ and .ayil\l look, here' • 
the hammer, you hllVI to do it, b ... t 
ho .... '. the cnrrot, _11 hl!lp you. 
Altd the" the .tate al .. NKIde to 
<lm~r .ute alonci .... in ... me 
way to carry out th eM other ,. 
qui",mente. Th.t i, l<I ... y, if the 
compani<ll an not .chievinll" their 
roola, like the NY law, th •• tate 
elln rive notioe thu in another year 
if you hllven't achiaved whaUlvtr 
tha ,oal.w"re that we approved, 
yoo will no lorIJ'u be IIhla to uoe 
thi. Wlta', waterway. and thi. 
,tate', air to get rid of YOW" huar-
dou. byproducta. And lkan thare', 
the hlln. thillf which I think i. Vl!ry 
important, .nd whe" \WI dId our 
I tlldy WIll found it wal the hardelt 
information 1<1 co ..... by, ill that the 
.tatee re.lly have to r""re out 
....y, to fund th_ program, .Ill 

I.~ .. II thot a ........ llIli~ul. Anum· 
oorof ..... ta.h., .. ..u.nedto.Dc." ... 
Nduct.ion » ........ l'1'li "siD" two- or 
thrM-year EPA milt.. Th.f. fiM 
• • A atarl, b"t they really have to 
ooml! in lind rai"" mont funw. PO'" 

hap. like MallllAchuHtti once a· 
rain, which _tabliabad Uler f_ 
where thoaa mOrU811 come frvm 
induatry and ..... pecifically tar
.eted toward. toO:: UN reduction 
activitiel. We belieV>lthat in fa« 
tM, i, another OM olthoeeeu.m· 
ple.whe1"9 the ,t.a~ can corne in 
and ntabJi6h proll"raml that wiU in 
the 10", run aavetheaeco"'pIlJliu 
monay. Wa think that toxicu u .. 
reduct.ionm .. kae ........ ...,.,n<IIDically 
over n ton-,........ "Pa,,_ The .... i, 
110m .. invOItment ,""at k .. to hap. 
r-n. but the war .11 tiM numben 
.... ",illl" in IIrm. '" the ooel of 
huardou8 wute maMlI"llIlJent we 
think that if tha.-tate can help. and 
this ia 10 trlle in 110 many inrLancl!e 
with environmental ly poeilive pro-

Get Your Hot Info Right Here! 
U.inIl Right· To-KlIOID' in the FiRhl 
A,!tainll To.riaJbyJ.rrrey1'ryeM & 
Richard Schradu, C.nter for Policy 
Alu.rnat.i~·oa. Excellent cue ,tlld· 
iea of U.S_ citiiUlM' . rrarta to fi,ht 
toxic huard,. Availlble from C.n· 
ter tor Policy Altem.tivea, 1876 
Con.ne«icutAve. NV", Waabington, 
OC 20009, (202) 387·6030. 

Cullir.g Chemi(:oi WClII_ by 
INFOru.l, Inc, A .t\lQy 0129 chem· 
iul plante in Ohio, Now J.......,y And 
Calirornia. Dotailod dc8Cription of 
the pollutante IIs ....... "'d loy the 
facil itie, and the 8C)"",,, or toxiell 
U",," reduction aetivitiu at ead!. 
Avail.ble for $SO ($37.50 for non· 
prafit..) from INFORM Inc., 381 
Park Ave_ S., New York, NY IC)(H6, 
(202) 689-4040. 

Citiz,en'. T.mc Wcule A.udit Alan
ual, by Ben Gordon & Peter Mon· 
I.a",e. EKplain. how to Ullil the 
Tosie Rei".... Inventory datA in 

public campaifDII fot pollution 
p,..,vention Or toxi". UN noduction. 
Availllble from Gr ... npeace USA, 
1436 U St. N\V, Washinrton, DC 
20009_ (202) <1062· 1177. 

An OumTa(ThricPbIl!.II1cn Prev
fntion: Raling St(lIea' Tone. UR 
ReduaioJl LAw. by William Ryan, 
National Environm.ntal Law Cen
ler .nd th. Center tor Public Int
"""'t~ArdI.,.ndRick .. dSc.hr • . 
der, Cllnter for Policy Alternatives. 
Avail"ble ror $Ui from Center for 
Policy Alternativ ... , 1876 Connect
icut A .... NW , Wuhin&t-<m, DC 
20009. (202) 887·6030. 
PoIluli.ort~"lionintrn.Grecl 

lAltt,:.4 Su"':rofCu~nt Efforts 
and Ill' ~n.dn for IWform, by Mllr_ 
da Valiente and Paul Muldoon. 
Canadian hutitllte for Environ· 
montal Law And Policy, 517 Colle,e 
St., SII. 400, Toronto, Ont.ario MaG 
4A2. 

IIram., the .tate ""n help maka it 
1_ of a . hort-tem> tt:l<penae to 
companiea 8C) that they an m.ke 
out in the 10000run_ 

8PP: Would you __ ie In' 

centi"", . u"h a. \l\lC ineolntivoa 
b.inc iMlpful, or oth.~ torm. 01 
lIIaltance IUch III u,nta and low, 
intar1!!llt loane? 

Try(ml: Onoo .lI"ain, w.'ve rot 
thestickandthe~here. Lou
ieiana h .... law now which tie. t.u. 
b",aks to envirorun.ntal perlOr-

mance. Well, with aome Bir
nific:ant """"!lIIIi~ from indu.try, 
tiM Stall of Loubian.a hlll.tact.ed 
thi. new law which hili reduced thl! 
amount of t.u break.. any company 
in that state rooelvee on Ihe ba,ie 
of a ecori", lICne.me from 0 to 100, 
~nd anythinr la .. than 100 )'ou pt 
a oo.rtAin amount knocked off the 
tIJI: abatern~ntyou l'8efI,va. 

BPP: That',. veat id ... 
Trye n l: It reaJly I~' . -""t 

makel no ",nee IltllU to 
8l1baidi ... a company ill&" 
on~irgrun .. ntAi pollutiol> I ' erne 
within the ..... te. So T think th.t i, 
an .xcellent ... odal, .nd Louisiana 
i. th. only Jtate in the union tkat 
h ... it richt now. Fmm wh.t r 
Im_ A ..... Ut ~t-ota. thAt kave dcete 
.irnifieant amount.. 01 luilltllnee 
(and twooithOH .tate. are Illinoi. 
and MnaeacbulOU&), the pooplewho 
run thoea proarraml view them •• 
being quite omoce"'{ul. Unfor
tunately, they can't reach II lot of 
OODIp~niU laUally beeau" you're 
talkina aoout. shorr oft_ orthree 
people. So whet you do Il lot of ia 
you do lJ"ain..in, ""...nOM Ilnd _.
nata. 'iou don't ",ally do 0.. in· 
pla.ntllnalysee that are neede.d. 

HPP: Now, you. would _ '"". 
need, il ""e could meet the need, of 
.... ally w:pa.ndi"ll" tori"" UIQ ...duo
tion Om"'!8 Or oopllrtroenta within 
the Irtftll rove ...... ente7 

Tryc",: I think that theN i. a 
prim. market lor.om .... ally_art 
unive,.itie. 8 nd colleee' around the 
country l<> fJtA rt ..... lIy u8ininr a 
new type ot .narineet, bacauaa I 
think tha.t Toxial Use Reduction 
apeci.liat.a an ra,n, to be in "...t 
dem.nd in the next lO to 20 Y.""" 
And there It<l only a raw achool, 
th.t I know of, like tke Univereity 
of Lowell, that am really !.Akin, it 
~rio\lllly. Th;1 i. the only WIly thi. 
i, COil\i' to work in the I~ run; it 
will not be achieved striet.Iy 
throllrh (~ and atiCD It th" 
. tate le"",l. It wiU 10 ....... 1.0 be 
achiavad thro"ih u.ini .......... hol .. 
naw ,., .... notion of anarin<HIn and 
lIdenti,lJ and "Iall.,.,N ofinduat.y 
to think in a II •• way. CtrUlillly 
the"' i, . Iotof edu.:.tincth ....... u. 
Cln do, but it'. rean,. a h"II".!.Uk. 

BPP: So, you would not IIII.I,.aup
port upanded ataffi1\( for toxica 
u811 reduction ofIioo.a in lltale JOV' 
errunent., but )'Ou .. e a rellll'lf!ed 

to npand t.h. eduutiOllal and. 
uaininll" ,.., .. u.,oe. that are ou t 
there in the un..ivereity eyete .... to 
r,"llyat....-tlrtl;ninr largar n" ... be ... 
of individuals who have the skill. 
1'IMded to be to>\;ca u_ reduction 
.pecialim. 

Tryen,: RiJ"ht, and there' •• 
marbt fM it. Ona 01 the thin.- "'0 
hay. to fieure oul haw to do il 
make thi. ellSY for indu....,.. Yoo 
know, we have the Arthur Ander· 
lOna of the world who are IIC' 
countinar finl\.l who Ilre lupin, into 
thi, 110ft 01 thine by doin, in·plant 
environmentailllMolSlDente. And I 
think thlt it' •• 00<1 Ind theyre 
beinr .mart .00"t it, but I al .. 
think that we need. to do this aodIlll' 
tificaJly and in U IiO\Ind a way II 

poeaibl. "11Jin<leril\i'·IIriIM, 
BPP: An orranization.1 qUlftion 

for ", .. te lI~mmen1-a. Kenneth 
GeiNr of the MllaAchu .. tlJ lnati· 
t,,11 for T~ U .. Reduction be
lio .... thatthere;.a.....tto ..... -
r8I1the ... i ......... func:tiol!.ofltate 
,overrun.nt &om th • .-qW.tory 
function. 
Try~l: 1 haw a couple of 

thoullhte on th.t. 1 think it ... ab. 
.. lot of aanN for the induetly to he 
.. bl .. to_theperecmth.t'.oomiT\ll" 
to help them a. !lOt beinr the aame 
per.oo who will nai l them i!they", 
not riaht up to .tanderd becauaa 
re~l lto .... lhopoopl,w"ocomein 
.. nd intped. JOW"~, IlIld 10 

forth, are ju .... not via ...... loy plant 
mana~n al the people .....tao an 
,oing to help YO'" So, I think it 
makall.lototeenae t.o~Utthatoff 
Il ... function obviou..ly, ... lone ". 
they're ¥rol"kinr very dONly &nd 
the ... ILnI very Met rul ... lloo..t 
wh.t informlltion c.n be 
tr.nlmitt6d and .,hat information 
""nnot he ullnam;lte-d. On the 
other hand, IlIU"DtI8ly IUPport the 
~ndation of the United 
N.tiona Special Commi.rion on the 
Environment and th. Economy 
made tWOM t.hn.eyo .... a.o in the 
"'port "Ow- Common Future: that 
environm.ntal quality IIDd 
ecmomie cklvelopment o" .. ht t.o be 
.. eIoaGly linked •• poaaible in any 
nation or, in this C&8II, .tata 
de~<;>pment et.rBtac. It'. vory 
import..nt to koov in "Iind_ That ia 
to .ay, what WIO're doin, he ... ia 
.... ·re ... yil\f that environm"",tal 
QOIIo,,,'nl mlllt be introduced illto 
how indulU'ie. work I ....... the "Slit
,"e.- How indu.lrie. work from the 
ll"i't.-II"" ill often influanoad by wkllt 
the .t.ta eeonomie developrnent 
.lrawe ii, whieb bu.,ine,'" the 
.tate i, u-rinr to attr.ct.,.nd wh.t 
WI! want th.TIl to do. If thOle toz::ic 
uN ""\lIetion QOnDl;lrnll am Dot 
inti ... a~ly intertwined, thl»8 .tate 
development choiCfle are aJ""a)'l 
,oil\l to be bekin d th ... i.ht ball. 
So 1 "WOuld aI ...... y tbat IJtlI-eI 
need to make • much stron",r 
effort in llllking.u .... their devGlop· 
motnt people am totally oll·board 
with thi. ide. of lol<ic UN reduc
tion. The,. ...... n 't on·boe.r-d now. 

hUoU.ofI'oollaU .. " ...... , .... 

.........=-~ 1"OoIJa_ .......... tIC>.Pn>jooet """w_ _.--V_Colan" -or_lAkeou.!, ... ----.-..<;-,-, .... ___ ..... u.,4Z22,._ •. 0._"'_"_. __ ___ I'nIIwI_1Iw 
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Basin Toxic Use Reduction Is in Its Infancv
by Karen Murphy
With the passage of the Emergency
Planning and Community Right to
Know Act (EPCRA) in the United
States, politicians, citizens, regula-
tors and industry for the first time
have been given a comprehensive
look at releases of toxic chemicals
into the environment.
This new awareness has helped

to instill a.realization that conven-
tional pollution control is not work-
ing and has helped initiate the
development of toxics use reduction
laws around the country. So far, 17
states have passed some sort of
toxics use reduction legislation.
The first EPCRA reports were

shocking. An ALCOA facility in
Point Comfort, Texas released 465
million pounds of toxics in 1987;
closer to home, Eastman Kodak's
Rochester, New York, facility re-
leased 23 million pounds of toxics.
This information compelled U.S.

decisionmakers to start looking at
waste or emissions as a multimedia
problem. Experience with banning
chemicals also demonstrated that
the most effective way to eliminate
pollution was to discontinue the use
of toxic chemicals.
Over the past five years decision-

makers, community residents and
regulators have realized that the
prevailing regulatory philosophy--
controlling pollution at the end of

the pipe (or stack)---does not pro-
tect the environment. It has be-
come clear that we need to move
toward eliminating and reducing
the use of toxic substances—in
other words, toxics use reduction.
As a result, many states have rec-
ently passed toxics use reduction
laws.
A good toxics use reduction law

needs several components to be
effective:

r> a definition of toxics use re-
duction and the methods for
achieving it;

u planning and reporting re-
quirements;

u technical assistance programs;
D. regulatory authority to en-

force the plans;
c* general and specific reduction

goals and targets;
c. provisions for worker and

community involvement; and
c> a dedicated source of funding.
In the Great Lakes region, Il-

linois, Indiana, Minnesota and
Wisconsin have passed toxics use
reduction legislation. New York
and Michigan have passed legis-
lation dealing with hazardous
waste reduction and are moving
towards the development of pro-
grams and/or legislation aimed at
toxics use reduction.
Pennsylvania and Ohio, have

neither waste reduction nor toxics

use reduction legislation. Canada
does not have a comparable federal
program for toxics release report-
ing. In the Basin, neither Quebec
nor Ontario have passed compre-
hensive toxics use reduction legis-
lation. Ontario does have some
technical assistance and research
and demonstration programs for
waste reduction. Quebec is cur-
rently developing a new plan which
will address waste reduction.

New York
New York passed a hazardous
waste reduction law this year
which tied reduction planning to

existing permits.
Generators are
required to cer-
tify that a) a
waste reduction
program is in

place andb) an adequate hazardous
waste reduction impact statement
(WRIS) has been developed. If the
state determines that the WRIS is
not adequate, it may decide not to
issue or reissue a treatment, stor-
age, or disposal permit. Although
this is a waste reduction law, it is
important in that reduction is tied
to the issuance of permits.
Agency contact person: John

Iannotti, Director, Bureau of Pol-
lution Prevention, NYDEC, 50 Wolf
Road, Albany, NY 12233, (518) 457-

` Whaddya Mean By That, Mister?
Here are definitions for some com-
monly used pollution. prevention
terms. Given the . prevalence of
government and industry environ-
mental rhetoric, it is important for
the environmental community to be
precise in its use of terms—and to
be aware when others are using
them in restricted, euphemistic or
misleading ways.
Zero discharge. (See separate

article by GLU President John
Jackson.)
Virtual elimination means

near-complete elimination of the
presence of toxic pollutants in the
ecosystem. The concept of virtual
elimination arises from recognition
that it is impossible to totally elimi-
nate toxic substances from the
Great Lakes ecosystem because we
cannot completely clean up or re-
capture those contaminants already
released. In addition, some toxics
occur naturally. Of course, only by
achieving zero discharge is it pos-
sible to achieve virtual elimination.
Toxics use reduction means in-

plant changes in production pro-
cesses or raw materials that re-
duce, avoid, or eliminate the use of
toxic or hazardous substances per
unit of product. Toxics use reduc-
tion does not include things like
incineration, transfer of waste from
one medium to another, and offsite
or out-of-process recycling. Toxics
use reduction fundamentally
changes the way industry thinks
about toxic chemicals, questioning
their use in the first place. Toxics
use reduction encourages industry
to go beyond a focus on waste to
think about eliminating hazards as-
sociated with toxics use, such as
worker and consumer product ex-
posures. Toxics use reduction
explicitly prohibits the shifting of
toxic hazards from the environment
to the workplace or consumers.
Sunsetting is a systematic pro-

cess for phasing out (that is, ban-

ning af*~ r - a period of time) the
prodtl bd'use,of toxic chemi-
cals, 

mar 
>es that create toxic

byproduc ~s and products that are
toxic or contain toxic material.
Source reduction includes

actions or measures taken by haz-
ardous waste generators that re-
duce the production or generation
of hazardous and toxic wastes in
the first place. Toxics use reduc-
tion, process and design changes
that lead to reduced waste, and in-
process recycling are all forms of
source reduction. Out-of process
recycling is not. While source
reduction includes toxics use
reduction, it also includes actions
or measures that may reduce or
eliminate the creation of toxic
wastes without reducing or elimina-
ting the use of toxic or hazardous
substances as raw materials.
Waste minimization is another

term we must be view with a great
deal of caution and skepticism. It
is very similar to the term waste
reduction. Terms like waste min-
imization and waste reduction often
signal that a company or govern-
ment program is primarily designed
to limit land disposal of hazardous
wastes, as opposed to a multimedia
toxics use reduction program, for
example.
Waste reduction means meas-

ures or actions taken to reduce the
volume and toxicity of wastes.
While waste reduction includes
toxics use reduction and source
reduction, it is a much broader and
less stringent term. Waste
reduction includes out-of-process
recycling, and it may also include
measures such as dewatering,
which reduces the volume of hazar-
dous wastes. The point to remem-
ber is that waste reduction is a
much more ambiguous term than
either source reduction or toxics
use reduction.
In-process recycling is the

reuse of toxic chemicals or their
toxic byproducts within the process
they are generated in. In-process
recycling qualifies as toxics use or
source reduction because chemicals
move only inside a production pro-
cess and never emerge as waste.
Out-of-process recycling is the

reuse of toxic materials or their
toxic byproducts by another manu-
facturing process or facility or prod-
uct recycling facility. This kind of
recycling is not a form of toxics use
or source reduction because the
toxic substances must be transport-
ed, creating risks for workers, the
public, and the environment.
Pollution prevention means

very different things to different
people, just as the terms "natural"
and "recyclable" mean one thing
when uttered by cereal and plastic
bottle manufacturers and quite a-
nother to the consumer who reads
their claims. Pollution prevention
in its strictest sense is almost the
same as toxics use reduction, that
is, programs or measures that avoid
the generation of toxic pollutants
by reducing their use, rather than
capturing pollutants at the end-of-
the-pipe. Some environmental pol-
icy advocates, such as Jeffrey Try-
ens of the Center for Policy Alter-
natives, consider pollution preven-
tion something broader and less
clear than toxics use reduction,
including, for example, source re-
duction. Kenneth Geiser of the
Toxics Use Reduction Institute sees
toxics use reduction as a term ap-
plying mainly to the industry,
while pollution prevention applies
to agriculture, transportation, local
governments, and other sectors.
Industry, of course, interprets pol-
lution prevention the most broadly
of all, including in it such practices
as reducing toxic waste by making
it part of a product.

7267.

Indiana
Last year the state passed the.
Indiana Industrial Pollution Prev-
ention Act. The law defines pol

lution prevention
as "a practice
that reduces the
industrial use of
toxic materials .:.
without diluting
or concentrating
the waste before
the release, hand-

ling, storage, transport, treatment,
or disposal of the waste. The term
includes changes in production
technology, materials, processes,
operations, or procedures or the use
of in process, in line, or closed loop.
recycling."
The law establishes an Office of

Pollution Prevention and Technical
Assistance within the Department
of Environmental Management and ;
empowers it to set up an infor-
mation clearinghouse, award grants
to support pollution prevention
activities, sponsor pollution preven-
tion pilot projects, and evaluate and
develop regulatory opportunities for
pollution prevention.
The law also establishes a Pol-

lution Prevention and Safe Mater-
ials Institute to "encourage" and
assist companies to develop multi-
media pollution prevention plans
and to establish a program for
training pollution prevention plan-
ners. Funding to support this legis-
lation is 

.
through general fund ap-

propriations.
Agency contact person: Joanne

Joyce, Indiana Department of En-',
vironmental Management, 105 S:
Meridian, Box 6015, Indianapolis,
IN 46206-6015, (317) 232-8603.

Michigan
In 1990 DNR released a draft
waste prevention strategy that laid
out reduction goals and a broad-

based plan' for
multi-media
waste reduction
and toxics use
reduction.
Agency contact

person: Val O-
sowski, Michigan

Department of Natural Resources,
Office of Waste Services, P.O. Box
30004, Lansing, MI 48909, (517)
373-0606.

Wisconsin
Wisconsin Act 325 was passed in
1989kto reduce the "use and release
of hazardous substances, toxic pol-

lutants, and
hazardous waste"
and to promote
"hazardous. pol-
lution preven-
tion," defined as
"changes in proc-

esses or raw materials that reduce
or eliminate the use or production
of hazardous substances, toxic pol-
lutants and hazardous waste."
The law established a pollution

prevention board to coordinate and
monitor hazardous pollution prev-
ention activities in the state, advise
the Wisconsin Department of Natu-
ral Resources (DNR) and other
government agencies, review pol-
lution prevention audit grant ap-

.continued pale 4
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~asin Toxic Use Reduction Is in Its Infancy 
\. 

by Kdren Murphy 
With the passage of the Emergency 
Planning and Community Right to 
Know Act (EPCRA) in the United 
States, politicians, citizens, regula
tors and industry for the first time 
have been given a comprehensive 
look at releases of toxic chemicals 
into the environment. 

This new awareness has helped 
to instill a realization that conven· 
tional pollution control is not work
ing and has helped initiate the 
development oftoxics use reduction 
laws around the country. So far, 17 
states have passed some sort of 
toxics use reduction legislation. 

The first EPCRA reports were 
shocking. An ALCOA facility in 
Point Comfort, Texas released 465 
million pounds of toxics in 1987; 
closer to home, Eastman Kodak's 
Rochester, New York, facility reo 
leased 23 million pounds of toxics. 

This information compelled U.S. 
decisionmakers to start looking at 
waste or emissions as a multimedia 
problem. Experience with banning 
chemicals also demonstrated that 
the most effective way to eliminate 
pollution was to discontinue the use 
of toxic chemicals. ' 

Over the pastfive years decision· 
makers, community residents and 
regulators have realized that the 
prevailing regulatory philosophy-
controlling pollution at the end of 

the pipe (or stack)-"does not pro
tect the environment. It has be
come clear that we need to move 
toward eliminating and reducing 
the use of toxic substances-in 
other words, toxics use reduction. 
As a result, many states have rec
ently passed toxics use reduction 
laws. 

A good toxics use reduction law 
needs several components to be 
effective: 

~ a definition of toxics use reo 
duction and the methods for 
achieving it; 

~ planning and reporting reo 
quirements; 

~ technical assistance programs; 
~ regulatory authority to en

force the plans; 
~ general and specific reduction 

goals and targets; 
~ provisions for worker and 

community involvement; and 
~ a dedicated source of funding. 
In the Great Lakes region, 11· 

linois, Indiana, Minnesota and 
Wisconsin have passed toxics use 
reduction legislation. New York 
and Michigan have passed legis
lation dealing with hazardous 
waste reduction and are moving 
towards the development of pro
grams an<Vor legislation aimed at 
toxics use reduction. 

Pennsylvania and Ohio, have 
neither waste reduction nor toxics 

use reduction legislation. Canada 
does not have a comparable federal 
program for toxics release report
ing. In the Basin, neither Quebec 
nor Ontario have passed compre
hensive toxics use reduction legis
lation. Ontario does have some 
technical assistance and research 
and demonstration programs for 
waste reduction. Quebec is cur
rently developing a new plan which 
will address waste reduction. 

New York 
New York passed a hazardous 
waste reduction law this year 
which tied reduction planning to 

existing permits. 
Generators are 
required to cer
tify that a) a 
waste reduction 

'--_____ ---' program is in 
place and b) an adequate hazardous 
waste reduction impact statement 
(WRIS) has been developed. If the 
state determines that the WRIS is 
not adequate, it may decide not to 
issue or reissue a treatment, stor
age, or disposal permit. Although 
this is a waste reduction law, it is 
important in that reduction is tied 
to the issuance of permits. 

Agency contact person: John 
Iannotti, Director, Bureau of Pol
l ution Prevention, NYDEC, 50 Wolf 
Road, Albany, NY 12233, (518) 457-

• :' \'E: 'Whaddya Mean By That, Mister? 
Here are definitions for some com
monly used pollution prevention 
terms. Given the prevalence of 
government and industry environ
mental rhetoric, it is important for 
the environmental community to be 
precise in its use of terms-and to 
be aware when others are using 
them in' restricted, euphemistic or 
misleading ways. 

Zero discharge. (See separate 
article by GLU President John 
Jackson.) 

Virtual elimination means 
near-complete elimination of the 
presence of toxic pollutants in the 
ecosystem. The' concept of virtual 
elimination arises from recognition 
that it is impossible to totally elimi
nate toxic substances from the 
Great Lakes ecosystem because we 
cannot completely clean up or re
capture those contaminants already 
released. In addition, some toxics 
occur naturally. Of course, only by 
achieving zero discharge is it pos
sible to achieve virtual elimination. 

Toxics use reduction means in
plant changes in production pro
cesses or raw materials that re
duce, avoid, or eliminate the use of 
toxic or hazardous substances per 
unit of product. Toxics use reduc
tion does not include things like 
incineration, transfer of waste from 
one medium to another, and offsite 
or out-of-process recycling. Toxics 
use reduction fundamentally 
changes the way industry thinks 
about toxic chemicals, questioning 
their use in the first place. Toxics 
use reduction encourages industry 
to go beyond a focus on waste to 
think about eliminating hazards as
sociated with toxics use, such as 
worker and consumer product ex
posures. Toxics use reduction 
explicitly prohibits the shifting of 
toxic hazards from the environment 
to the workplace or consumers. 

Sunsetting is a systematic pro
cess for phasing out (that is, ban-

: :ir:-:a r period of time) the 
.'1 '6f;d' use,of toxic chemi· 

cals, , . ~esthat create toxic 
byproduc ,"and products that are 
toxic or contain toxic material. 

Source reduction includes 
actions or measures taken by haz
ardous waste generators that re
duce, the production or generation 
of hazardous and toxic wastes in 
the first place. Toxics use reduc
tion, process and design changes 
that lead to reduced waste, and in
process recycling are all forms of 
source reduction. Out-of process 
recycling is not. While source 
reduction includes toxics use 
reduction, it also includes actions 
or measures that may reduce or 
eliminate the creation of toxic 
wastes without reducing orelimina
ting the use of toxic or hazardous 
substances as raw materials. 

Waste minimization is another 
term we must be view with a great 
deal of caution and skepticism. It 
is very similar to the term waste 
reduction. Terms like waste min
imization and waste reduction often 
signal that a company or govern
ment program is primarily designed 
to limit land disposal of hazardous 
wastes, as opposed to a multimedia 
toxics use reduction program, for 
example. 

Waste reduction means meas
ures or actions taken to reduce the 
volume and toxicity of wastes. 
While waste reduction includes 
toxics use reduction and source 
reduction, it is a much broader and 
less stringent term. Waste 
reduction includes out-of-process 
recycling, and it may also include 
measures such as dewatering, 
which reduces the volume of hazar
dous wastes. The point to remem
ber is that waste reduction is a 
much more ambiguous term than 
either source reduction or toxics 
use reduction. 

In-process recycling is the 

reuse of toxic chemicals or their 
toxic bypro ducts within the process 
they are generated in. In-process 
recycling qualifies as toxics use or 
source reduction because chemicals 
move only inside a production pro
cess and never emerge as waste. 

Out-of-process recycling is the 
reuse of toxic materials or their 
toxic bypro ducts by another manu
facturing process or facility or prod
uct recycling facility. This kind of 
recycling is not a form of toxics use 
or source reduction because the 
toxic substances must be transport
ed, creating risks for workers, the 
public, and the environment. 

Pollution prevention means 
very different things to different 
people, just as the terms "natural" 
and "recyclable" mean one thing 
when uttered by cereal and plastic 
bottle manufacturers and quite a
nother to the consumer who reads 
their claims. Pollution prevention 
in its strictest sense is almost the 
same as toxics use reduction, that 
is, programs or measures that avoid 
the generation of toxic pollutants 
by reducing their use, rather than 
capturing pollutants at the end-of
the-pipe. Some environmental pol
icy advocates, such as Jeffrey Try
ens of the Center for Policy Alter
natives, consider pollution preven
tion something broader and less 
clear than toxics use reduction, 
including, for example, source re
duction. Kenneth Geiser of the 
Toxics Use Reduction Institute sees 
toxics use reduction as a term ap
plying mainly to the industry, 
while pollution prevention applies 
to agriculture, transportation, local 
governments, and other sectors. 
Industry, of course, interprets pol
lution prevention the most broadly 
of all, including in it such practices 
as reducing toxic waste by making 
it part of a product. 

7267. 

Indiana 
Last year the state passed the 
Indiana Industrial Pollution Prev
ention Act. The law defines pol

lution prevention 
as a practic~ 
that reduces the 
industrial use of 
toxic materials ". 
without diluting 
or concentrating 
the waste before 

'--___ ~~___' the release, hand-
ling, storage, transport, treatment, 
or disposal of the waste. The term 
includes changes in production: 
technology, materials, processes, 
operations, or procedures or the use 
of in process, in line, or closed loop 
recycling." 

The law establishes an Office of 
Pollution Prevention and Technical 
Assistance within the Department . 
of Environmental Management and 
empowers it to set up an infor
mation clearinghouse, award grants 
to support pollution prevention 
activities, sponsor pollution preven
tion pilot projects, and eval uate and 
develop regulatory opportunities for 
pollution prevention. 

The law also establishes a Pol
lution Prevention and Safe Mater
ials Institute to "encourage" and 
assist companies to develop multi
media pollution prevention plans 
and to establish' a program for 
training pollution prevention plan
ners. Funding to support this legis
lation is through general fund ap
propriations. 

Agency contact person: Joanne 
Joyce, Indiana Department of EIi~, 
vironmental Management, 105 S.I 
Meridian, Box 6015, Indianapolis, 
IN 46206-6015, (317) 232-8603. 

Michigan 
In 1990 DNR released a draft 
waste prevention strategy that laid 
out reduction goals and a broad

based plan' for 
m u I t i - m ed i a 
waste reduction 
and toxics use 
reduction. 

Agency contact 
person: Val 0-

'----~-~---' sowski, Michigan 
Department of Natural Resources, 
Office of Waste Services, P.O. Box 
30004, Lansing, MI 48909, (517) 
373-0606. 

Wisconsin 
Wisconsin Act 325 was passed in 
198910 reduce the "use and release 
of hazardous substances, toxic pol

lutants, and 
hazardous waste" 
and to promote 
"hazardous pol
l ution preven
tion," defined as 
"changes in proc

esses or raw materials that reduce 
or eliminate the use or production 
of hazardous substances, toxic pol
lutants and hazardous waste." 

The law established a pollution 
prevention board to coordinate and 
monitor hazardous pollution prev
ention activities in the state, advise 
the Wisconsin Department of Natu
ral Resources (DNR) and other 
government agencies, review pol
lution prevention audit grant ap-

.. .continued page 4 
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National Pollution Prevention: Talk, Talk

by Karen Murphy
The federal government has releas-
ed its long-awaited "Pollution Prev-
ention Initiative" for the Great
Lakes and the St. Lawrence River,
a document detailing pollution
prevention programs announced in
Canada's Green Plan. The initia-
tive is disappointing to say the
least.
In general, the initiative pre-

scribes a multistakeholder process
for developing federal pollution
prevention strategies, provides for
the development of demonstration
projects, and plans education and
outreach programs.
The multistakeholder process will

assess current industrial plans for
pollution prevention, identify bar-
riers to achieving the virtual elim-
ination of persistent toxic substanc-
es, and develop common pollution
prevention solutions and actions for
all sectors of society.
No specific substances are tar-

geted under the initiative and
strategies developed will be volun-
tary. "Sectors will be challenged to
set targets and schedules for. major
reductions in the use, manufacture,

generation and discharge of persis-
tent toxic substances."
Demonstration projects under the

initiative will "showcase" specific
pollution prevention technologies.
The initiative also envisions devel-
opment of a community outreach
program to educate Canadians
about lifestyle changes they can
make to protect the environment.
A Pollution Prevention Centre

will be established to facilitate and
undertake these activities. The
mandate of the St. Lawrence Cen-
tre in Montreal will be broadened
so that it can play a corresponding
role for the St. Lawrence Basin.
There are several problems with

Canada's Pollution Prevention
Initiative, but perhaps the most
disturbing is that it fails to lay out
any concrete actions to achieve
reductions in pollution. There is no
plan to determine specific reduction
goals or to achieve them under
strict timetables Instead, strategy
development has been abdicated to
a multistakeholder process. In
essence, the Canadian federal gov-
ernment is refusing to govern.

... Toxic Use Laws Around the Lakes

...from page 3

plications, and generally assess and
report progress in achieving reduc-
tions in pollution.
The board is also directed to

establish a program in the exten-
sion service to promote pollution
prevention. -- Program activities
include providing educational and
technical assistance to industry,
working with DNR to develop audit
information, and assisting the
board in the development of an
annual report. The law also es-
tablished a grant program to assist
industries in the development of
hazardous pollution prevention
audits.
DNR. is directed to designate a

hazardous pollution prevention
coordinator responsible for coor-
dinating pollution prevention. ef-

forts within the agency and with

other governmental and private

groups. The legislation was funded

with an appropriation of $271,700.

Contact . person: Lynn Persson,

Wisconsin Department of Natural

Resources, P.O. Box 7921, 101 S.
Webster Street, Madison, WI

53707, (608) 267-3763.

Minnesota
Last year the state passed the

"Minnesota Toxic Pollution Preven-

._tion Act." The law defines pollution
prevention as

° "eliminating or
reducing at the

source the use,
generation, or
release  of toxic
pollutants, bazar

dous substances

or hazardous wastes."
The law establishes a pollution

prevention assistance program to

disseminate information, provide

technical research and assistance

(including on-site consultations),

and conduct outreach programs on

pollution prevention. A grant pro-

gram is set up to demonstrate or
study specific pollution prevention

technologies. The legislation also

establishes a pollution prevention

award program.
The law mandates the develop-

ment of pollution prevention plans,

annual reports on their progress,

and plan updates every two years.

If the Minnesota Pollution Control

Agency finds the annual progress

report inadequate it can take en-
forcement action. Failure to dev-

elop plans can result in a penalty of

$10,000 to $25,000 per day depend-

ing upon the types of chemicals

involved.
Citizens may petition the agency

to review a pollution prevention

plan if they feel that the progress

report is inadequate.
The legislation is supported by

fees paid by companies that file

release forms under the Emergency

Planning and Community Right to

Know Act. The amount of the fee

is based on the amount of pollu-

tants released.
Agency contact person: Eric Kil-

berg, Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency, Office of Environmental

Analysis, 520 Lafayette Rd., St.
Paul, MN 55155, (612) 296-8643.

Illinois
Illinois passed the Toxic Pollution
Prevention Act. The law defines
"toxic pollution prevention" as "in-
plant practices that reduce, avoid
or eliminate: (i) the use of toxic
substances, (ii) the generation of
toxic constituents in wastes, (iii)
the disposal or release of toxic
constituents into the environment,

by Pete Kremer
In October the U.S. Congress pass-
ed the Pollution Prevention Act of
1990. The act mandated the es-
tablishment of a separate source
reduction office within the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), established a national policy
(really a hierarchy) for the manage-
ment of toxic materials, laid out a
definition for source reduction, and
amended the Emergency Planning
and Community Right to Know Act
to require reporting on industry

source reduction and recycling ac-
tivities. The act also provided for
the establishment of a Source Re-
duction Clearinghouse.
The act authorized the ap-

propriation of $8 million a year
through 1993 to undertake pol-
lution prevention activities des-
cribed in the law, and another $8
million for grants to the states for
pollution prevention activities.
The EPA first set up a Pollution

Prevention Office in the summer of
1988. Last year's legislation spec-
ified additional duties for the new
office:

D. identification of measurable
source reduction goals, strate-
gies and timelines
review of agency regulations
for impact on source reduction
opportunities`°
coordination of sou educ-
tion activities within EPA

• assistance for adoption of
source reduction technologies
by industry

• development of source reduc-
tion training programs for
agency and industry person-
nel

r, identification of federal gov-
ernment opportunities, such
as its procurement policies, to
encourage source reduction;
and

or (iv) the development of products

with toxic constituents."

The law establishes a Toxic Pol-
lution Prevention Assistance Pro-

gram to provide general informa-

tion on pollution prevention and on-

site technical consulting, and to
sponsor or develop research and
demonstration projects. Pollution
prevention plans and progress

reports are not required. However,
in order to
receive technical
assistance or
regulatory relief
companies should
submit plans.
The law also

directs the
agency to
coordinate and

manage regulatory programs to
promote pollution prevention, for

example, the development of a
manual to assist companies trying

to incorporate pollution prevention
into their permits.

Agency contact people: Bruce
Rodman or Monica Martin, Illinois

c~ identification of incentives
and disincentives for source
reduction.

This January EPA released its
National Pollution Prevention
Strategy, the framework under
which it plans to undertake
pollution prevention actions.
The strategy identifies two key

avenues for action: existing regula-
tory programs and the Industrial
Toxics Project. Within existing
regulatory programs EPA will focus
on multimedia coordination and
investigation of "flexible, cost-effec-
tive regulatory approaches that
avoid prescriptive approaches and
rely on market-based incentives
where practical and authorized by
the law."
Under the Industrial Toxics Pro-

ject EPA will identify 15 to 20
chemicals from the Toxic Release
Inventory that present "significant
risks to human health and the
environment, and potential oppor-
tunities to reduce such risks
through prevention."
EPA will ask major industrial

users of these chemicals to
participate in voluntary,
measurable source reduction
programs. The strategy sets a
voluntary goal of reducing total
environmental releases of these
chemicals—rather than mandatory
goals for releases from specific
facilities—by 33 percent by the end
of 1992 and 50 percent by the end
of 1995.
The EPA's new Pollution

Prevention Strategy, represents
more of a policy statement than a
plan for action. It calls for
voluntary reduction rather than
mandatory elimination of toxic
releases, and even this limited
action is restricted to a small
subset of both toxic chemicals and
their sources.

Environmental Protection Agency,

2200 Churchill Rd., Springfield, IL

62706, (217) 782-3397.

Other Agency Contact People

Ontario: Ken Bradley, Ontario

Waste Management Corporation,

2 Bloor St. W., 11th Fl., Toronto,

Ontario M4W 3E2, (416) 923-2918.

Neil Ahlberg, Ontario Ministry of
the Environment, Waste Manage-
ment Branch, 42 St. Clair Ave. W.,
14th Fl., Toronto, Ontario M4V
1L5, (416) 323-5189.
Quebec: Guy Driers, Ministry of

the Environment, 3900 Rue De
Marly, Ste-Foy, Quebec GLX 4E4,
(481) 644-3422.

Ohio: Tony Sassom, Division of
Solid and Hazardous Waste Man-
agement, OEPA, 1800 WaterMark
Drive, P.O. Box 1049, Columbus,
OH 43266-0149, (614) 644-3494.
Pennsylvania. Cathy Myers, De-

partment of Environmental Res-

ources, Bureau of Regulatory Coun-
cil, City Towers, 3rd Fl., 301 Chest-
nut, Harrisburg, PA 17101 (717)
878-7060.
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National Pollution Prevention: Talk, Talk 

by Karen Murphy 
The federal government has releas
ed its long-awaited "Pollution Prev
ention Initiative" for the Great 
Lakes and the St. Lawrence River, 
a document detailing pollution 
prevention programs· announced in 
Canada's Green Plan. The initia
tive is disappointing to say the 
least. 

In general, the initiative pre
scribes a multi stakeholder process 
for developing federal pollution 
prevention strategies, provides for 
the development of demonstration 
projects, and plans education and 
outreach programs. 

The multistakeholder process will 
assess current industrial plans for 
pollution prevention, identify bar
riers to achieving the virtual elim
ination of persistent toxic substanc
es, and develop common pollution 
prevention solutions and actions for 
all sectors of society. 

No specific substances are tar
geted under the initiative and 
strategies developed will be volun
tary. "Sectors will be challenged to 
set targets and schedules for major 
reductions in the use, manufacture, 

generation and discharge of persis
tent toxic substances." 

Demonstration projects under the 
initiative will "showcase" specific 
pollution prevention technologies. 
The initiative also envisions devel
opment of a community outreach 
program to educate Canadians 
about lifestyle changes they can 
make to protect the environment. 

A Pollution Prevention Centre 
will be established to facilitate and 
undertake these activities. The 
mandate of the St. Lawrence Cen
tre in Montreal will be broadened 
so that it can play a corresponding 
role for the St. Lawrence Basin. 

There are several problems with 
Canada's Pollution Prevention 
Initiative, but perhaps. the most 
disturbing is that it fails to layout 
any concrete actions to achieve 
reductions in pollution. There is no 
plan to determine specific reduction 
goals or to achieve them under 
strict timetables Instead, strategy 
development has been abdicated to 
a multistakeholder process. In 
essence, the Canadian federal gov
ernment is refusing to govern. 
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pIications, and generally assess and 
report progress in achieving reduc
tions in pollution. 

The board is also directed· t~ 
establish a program in the exten
sion service to promote pollution 
prevention. _. Program activities 
include providing educational and 
te2hnical . assistance to industry, 
working with DNR to develop audit 
information, and assisting the 
board in the development of an 
annual report. The law also es
tablished a grant program to assist 
'industries in the development of 
hazardous pollution prevention 
audits. 

DNR is directed to designate a 
hazardous pollution prevention 
coordinator responsible for coor
dinating pollution prevention. ef
forts within the agency and with 
other governmental and private 
groups. The legislation was funded 
with an appropriation of $271,700. 

Contact person: Lynn Persson, 
Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources, P.O. Box 7921, 101 S. 
Webster Street, Madison, WI 
53707, (608) 267-3763. 

Minnesota 
Last year the state passed the 
"Minnesota Toxic Pollution Preven-

"tion Act." The law defines pollution 
,----------, prevention as 

"eliminating or 
reducing at the 
source the use, 
generation, or 
release of toxic 
pollutants, hazar
dous substances 

or hazardous wastes." 
The law establishes a pollution 

prevention assistance program to 
disseminate information, provide 

technical research and assistance 
(including on-site consultations), 
and conduct outreach programs on 
pollution prevention. A grant pro
gram is set up to demonstrate or 
study specific pollution prevention 
technologies. The legislation also 
establishes a pollution prevention 
award program. 

The law mandates the develop
ment of pollution prevention plans, 
ann ual reports on their progress, 
and plan updates every two years. 
If the Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency finds the annual progress 
report inadequate it can take en
forcement action. Failure to dev
elop plans can result in a penalty of 
$10,000 to $25,000 per day depend
ing upon the types of chemicals 
involved. 

Citizens may petition the agency 
to review a pollution prevention 
plan if they feel that the progress 
report is inadequate. 

The legislation is supported by 
fees paid by companies that file 
release forms under the Emergency 
Planning and Community Right to 
Know Act. The amount of the fee 
is based on the amount of pollu
tants released. 

Agency contact person: Eric Kil
berg, Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency, Office of Environm~ntal 
Analysis, 520 Lafayette Rd., St. 
Paul, MN 55155, (612) 296-8643. 

Illinois 
Illinois passed the Toxic Pollution 
Prevention Act. The law defines 
"toxic pollution prevention" as "in· 
plant practices that reduce, avoid 
or eliminate: (i) the use of toxic 
substances, (ii) the generation of 
toxic constituents in wastes, (iii) 
the disposal or release of toxic 
constituents into the environment, 
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by Pete Kremer 
In October the U.S. Congress pass
ed the Pollution Prevention Act of 
1990. The act mandated the es
tablishment of a separate source 
reduction office within the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), established a national policy 
(really a hierarchy) for the manage
ment of toxic materials, laid out a 
definition for source reduction, and 
amended the Emergency Planning 
and Community Right to Know Act 
to require reporting on industry 
source reduction and recycling ac
tivities. The act also provided for 
the establishment of a Source Re
duction Clearinghouse. 

The act authorized the ap
propriation of $8 million a year 
through 1993 to undertake pol
lution prevention activities des
cribed in the law, and another $8 
million for grants to the states for 
pollution prevention activities. 

The EPA first set up a Pollution 
Prevention Office in the summer of 
1988. Last year's legislation spec
ified additional duties for the new 
office: 

r> identification of measurable 
source reduction goals, strate
gies and timelines 

r> review of agency ·regulations 
for impact on source re~uction 
oppor.tun~ties ':" .. ~):: 

r> coordinatIOn of sourcJi:reduc
tion activities within EPA 

r> assistance for adoption of 
source reduction technologies 
by industry 

r> development of source reduc
tion training programs for 
agency and industry person
nel 

.r> identification of federal gov
ernment opportunities, such 
as its procurement policies, to 
encourage source reduction; 
and 

or (iv) the development of products 
with toxic constituents." 

The law establishes a Toxic Pol
lution Prevention Assistance Pro
gram to provide general informa
tion on pollution prevention and on
site technical consulting, and to 
sponsor or develop research and 
demonstration projects. Pollution 
prevention plans and progress 
reports are not required. However, 

in order to 
receive technical 
assistance or 
regulatory relief 
companies should 
submit plans. 

The law also 
directs the 
agency to 
coordinate and 

manage regulatory programs to 
promote pollution prevention, for 
example, the development of a 
manual to assist companies trying 
to incorporate pollution prevention 
into their permits. 

Agency contact people: Bruce 
Rodman or Monica Martin, Illinois 

r> identification of incentives 
and disincentives for source 
reduction. 

This January EPA released its 
National Pollution Prevention 
Strategy, the framework under 
which it plans to undertake-, 
pollution prevention actions. 

The strategy identifies two key 
avenues for action: existing regula
tory programs and the Industrial 
Toxics Project. Within existing 
regulatory programs EPA will focus 
on multimedia coordination and 
investigation of "flexible, cost-effec
tive regulatory approaches that 
avoid prescriptive approaches and 
rely on market-based incentives 
where practical and authorized by 
the law." 

Under the Industrial Toxics Pro
ject EPA Will identify 15 to 20 
chemicals from the Toxic Release 
Inventory that present "significant 
risks to human health and the 
environment, and potential oppor
tunities to reduce such risks 
through prevention." 

EPA will ask major industrial 
users of these chemicals to 
participate In voluntary, 
measurable source reduction 
programs. The strategy sets a 
voluntary goal of reducing total 
environmental releases of these 
chemicals-rather than mandatory 
goals for releases from·· .. specific 
facilities-by 33 percent by the end 
of 1992 and 50 percent by the end 
of 1995. 

The EPA's new Pollution 
Prevention Strategy, represents 
more of a policy statement than a 
plan for action. It calls for 
voluntary reduction rather than 
mandatory elimination of toxic 
releases, and even this limited 
action is restricted to a small 
subset of both toxic chemicals and 
their sources. 

Environmental Protection Agency, 
2200 Churchill Rd., Springfield, IL 
62706, (217) 782-3397. 

Other Agency Contact People 
Ontario: Ken Bradley, Ontario 

Waste Management Corporation, 
2 Bloor St. W., 11th Fl., Toronto, 
Ontario M4W 3E2, (416) 923-2918. 
Neil Ahlberg, Ontario Ministry of 
the Environment, Waste Manage
ment Branch, #2 St. Clair Ave. W., 
14th Fl., Toronto, Ontario M4V 
lL5, (416) 323-5189. 

Quebec: Guy Dners, Ministry of 
the Environment, 3900 Rue De 
Marly, Ste·Foy, Quebec G1X 4E4, 
(481) 644-3422. 

Ohio: Tony Sassom, Division of 
Solid and Hazardous Waste Man
agement,OEPA, 1800 WaterMark 
Drive, P.O. Box 1049, Columbus, 
OH 43266-0149, (614) 644-3494. 

Pennsylvania: Cathy Myers, De
partment of Environmental Res
ources, Bureau of Regulatory Coun
cil, City Towers, 3rd Fl., 301 Chest
nut, Harrisburg, PA 17101 (717) 
878-7060. 
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