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Appendix A

The OTA Industry Survey

Table A-1 .—Distribution of Respondents to
OTA’S Industrial Survey

Number of
SIc respondents

n u m ber Short SIC title In OTA survey-.
22
26
28

29
30

33
34
35
36

37
38

39

T e x t i l e  m i l l  p r o d u c t s  .  . . .
P a p e r  a n d  a l l i e d  p r o d u c t s .  .
Chemicals and allied

products ... ... . . . . . . .
P e t r o l e u m  a n d  c o a l  p r o d u c t s
Rubber and miscellaneous

plastics . .
P r i m a r y  m e t a l s  i n d u s t r i e s  .
Fab r i ca ted  me ta l  p roduc t s  .  .
Mach ine ry ,  excep t  e l ec t r i ca l  .
Electric and electronic

equipment . . .
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  e q u i p m e n t
Instruments and related

products . . . . . . . . . .
M i s c e l l a n e o u s  m a n u f a c t u r i n g

u n k n o w n

Total ... .

SOURCE Off Ice of Technology Assessment

2
1

34
5

3
3

16
8

10
9

6
1
1

99

mate]j r 50 ])[?rcent of the RCRA haziir(ious \\r;]stf’
~cnerate(i  in the country.

Th[; sur~ej form ~lras (]ivide(i into th rf![i ~)tirls, l];~rt
1 requeste(i i nformat ion ahout t hf’ t ~ ])f~. sizf). tl n(i
location of the rcs])on(icnt’s (: OITI~)anjI: f);]rt 2 (ioi]]t
\\’ith current tlast[; rc(iuct ion (}f’forts ill th(: (:OH-
panj: an(i Part 3 ask[;[i for the res})on(it;nts’ [’i[:~~s
on future tk’aste rfxiu(; t ion efforts. hot h i 11 t hf: i r ( ;OIIl-
pan~ and bj go~ernment. On]} four resl)on(ients,
t 11’() from small I)usi IICSS~S aIl(i t \\’() fI’olll la I’:f! l)\lsi-
ness, left Part 2 blank on the g rou n(is t II;~ t t h c~ h a \ t;
u n(i[!rt i]ken no \\”a stc red u(:t i on f:ff’() rts i 11 t ]I(! i r
plants. A cop~ of tb[? sur[r[!~ fol]oi~s” t 11 is (iis(:ussion.

Wh cIl qu[;stioll[;(] ahout the im~)ortiln(;[! (If’ (i if ff!l’-
[: n t factors that a ffcc t t h e pace ii n ( i cx t [! n t (If’ \\r; I st [;
a IT() id a ncc efforts (Q. 2-1 ). respon(l(?n IS (:l(Ii] rl.~’ ri~ ntl (YI
the rising costs of ~laste nlanagen ]ent  ; I I III (Ilf: j[l -

crcasing difficulties in using 1:111(1 [~icsf]u,s:]l ;].s th(:
/ ti’o n]ost in]porlanf f:l(;tors. S(:ar(;it\’ of tf!(:h ni(:al

i n formation about tt’a st e re[iu(:t i () n ;] n (i t hf! f’a i 1 u rf:
of top management to mak[! rf!(i u(:t ion :1 high ~)r i-
ority were rate(i l(; ast important i n s])u rr i ng () r sio\\r-
ing waste rf~[iuct ion.

Si milarl~’, Lthcn asked about (:ir(:u mst :~n(:cs that
hate an important impact on wrast f; rc(iu(; t ion (ie(:i-
sions (Q. 2-8), economic fact ors-[:osts. Iial) il it ics,
newi to in(:rease producti~rit~’ an(i i m])ro~[: ~)ro(iuct
qLlal ity-an(i regulatorjr requirements lkere ratc(i
morf~ important than i mprok’ing ])LIbl i(: and (:on-
su mer percept io IIS of the co m pa n}’.

When asked specific a]lj’ ahout ohst a(;l[}s t () waste
reduction efforts (Q. 2-4), economi(; factors-the do]-
lar t’alue of benefits from ~i’aste re[iuction an(i the
costs of carry in,g it out-were rated t hc most signi f-
i ca nt barriers b}’ all respondents. H ot~re[rcr, s ITI a]]
businesses were almost twice as likely as large com -
1)anies to cite other obstacles, such as the nat urc
of the waste streams (15 percent of’ small bus i nesscs,
7 percent of large) and the costs of managing spe-
cific lvastes (23 percent of sma]] busi nesst?s, 15 per-
cent of large),

Among waste reduction acti~ities implemcnte[i
to date (Q. 2-6), in-process recjcling kias ranke(i
first, particularly by large companies. Changes in
equipment or technology were rank~!d secon [i, and
i mpro~rerncn ts i n housekeeping and general opera-
tions changes ranke(i third. Clearlj the least used
a c t i o n o f a 11 c o m p a n i es respond i n g to this su rk’c~’
~t’as making changes in the final product(s).

Companies ~~ere di~’ided in their responses to
questions about the wrajrs in ~vh ich the}’ plan waste
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reduction actions and target waste streams (Q. 2-
5), When asked “are you more likely to focus on
the weight or volume of waste rather than the spe-
cific threat or level of hazard of the waste?” 46 per-
cent replied in the affirmative. Of those, most (76
percent) said that lack of information as to the de-
gree of hazard of waste(s) was not a problem. While
most respondents indicated that they gave “much
attention” to all different kinds of air and water
emissions, responses overall indicated that water
emissions are somewhat more likely to receive at-
tention than air emissions (Q. 2-7).

Respondents expressed some concern that not all
actions undertaken in industry in the name of waste
reduction are as environmentally beneficial or eco-
nomically profitable as they may initially appear.
Sixty percent agreed with the statement: “what
might be hailed as a successful waste avoidance [re-
duction] effort by a company may be misleading as
to its environmental or economic benefits. ”

when asked about existing Federal waste reduc-
tion activities, specifically EPA’s recent RCRA
waste minimization certification requirements for
waste generators which appears on manifests (Q.
2-2), virtually all respondents were familiar with
them (only 3 percent not familiar) and 40 percent
said that these requirements have prompted them
to increase waste reduction. Uncertainty about
EPA’s or States’ regulations and enforcement were
not considered likely to hamper future waste reduc-
tion by most respondents (7 I percent), although
small cmpanies were more likely to find that such
uncertainies limit their action than were large com-
panies. Thirty -fite percent of small companies and
only 25 percent of large companies said their waste
rcduct ion efforts would be limited by uncertain ies
about regulations (Q. 3-5).

Respondents were then asked to consider a vari-
ety of’ types of Federal waste reduction programs
and evaluate their impact on waste red uct ion ef-
forts in the respondent’s company (Q. 3-l]. Pro-
grams Which respondents indicated would have the
greatest positive impact on waste reduction were,
first, a tax credit for capital spending on waste re-
du(:t ion and, second, reduced possibilities for land
disposal through enforcement of RCRA programs.
Follo\ving close behind were such considerations
as increasing Superfund liabilities and technical in-
formation and assistance programs of various kinds.
Potential programs that were rated as having little
positi~e or no significant impact were: 1 ) presiden-
ial awards for outstanding waste reduction efforts,
2) Federal grants for State waste reduction pro-

grams, and 3) a mandated Federal waste reduction
schedule. Respondents also clearly indicated (84
percent) that a Federal information collection pro-
gram which would require regular reporting by in-
dustry on toxic chemical generation would not stim-
ulate more waste reduction (Q. 3-9).

When asked specifically about the possibility of
mandated reduction levels (Q. 3-4), small and large
businesses gave very different responses. Seventy-
five percent of large companies said such a program
‘‘would be difficult to implement and enforce and,
therefore . . . would be Use have ]ittle ef-
fect, and might hamper our efforts. ” Only 47 per-
cent of small companies chose this response. in-
stead, more than half responded that mandated
reduction ‘‘would bring more attention to the issue
and motivate industry to avoid the generation of
waste. ” Overallf 62 percent of respondents opposedi

mandated reduction.
A similar split appears in responses to a question

about further Federal Government action (Q. 3-2):
Overall, wit}] regard to waste avoidance [reciuc-

t ion], if j’ou had your way would }OU ~~ant the Fed-
(:ral government to a) lca~’e things just the ~tra}r t hcy
a re now’ o r h) take some further action to assist i n-

(lustr~’ to (:arrj’ out more ~~aste ak’() i(iancc [ redu(:-
tion] actil’ities’?

Sixty-seven percent of small business respond-
ents favored further Federal Government ac-
tion; only 50 percent of large businesses did.
Overall, 57 percent of respondents favored some
further action by the Federal Government to as-
sist industry in waste reduction.

However, when asked whether this further gov-
ernent act ion should be carried out by the States
or h}’ the Federal Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) (Q.3-3), small busin[?ss respondents (:learly
favored State act ion (67 percent in fai’or). The rea-
son most often cited f’or this preference was that
a State go~ernment has a better understanding of
the part icular needs of businesses in the State than
(Ioes the Federal EPA a n(i can he more flexible i n
IIealing with probl[?ms. I,arge business respondents
Jt’ere more evenly (ii~~ ided bet~veen State v. Fe(leral
a Ct i o n. ‘1’]1 ose p r~fe r I-i ng Federal act i 011 Stat d that
thej found it easier to deal with one uniform pro-
gram for all their operations than \\’ith a ~’ariety of
Stat c programs. overall. 58 percent of respon(ients
])referred State a(:tion to Fcdc?ral action.

whell quest io[led about current State Lviiste rC-
duction programs (Q,2-3), 43 percent of’ respond-
ents said t ha [ State programs had affected their
~vast e reduction efforts thus f’ar. 13 ut o nljr 24 per-



App, A— The OTA Industry Survey ● 229
— — -.

cent of these believed that the State program had
served as some form of subsidy or aid without which
their waste reduction effort would have been less.

When respondents were asked to rank the impor-
tance of different waste reduction activities in fu-
ture waste reduction (Q,3-7), the results were simi-
lar to the rankings they gave to activities in current
waste reduction, Housekeeping and operations
changes dropped somewhat in importance, leaving
in-process recycling and equipment and technol-
ogy changes as the important strategies for future
reduction. Final product changes and raw materi-
als changes were still at the bottom of the list.

A large majority of respondents (84 percent)
estimated that current and likely future waste
reduction efforts would have no effect on or
might increase their company’s employment
(Q.3-8)

Finally, respondents were asked to estimate changes
in their capability to avoid generating hazardous

waste (Q.3- lo). They were asked: “Using best avail-
able technology in 1980, how much (by weight) of
the hazardous waste (all types in all types of envi-
ronmental media) generated by your operation in
1980 could have been avoided?” Fifty-nine percent
responded “less than 25 percent, ” 30 percent re-
sponded “25 to 50 percent, ” and 11 percent re-
sponded ‘(50 to 75 percent, ” When asked:

Using best available technology in 1985, how much
(by weight] of hazardous waste (all types in all types
of environmental media) generated but your opera-
tion in 1985 could have been avoided?

answers shifted slightly upward (15 percent re-
sponded 50 to 75 percent reduction possible). OTA
could discern no pattern among the 10 to 15 per-
cent of companies indicating that large amounts of
waste reduction were possible.
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SAMPLE COPY OF OTA’S INDUSTRY SURVEY

INDUSTRY PERSPECTIVES ON HAZARDOUS WASTE AVOIDANCE

IMPO r tant  Def in i t ional Note:

In completing this survey, please keep in mind the following. The OTA
project is concerned only with those actions taken by waste generators to
avoid the generation of, management of, and introduction into the environment
(external to plant operations) of any hazardous materials. In this survey  We
use the term ‘waste avoidance” to  re fer  to  such act iv i t ies . When a broader
scope of activities (including waste avoidance and better ways of managing
wastes or the use of offsite recycling/recovery) is meant,  we use the term,
‘waste reduct ion.” Note also that OTA is also concerned with all types of
hazardous wastes, emissions, and discharges into all environmental media.

Par t  1 : Al though  none  o f  these  r e su l t s  w i l l  be  l inked  to  a  spec i f i c
individual  or  company, some information about you and your company will allow
u s  t o  b e t t e r  i n t e r p r e t  a l l  t h e  r e s p o n s e s :

l-l: Check off  one of  the fol lowing that  most  closely describes your
s i t u a t i o n :

a ) I  am a  t echn ica l  pe r son  ( i . e .  ,  a  sc ience  o r  eng ineer ing
background) involved in plant  operat ions

b) I  am a technical  person in a mid-level  management posi t ion
c) I  am a  t echn ica l  pe r son  a t  the  co rpora te  r a the r  than  p lan t

o p e r a t i o n s  l e v e l
d) I  am a  non- techn ica l  pe r son  a t  the  co rpora te  l eve l
e ) o t h e r . P lease  exp la in  b r i e f ly :

1 - 2 : W i t h  r e g a r d  t o  y o u r  c o m p a n y t s  e f f o r t s  t o  a v o i d  g e n e r a t i n g  w a s t e :

a ) I make  dec i s ions  l ead ing  to  ac t ions
b) I make recommendations to others for decisions
c ) other. Please explain briefly:

1-3: Your  opera t ion  i s  bes t  cha rac te r i zed  as :
a) small or medium sized company
b) large company with corporate technical  resources

on which to draw
c) o t h e r . P lease  exp la in  b r i e f ly :
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1-4 : W i t h  r e g a r d  t o  w h a t  y o u r  c o m p a n y  d o e s  p r i m a r i l y :
a ) Its SIC number  i s
b) Its chief products or outputs are:

c ) Something else you think relevant:

1 - 5 : Y o u r  p r i n c i p a l  a c t i v i t y  i s  i n  t h e  S t a t e  o f i n  w h i c h  t h e r e
is ,  as  far  as  you know (check o f f  a s  m a n y  a s  a p p l y ) :

no waste reduction program
a  t echn ica l  a s s i s t ance  p rogram fo r  was te  r educ t ion
an  in fo rmat ion  t r ans fe r  p rogram fo r  was te  r educ t ion
some type(s)  of  tax on your hazardous waste
some type of awards program for waste reduction
some other governmental  effort  concerning waste reduction,
p l e a s e  e x p l a i n  b r i e f l y :

1 - 6 : B e c a u s e  C o n g r e s s  r e q u i r e d  E P A  t o  p r e p a r e  a  r e p o r t  o n  w a s t e  r e d u c t i o n ,
E P A  h a s  h a d  s e v e r a l  c o n t r a c t o r  s t u d i e s  u n d e r w a y . Have you or  your  company
p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  a n y  o f  t h e s e  s t u d i e s  o r  s u m e y s :

no yes don’t know

par t  2 ; Factors which now are relevant and important  to your efforts:

THE FOLLOWING SECTION ASSUMES THAT YOU HAVE UNDERTAKEN WASTE AVOIDANCE EFFORTS
WITHIN THE CONFINES OF YOUR PLANT OPERATIONS. IF THIS IS NOT THE CASE, SKIP
TO SECTION 3, PAGE 5.
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2-1 : Consider  the fol lowing nine statements concerning factors  that  may
already have affected the pace and extent  of  your Waste avoidance efforts  and
give each statement one of the fol lowing evaluations:

2-2: With

1<- usually true in your operation
2 ’ - occasionally true in your operation
3 - rarely true in your operation

the capital costs of major waste avoidance efforts can not now
be justified in economic terms in comparison to other capital
projects in the company

government environmental regulations accomplish enough, and lead
to whatever attention we can give to dealing with hazardous
waste issues

we don’t have enough detailed technical information on what to
do for waste avoidance nor the resources to get more information

top management hasn’t given waste avoidance a high priority

our technical staff is too small or too preoccupied with other
more important jobs to give attention to waste avoidance

the physical nature or age of our operation does not allow us to
increase our waste avoidance efforts

the rising costs of managing our wastes have made increasing
waste avoidance efforts a high priority

the difficulty of using land disposal for our hazardous waste
has been an important catalyst to waste avoidance in our
o p e r a t i o n .

publ i c  awareness  and  a t tent ion  to  wastes ,  emiss ions ,  d i scharges ,
acc identa l  re leases  to  the  envi ronment  have  not  been  re levant  to
our decision-making about waste avoidance.

regard to EPA’s recent  RCRA cert if icat ion requirements about waste.
reduct ion  for -was te  genera tors  such  as  appear  on  mani fes t s  ( check  those
applicable)  :

I am not  fami l ia r  wi th  them
they have not posed any problem
they have caused us to increase our waste avoidance
a c t i v i t i e s
o t h e r . Please explain:
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2 - 3 : H a v e  S t a t e  p r o g r a m s  a f f e c t e d  y o u r  W a s t e  a v o i d a n c e  e f f o r t s ?

a )  y e s no
.

b) I f  yes ,  p lease  ind ica te  b r i e f ly  What  those  p rogram(s )  were :

c ) If  yes,  do you believe that  the state effort  Was in some sense a form
of subsidy or aid for your  waste  avoidance  e f for t s  wi thout  which  your  e f fo r t
would have been less?

yes no

2-4: Have your waste avoidance efforts been held back because you lack enough
de ta i l ed  in fo rma t ion  on :

a ) t h e  n a t u r e  ( e . g . degree of hazard) of
your hazardous wastes yes no

b ) the  cos t s  o f  managing  spec i f i c  was tes
c ) the  cos ts  o f  carry ing  out  waste  avoidance
d) t h e  d o l l a r  v a l u e  o f  b e n e f i t s  ( o t h e r  t h a n

avoiding waste management costs)

2 - 5 : I n  p l a n n i n g  y o u r  w a s t e  a v o i d a n c e  a c t i o n s  a n d  t a r g e t i n g  w a s t e  s t r e a m s ,
a r e  y o u  m o r e  l i k e l y  t o  f o c u s  o n  t h e  w e i g h t  o r  v o l u m e  o f  w a s t e  r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e
s p e c i f i c  t h r e a t  o r  l e v e l  o f  h a z a r d  o f  t h e  w a s t e ?

y e s no

If yes, has lack of i n fo rmat ion  on  degree  o f  haza rd  o f  y o u r  w a s t e ( s )
been a problem?

yes no

2 - 6 : Of the waste avoidance activit ies which you have implemented to d a t e ,
r a n k  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  f i v e  b r o a d  a p p r o a c h e s  i n  t e r m s  o f  t h e i r  i m p o r t a n c e  ( 1  -  t h e
m o s t  s u c c e s s f u l  a p p r o a c h )  :

changes in process equipment or technology
improvements in “housekeeping” or general  operations
changes in raw materials  used in operations
in-process  recyc l ing/recovery
changes  in  the  f ina l  product ( s )  produced
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2 - 7 : When speaking of  waste reduction most people focus on solid,  hazardous
waste associated with RCRA regulat ion. Consider  the fol lowing other  types of
hazardous  ‘was ten and indicate the level  of  at tent ion your company is  giving
to reducing them. Use the following:

1 -  much  a t tent ion , a c t i o n  a l r e a d y  o r  s p e c i f i c  p l a n s ;
2 -  a  l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n ;
3 -  n o  a t t e n t i o n  a t  p r e s e n t ;
x   n o t  a  r e l e v a n t  w a s t e

a ) rou t ine  tox ic  a i r  emiss ions
b )  a c c i d e n t a l  t o x i c  a i r  e m i s s i o n s
c) unregulated discharges of hazardous

mate r ia l s  to  su r face  wa te r s
d) regu la ted  d i scharges  to  su r face  wa te r s
e) d i scharges  o f  haza rdous  ma te r i a l s

to sewers

2-8: Ra te  the  fo l lowing  c i rcums tances  wi th  r ega rd  to  the i r  d i r ec t  o r  ind i rec t
impact  on your waste avoidance decisions and act ivi t ies  to date (1 -  most
important) :

an interest  in improving public and consumer perceptions of the
company

overa l l  need  to  reduce  cos ts ,  increase  p r o d u c t i v i t y ,  o r  i m p r o v e
p r o d u c t ( s )

ac tua l  and  perce ived  regula tory  demands ,  cos t s ,  and  l i ab i l i t i e s

P a r t  3 : Where do we go from here?

3 - 1 : Cons ider  the  fo l lowing  e ight  potent ia l  types  o f  Federa l  programs  and ,
assuming that  they would be done well , eva luate  the i r  potent ia l  impac t  on  your
waste  avo idance  e f for t s  by  g iv ing  each  one  o f  the  fo l lowing :

1 -  would have a major posit ive impact;
2 -  would have a small  but  posit ive impact;
3 -  wou ld  no t  be  a  s ign i f i can t  f ac to r

t echnica l  in format ion  on  spec i f i c  was te  avo idance  approaches
i s  made  ava i lab le  f ree  to  you

f r ee  t echn ica l  a s s i s t ance  e spec ia l ly  des igned  fo r  your
operat ion to help develop your waste avoidance effort  is  made
ava i l ab le  to  you

s o m e  t y p e  o f  t a x  c r e d i t  o r  a d v a n t a g e  i s  m a d e  a v a i l a b l e  t o
you for capital  spending on waste avoidance
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a  s p e c i f i c  F e d e r a l  r e q u i r e m e n t  iS m a n d a t e d  for a c e r t a i n  a m o u n t
of  waste  reduct ion over  a  spec i f i ed  t ime  as  compared  to  some
base year of  waste generation

Presidential’  awards are given annually for  outstanding waste
r e d u c t i o n  e f f o r t s

Federal  grants are made to states for  Whatever programs they
want  to  use  to  enhance  indus t r i a l  was te  avo idance  e f fo r t s

through RCRA regulatory programs and their  enforcement,  the
use  o f  l and  d i sposa l  i s  g rea t ly  r educed  and  a l l  was te
management costs  increase st i l l  more

under the Superfund program, was te  genera to r s  f ace  inc reas ing ly
grea te r  burdens  to  pay  fo r  c l eanups  o f  tox ic  was te  s i t e s  e i the r
o f f s i t e  o r  o n s i t e

3 - 2 : Overa l l ,  wi th  regard  to  was te  avo idance , if you had your way would you
want the Federal  government to:

l e a v e  t h i n g s  j u s t  t h e  w a y  t h e y  a r e  n o w

o r

take  some fur ther  ac t ion  to  ass i s t  industry  to  carry
out  more  waste  avoidance  ac t iv i t i es?

3 - 3 : If  the government did decide to take some further Federally mandated and
funded ac t ions , would you prefer to have them implemented by those States t h a t
w a n t e d  t o  h a v e  a  w a s t e  r e d u c t i o n  p r o g r a m  o r  b y  t h e  F e d e r a l  E P A ?

t h e  S t a t e s Federal EPA

If  you p r e f e r  a  s t a t e  p r o g r a m ,  e x p l a i n  b r i e f l y :

3 - 4 : If  some Federally mandated schedule to carry out specific  amounts of
was te  reduct ion  on  a  p lant  or company  bas i s  were  es tab l i shed ,  and  i f  tha t
schedule  was  indust ry -spec i f i c  and  gave  c redi t  for  pas t  reduct ion  e f for t s ,  do
y o u  b e l i e v e  t h a t

it would  br ing  more  a t tent ion  to  the  i s sue
and motivate industry to avoid the generation of waste

o r

i t  would  be  d i f f i cu l t  to  implement  and  enforce  and ,  there fore ,
i t  would  be  o f  l i t t l e  u s e ,  h a v e  l i t t l e  e f f e c t ,  a n d  m i g h t  h a m p e r
o u r  e f f o r t s
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3-5 :  Wi l l  your  fu ture  was te  avo idance  ac t iv i t i es  be  l imi ted  to  a  s ign i f i cant
extent by your uncertainties about EPA’s and your State’s environmental
regulations and their enforcement?

y e s no

3 - 6 : What might be hailed as a successful  waste avoidance effort  by a company
may be misleading as to i ts  environmental  or economic benefits . Do you agree?

y e s no

If yes, could you briefly explain why you agree:

3 - 7 : Cons ider ing  your  fu ture  was te  avo idance  e f for t s ,  rank  the  fo l lowing  f ive
broad  approaches  as  to  the i r  expec ted  impor tance  (1  -  most  impor tant ) :

changes in process equipment or technology
improvements in ‘housekeepingWor general operations
changes in raw materials used in operations
in-process recycling/recovery
changes in the ffnal product produced

3-8: Considering what you have done already and what you might do in the
f u t u r e , which  o f  the  fo l lowing  i s  mos t  co r rec t

waste avoidance in our company will either have no effect on our
total employment or might increase it

or

waste avoidance in our company will reduce employment.

3-9: There  i s  in t e res t  i . n  adop t ing  a t  the  Federa l  l eve l  some  type  o f
requirement to have EPA conduct  an inventory of  hazardous waste generat ion ( in
i t s  b roades t  mul t imed ia  t e rms)  by  indus t ry , similar to what New Jersey has
done on one occasion. Would  such  r egu la r  r epor t ing  by  indus t ry  o f  a l l  o f  i t s
toxic chemical  generat ion st imulate more waste avoidance by your company?

yes no
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3 - 1 0 :  P l e a s e  e v a l u a t e  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  w a s t e  a v o i d a n c e  i n  y o u r  i n d u s t ry i n

the  fo l lowing  two s i tuat ions :

a) Using best  available technology in 1980,  how much (by weight)  of  the
hazardous waste (al l  types in al l  types of  environmental  media)  generated by
your operation in 1980 could have been avoided?

less than 25% 25% to 50% 50% to 7 5 %

b) Using best available technology in 1985, how much (by Weight) of the
hazardous waste (all types in all types of environmental media) generated by
your operation in 1985 could have been avoided?

less than 25% 25% to 50% 50% to 75%


