
AMBIGUITIES IN THE EPA REPORT

EPA’s position on several important waste
reduction issues is unclear, because separate
statements in the EPA report appear to support
either side of questions likely to be posed by
policymakers. These ambiguities can affect con-
gressional policy options and the success of any
national effort to encourage systematic waste
reduction. Three questions are examined:

1. Does EPA regard waste reduction as the
option of choice?

2. Does EPA require a new congressional
mandate?

3. Has EPA made a strong commitment to
a major waste reduction effort?

Does EPA Regard Waste Reduction
as the Option of Choice?

Do those who generate waste and pollution
have a responsibility to fully explore waste re-
duction before deciding on less environ-
mentally effective and less economically sound
options such as waste treatment? OTA found
that waste reduction has traditionally had
primacy, but more in theory than practice.
Nevertheless, theoretical primacy is a basis for
public policy development. If EPA does not give
such primacy to waste reduction, then the
agency is unlikely to give waste reduction pri-
ority in its waste minimization efforts. And, if
EPA does not give primacy to waste reduction,
industry as a whole will not.

A further issue is a subtle change in language
in EPA’s report that would sanction as waste
reduction actions that did not reduce toxicity
(see box G). In changing HSWA’s “volume or
quantity and toxicity” to “volume or toxicity,”
the environmental benefits of waste reduction
are reduced or, in some applications, negated.
In the OTA report actions that merely reduce
waste volume are not waste reduction. An ex-
ception is when a generator changes a produc-
tion process so that less waste of the same con-
centration (or toxicity) is generated. But, this
differs from volume reduction after waste has
been generated, such as dewatering sludge.
These actions are often attractive to waste

generators because they reduce waste manage-
ment costs and to government because of lower
use of land disposal, but they do not offer the
same environmental or economic benefits as
waste reduction, as EPA’s report agrees (see
below). Dewatering is not waste reduction, it
is waste concentration.

The American public increasingly sees waste
reduction as key to hazardous waste manage-
ment. One of the most active groups, the Citi-
zens Clearinghouse for Hazardous Wastes, has
said:

Of all the ways to manage hazardous waste,
waste reduction is the most logical and attrac-
tive with the ideal being waste elimination at
the source. If you don’t produce wastes in the
first place, you don’t have to worry about land-
fills, incinerators or injection wells. If there’s
no waste disposal problem, nightmares like
Love Canal, Times Beach, MO and Woburn,
MA don’t recur.33

As early as 1976, EPA put waste reduction
at the top of the hierarchy of hazardous waste
options but relied on the marketplace for its
implementation. That early endorsement of the
hierarchy concept is acknowledged in EPA’s
waste minimization report, which contains
statements similar to those in the OTA report
to support the primacy of waste reduction.
EPA’s report says:

Both Congress and EPA believe that prevent-
ing the generation of a waste, when feasible,
is inherently preferable to controlling it after
it is generated. 34

Preventing the generation of a waste is the
only way to eliminate risk rather than reduce
it.35

It is clear that the second statement does not
apply to recycling and waste treatment but only
to waste reduction. The following comment

Sscitizen>s  Clearinghouse for Hazardous Wastes, Inc., “Reduc-
tion of Hazardous Waste: The Only Serious Management Op-
tion,” December 1986, p. 2.

WU. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Report to Congress.’
Minimization of Hazardous Waste, op. cit., p. v.

351bid<,  p. 7. Italics  in original.
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Box G.—What Language Best Protects the Environment:
Volume and Toxicity, Volume or Toxicity, or Degree of Hazard?

HSWA on Waste Minimization

Throughout HSWA Section 224 on Waste
Minimization, Congress used the phrase “reduce
the volume or quantity and toxicity. ” [underline
for emphasis] In one instance, paragraph (a)(3),
the phrase is shortened to “reduce the volume
and toxicity. ” As a consequence of this language,
EPA wrote and promulgated regulations requir-
ing the affected generators and permit holders
to certify and submit reports to EPA that wastes
are being reduced both by volume and toxicity.
In addition, in HSWA Congress requested EPA
to report to Congress on the feasibility y and desira-
bility of establishing standards or other actions
to require generators to “reduce the volume or
quantity and toxicity” of their hazardous wastes.

EPA Report on Waste Minimization

While EPA has not requested Congress to
amend the wording adopted in HSWA, state-
ments are made throughout its report that imply
such a change is appropriate depending on the
goal chosen for waste minimization or to ease
the implementation of a waste minimization
program.

The following statements represent a major
change in language that could substantially alter
the nature of technical activities carried out by
waste generators. Instead of aiming at activities
to reduce the generation of waste, generators
could place emphasis on reducing their waste
management costs by focusing on reducing the
volume of wastes only after they are generated,
without regard to the toxicity of the waste.

Page ii: The definition of waste minimization
for purposes of the report to Congress reads:

. . . activity undertaken by a generator that re-
sults in either (I) the reduction of total volume
or quantity of hazardous waste or (2) the reduc-
tion of toxicity of hazardous waste, or both, so
long as such reduction is consistent with the goal
of minimizing present and future threats to hu-
man health and the environment. ” [underline for
emphasis]

Page iv: “Section 1003 of HSWA [that should
be SDWA; HSWA has no such section] estab-
lishes the general national policy in favor of

waste minimization and refers to the need to re-
duce the ‘volume or quantity and toxicity’ of haz-
ardous wastes. EPA does not interpret this lan-
guage to indicate that Congress rejected volume
reduction alone (with no change in the toxicity
of hazardous constituents) as being a legitimate
form of waste minimization, A generator that re-
duces the volume of its hazardous waste, even
if the composition of its waste does not change,
is accomplishing beneficial waste minimization. ”

Page iv: “Because both volume and toxicity of
wastes present dangers to human health and the
environment, measuring the effectiveness of
waste minimization will be complex. ”

Page 13: “. . . the end result [of waste minimi-
zation as defined by HSWA] must be a reduction
in the volume, quantity, or toxicity of wastes gen-
erated and sent to land disposal, ”

Page 13-14: “By calling for simultaneous reduc-
tion in both volume and toxicity, Congress ex-
pressed a clear desire to avoid defining dewater-
ing and other processes which merely
concentrate wastes as being primary methods of
waste minimization. EPA supports this Congres-
sional concern, but also believes that Congress
did not intend entirely to disqualify volume re-
duction by itself (with no change in toxicity) as
a waste minimization technique, For example,
EPA considers it beneficial if a firm can change
its processes to produce less waste per unit pro-
duction, even if the composition of the waste does
not change. EPA also believes that waste concen-
tration may occasionally be a useful approach
to waste minimization, such as in relation to ame-
liorating shortages of land disposal or treatment
capacity, or in preparing materials for recycling.
The key concept is that waste minimization must
enhance protection of human health and the envi-
ronment. ”

Page 39: “Policies that focus on reducing the
overall volume of hazardous waste may not nec-
essarily be best from the point of view of pro-
tecting human health and the environment. On
the other hand, if the overriding priority in waste
minimization is to lower burdens on treatment
capacity, the Agency might want to focus on a
different set of waste streams than if the main
goal is to reduce high toxicity streams. ”
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OTA Report on Waste Reduction

Page 21:”. . . actions that reduce waste volume
by concent ra t ing  the  hazardous  content  of  a
waste or that reduce hazard level by diluting the
hazardous content are not considered waste re-
duction in this report.”

Thus, the OTA report concurred with Congress
that both reduction in volume and toxicity was
necessary to reduce risks to health and the envi-
ronment, But, OTA then expanded the issue of
toxicity by discussing ‘degree of hazard’ so that
those wastes hazardous because of their inflam-
mability, corrosiveness, or explosiveness are also
properly considered. In certain circumstances
such characteristics can be as significant as tox-
icity if waste is mismanaged.

Page 22: “If a waste is not totally eliminated,
however, actions taken to reduce waste may also
change the chemical composition and the con-
centrations of the components of the waste.
Therefore, examining changes in just the amount
of waste generated relative to production may

about the limits of regulated pollution control
also supports the primacy of waste reduction:

However, control technologies are never 100
percent efficient, and compliance with regu-
lations under any environmental program can
never be perfect, even with the most stringent
enforcement program.36

Other EPA statements are not as clear be-
cause of confusing use of the term waste mini-
mization. For instance, EPA stated:

Waste minimization helps protect human
health and the environment because it reduces
the total amount of waste that is generated and
managed , . . Waste minimization is a con-
structive approach to avoiding the risks of
breakdowns in the waste management sys-
tem—wastes not generated cannot be illegally
disposed or emitted by faulty or inefficient
equipment. 37

In a policy context, EPA says:

Waste management deals with wastes after
they are created; waste minimization deals

not reveal whether there has been a change in
the degree of hazard of the waste. Without a de-
crease in the degree of hazard of the waste, the
action is not considered waste reduction. ” How-
ever, OTA does regard a decrease in the amount
of waste generated per unit of output, with no
change in composition, as waste reduction.

Page 23: “The best way to measure waste re-
duction is to determine the changes in the abso-
lute amounts of hazardous components . . . With-
out guidance on the relative degrees of hazard
for specific hazardous substances, waste gener-
ators could face burdensome analytical costs for
periodic measurements of the complete chemis-
try of their wastes, which may be highly com-
plex and vary over time. The current regulatory
system has, for the most part, done little to
differentiate hazard levels among the many hun-
dreds of common hazardous substances. There-
fore, if the government is to encourage effective
waste reduction, it may have to assist generators
in selecting the most hazardous components of
wastes for measurement and reduction. ”

with avoiding the generation of wastes al-
together . . . in the long term, waste minimi-
zation must take on a priority of its own.38

These statements are correct, for waste reduc-
tion, not waste minimization. Waste minimi-
zation for purposes of EPA’s report includes
waste reduction and recycling; the HSWA def-
inition also includes waste treatment. But, only
waste reduction prevents the generation of
waste.

EPA, in its report, examines but does not de-
cide on the primary goal of waste minimiza-
tion. EPA statements on goals include the fol-
lowing:

. , . if the overriding priority in waste minimi-
zation is to lower burdens on treatment capac-
ity, the Agency might want to focus on a differ-
ent set of waste streams than if the main goal
is to reduce high toxicity streams . . . Actions
may be very different depending upon
whether the goal of waste minimization is to
relieve capacity shortages, reduce risks to hu-
man health or the environment, or minimize
economic inefficiencies.39

‘Salbid., p. v.
sTIbid., p. 10.

aeIbid.,  p. 29.
SeIbid., p. 39.
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The goal of relieving waste management ca-
pacity shortages undercuts the primacy of
waste reduction as a preferred environmental
and economic option. There are other ways of
relieving possible shortages, including: 1) al-
lowing continued use of land disposal, 2) delist-
ing waste as being hazardous, 3) not adding
more wastes to the RCRA system, and 4) speed-
ing up permitting for waste management fa-
cilities.

Because it has not decided on the primary
goal of waste minimization, EPA has not been
able to use the primacy of waste reduction to
develop policy options in its report. primacy,
unambiguously stated, could justify significant
levels of commitment and funding for waste
reduction programs, although the regulatory
programs would continue, because of their na-
ture, to require the bulk of EPA’s resources. Al-
though the policy consequences of acknowledg-
ing the primacy of waste reduction are missing
in EPA’s report, EPA could still develop pol-
icy options comparable to but different from
a major regulatory reform effort, seek compara-
bility with pollution control programs, address
the merits of facilitating a transition from reg-
ulated pollution activities to voluntary waste
reduction, and could stress the need to act
quickly when it says:

Once made, these commitments [to waste
management] will be difficult to change.40

In summary, EPA’s report strongly suggests
that waste reduction has primacy over waste
management from an environmental protection
standpoint, This is consistent with the exist-
ing congressional statement of national policy.
But the EPA report’s statements about the goals
of waste minimization and its policy options
do not address the fundamental difference be-
tween waste reduction and waste management,
The basis for OTA’s waste reduction policy op-
tions is an emphasis on the primacy of waste
reduction. Policy direction is needed to clarify
this important issue of the primacy of waste
reduction.

Does EPA Require a New
Congressional Mandate?

Congress is at an early stage of considering
options for waste reduction. Therefore, it is im-
portant to know whether EPA is able to make
a strong commitment without further legisla-
tive action. EPA’s requirements or goals are not
clear from its report. EPA has not explicitly re-
quested any actions of Congress,

Regarding its “strongest option . . . to pro-
mote waste minimization, ”41 EPA says:

It

No new legislative authority would be re-
quired to launch such a technical assistance
effort, but adequate and sustained support by
Congress would be necessary over the next ten
years if it were to achieve its potential , . . Un-
fortunately, non-regulatory programs have
often failed at EPA for lack of statutory or reg-
ulatory deadlines and institutional advocacy.
For such a program to work, it must be given
strong organizational support within the
Agency. EPA is willing to make this commit-
ment, and seeks support from Congress to en-
sure its success . . . but intensive implemen-
tation of a strategy relying on nonregulatory
approaches will demand strong support and
direction from Congress.42

is not clear whether these statements are a
request for new legislation or if “strong sup-
port and direction” is a request for funds. EPA
may be saying that it needs further congres-
sional policy statements, authorization, and ap-
propriation to give the necessary commitment
to waste reduction.

Regarding waste reduction and recycling, the
focus of its report, EPA says:

These are the areas where national policy
is still evolving and where findings of the
desirability and feasibility of specific options
still need to be made.43

411 bid., p. 116.
4ZIbid., pp. XX ,  xxv i ,  a n d  lZ4.
AsIbid., p. 13.So Ibid., p. xxiii.

72-675 0 - 87 - 2 c/L.: 3
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Again, EPA may feel that it needs further direc-
tion from Congress. This may well be true, as
several parts of the 1984 RCRA Amendments
do not directly implement the national policy
statement that gives primacy to waste re-
duction.

Regarding an EPA option to impose manda-
tory waste audits:

Requiring a waste audit of all generators
would probably require additional legislative
authority, although it might be argued that au-
thority already exists under Section 8 of
TSCA,44

Mandatory waste reduction audits may or may
not require new legislation. However, EPA has
not committed itself to this option. As with man-
datory waste reduction regulations, the agency
will offer “its next formal report on this sub-
ject in December of 1990.”45 Depending on what
it has found, it might then seek congressional
authority to pursue mandatory waste reduction
audits.

Thus, it is not clear whether EPA is making
a commitment to waste reduction (or waste
minimization) unconditionally or is asking Con-
gress for more detailed and explicit direction.
EPA’s budget requests suggest that it is wait-
ing for new congressional direction to make
a strong commitment.

OTA’s report presented three major policy
strategies for congressional consideration: one
that requires no new congressional waste re-
duction action, one that would employ a tradi-
tional regulatory approach and would require
congressional action, and one that would cre-
ate a major new Federal effort through new leg-
islation. A government-supported technical
assistance program makes the last OTA option
the most consistent with what EPA may pur-
sue in the near term. But the OTA report dis-
cusses a much wider range of actions and a
much higher level of funding than does EPA.

Has EPA Made a Strong Commitment
to a Major Waste Reduction Effort?

This is a critical question from a congres-
sional viewpoint. If EPA has already embarked
on a program that is broadly supported by Con-
gress, then no further action may be deemed
necessary by Congress (or others) interested in
promoting more waste reduction. If not, then
Congress may need to act if it concludes that
present conditions will not cause industry to
expeditiously reduce waste generation to the
maximum feasible level.

EPA has recommended a core waste mini-
mization program in the near term. This non-
regulatory program would principally support
passive information transfer and technical
assistance implemented through the States. But
the report does not discuss several factors im-
portant to the program, such as the level of fund-
ing, whether—and how much—money would
be available to the States, and whether there
would be changes in EPA’s organization and
structure.

The following representative statements in
the report are not specific enough to answer
these questions.

Aggressive action in favor of waste minimi-
zation is clearly needed .. .48

To make a significant impact on waste gen-
eration, such [nonregulatory] programs would
have to be intensive and well directed.47

Despite the strong existing incentives for
waste minimization discussed earlier in this
report, EPA’s role could be considerably ex-
panded into an active, aggressive, and sus-
tained program of technical information.48

An expansion of Federal involvement in this
aspect of waste minimization could go far
toward increasing the efficiency and pace of
industry’s natural inclination to reduce waste
generation.49

~41bid., p. 114.
4SIbid.,  p. 132.

*Ibid., p. xxv.
4TIbid.,  p. 124.
4eIbid., p. 115.
QoIbid., p. 11.
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EPA intent is not clear in the following state-
ment under the heading of “The Outlook for
Federal Waste Minimization Policy”:

EPA still has much to learn about the spe-
cifics and potential of waste minimization, and
is only beginning to develop an active strat-
egy for studying and promoting it . . . Because
the data are insufficient and because it is still
too soon to assess the effects of HSWA require-
ments, EPA can do little more in this report
than to suggest the principal issues of con-
cern. 50

The principal action EPA recommends, a
nonregulatory technical assistance effort, is an
example of “non-regulatory programs [that]
have often failed at EPA for lack of statutory
or regulatory deadlines, and institutional ad-
vocacy. ”51 The last factor is crucial to success-
ful implementation of any waste reduction pro-
gram. However, EPA’s report does not describe
how it will provide institutional advocacy for
waste reduction.

The OTA report examined the pollution con-
trol culture, the traditional environmental pro-
tection system that has evolved over the past
two decades and found that waste reduction
poses a major shift in thinking—a paradigm
change—about how to best achieve environ-
mental protection. Given natural inclinations
to resist change, institutional advocacy for
waste reduction will be difficult unless waste
reduction has a prominent place in EPA’s orga-
nization and significant funding. And indus-
try is unlikely to emphasize waste reduction
unless EPA does.

EPA’s focus on technical assistance consist-
ing of passive information transfer, for the most
part, is inconsistent with its conclusion that
there has been a great deal of waste reduction
in the past. If this were correct, then the easi-
est waste reduction measures would have been
taken already by many waste generators and
options other than the simplest forms of tech-
nical assistance would be needed now. Waste
generators would need help in how to use com-
plex and capital-intensive waste reduction

S’JIbid.,  p. 29.
SIIbid.,  p. xxvi.

methods; government might need to support
expensive technology demonstration programs.
The OTA report emphasizes State grants to sup-
port in-plant technical assistance and also sug-
gests a way to shift resources from legally man-
dated regulatory compliance to voluntary waste
reduction.

A recent EPA report, Unfinished Business:
A Comparative Assessment of Environmental
Problems, on environmental problems and EPA
priorities, also bears on EPA’s commitment to
waste reduction. 52 There is a strong indication
in the report that EPA sees its spending on haz-
ardous waste regulatory programs as high when
the risks posed by hazardous waste are com-
pared to those from other environmental prob-
lems. Although the methodology used to reach
that conclusion has problems, it suggests the
alternative of shifting spending on hazardous
waste from costly regulatory programs to rela-
tively inexpensive nonregulatory waste reduc-
tion efforts.

Although the EPA report has many positive
qualitative statements in favor of waste reduc-
tion, they are not backed up by budgetary or
other quantitative measures of EPA’s plans.
Since the release of EPA’s report, the agency
has released its fiscal year 1988 budget request,
Funds for waste minimization total $398,000
for activities in the Office of Solid waste, the
Office of Research and Development, and the
Office of Policy Planning and Evaluation. This
budget request is less than what was spent in
fiscal year 1986 and the same as in fiscal year
1987. It is 0.03 percent of the total EPA operat-
ing program budget of $1.5 billion. 53 Four States
(California, Illinois, North Carolina, and New
York) have budgets for waste reduction or mini-
mization programs greater than EPA’s request.

This low level of support for waste minimiza-
tion—presumably only some fraction is allo-
cated for waste reduction—is in puzzling con-
trast to the many statements in the EPA report

5ZU, S, Environment] Protection Agency, Unfinished Business:
A Comparative Assessment of En vironmental  Problems (Wash-
ington, DC: EPA, Office of Policy Analysis, February 1987).

5qThe operating program  budget excludes Superfund,  the un-
derground storage tank trust fund, and the construction grants
program.
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about need and commitment for a major Fed-
eral waste minimization effort to assist indus-
try and the States. This low funding level may
be particularly troubling since, as EPA states,
actions taken in the near term in the waste man-
agement area that are driven by the 1984 RCRA
Amendments are likely to preempt waste re-
duction actions. Money spent for building or
using waste treatment facilities will not be spent
for waste reduction.

Without a major Federal program to assist
industrial waste reduction, the government
may be pressed to retreat from the policy of
greatly limiting the use of land disposal. Be-
cause of extensive problems in siting and per-
mitting new waste management facilities, in-
dustry could argue that the government relax
its restrictions on land disposal to avoid dis-
rupting industrial operations or a comeback of
illegal waste disposal. Alternatively, the gov-

ernment could respond by making it easier to
delist wastes as hazardous under RCRA and
by siting and permiting new waste management
facilities over the objections of affected com-
munities. Such actions might be much easier
than implementing a new waste reduction ef-
fort, but they do not offer the same level of envi-
ronmental protection and economic benefit.
One way to begin to prevent such a regressive
situation is to embark rapidly on a major waste
reduction program that aids industry to turn
its attention and resources to waste reduction
as soon as possible. But this cannot be done
on $398,000 per year or even a few million dol-
lars per year. (Table 3 presents statements from
the EPA report on the agency’s past and future
waste minimization activities and compares
those statements with actual budgets and with
the activity evaluations that were included in
the OTA report.)
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Table 3.—Funding Levels and Evaluations of EPA Waste Minimization Activities

EPA report: descriptions of activities Budget commitments: past and future OTA report: evaluations of EPA activities

General commitment:
“Reduction of waste has long been a goal

of EPA. This is, in fact, the third report to
Congress on the general subject, the
other two having been submitted in 1973
and 1974 regarding the reduction of non-
hazardous ‘post-consumer’ wastes .“ [p.
15]

Looking ahead: EPA FY 88
“An active, aggressive, and sustained pro- waste minimization

gram for technical assistance appears to budget request
be the strongest option available to pro- OSW ... ... ... .$260,000
mote waste minimization, especially in
the near term.” [p. xx]

ORD . . . . . . . . . . . 108,000
OPPE . . . . . . . . . . 30,000

“Government spending on waste reduction
reflects a general lack of priority for pollu-
tion prevention government [Federal,
State, and local] spent almost $16 billion
in 1984 on pollution control. OTA esti-
mates that government spending on
waste reduction totaled only $4 million in
fiscal year 1986.”

T o t a l  . ,  . .  . $ 3 9 8 , 0 0 0

Existing waste minimization activities:
Office of Solid Waste and Office of Research and Development
“Consistent with HSWA objectives to foster OSW’s

waste minization practices The Office waste minimization budget
of Solid Waste (OSW) has, over the past 2 FY 86...$550,000 (est)
years, attempted to design an efficient in-
tergovernmental division of labor among

FY 87 . . . 260,000

EPA Headquarters, the EPA Regional
FY 88. , 260,000 (request)

Offices, and the State hazardous waste
programs. ” [p. 65]

“EPA Headquarters and the Regional
Offices are taking a leading role in sup-
port of the Federal-State partnership by
conducting three essential functions:
regulatory control; technical and financial
assistance; and information sharing and
management. ” [p. 65]

Regulatory control: “EPA has implemented
[the three regulatory] waste minimization
provisions of HSWA,” [p. 66]

Technica l  and f inanc ia l  ass is tance:
EPA’s role has been principally one of

providing financial support through a
number of EPA programs to promising
State waste minimization efforts. It also
provides research support for developing
technologies that might facilitate waste
minimization by selected industries. ” [p.
68]

EPA provides the following as examples of
its technical and financial assistance
efforts:
. “Congress has allocated $4.75 million in

supplemental grant funding to the EPA
Regional Offices for State and local
government hazardous waste manage-
ment activities. ” [p. 68] EPA lists the eligi-
ble activities for these grants; but does not
Iist or evaluate the projects that resulted
from the program.

Section 8001
add on grants

funds

FY 85. , .$4.50 million
FY 86 . . . 4.75 million
FY 87 . . . 0 ●

FY 88 . . . 0 ●

“In keeping with Congress’ initial low-key
approach to waste minimization, OSW has
not assumed a leadership role and con-
siders waste minimization a low-priority
item on its agenda. If considered at all,
waste minimization is something for the
future.” [p. 161]

“It is a reflection of the lack of any focus
on waste minimization that responsibility
for the current requirements of the 1984
RCRA Amendments [HSWA] is shared by
many portions of OSW. ” [p. 162]

“As of March 1986 (8 months after the regu-
lations were promulgated) little oversight
was being provided by EPA. OSW was not
aware of [the extent of adoption of waste
minimization provisions of HSWA at the
State level]” [p. 164]

“Waste minimization research and develop-
ment is a low-priority item within EPA. It
received about $1.2 million—half of 1 per-
cent of EPA’s fiscal 1986 estimated $213.8
budget for all R&D . . . OTA estimates that
much less than 50 percent of EPA’s fund-
ing for waste minimization R&D applies to
waste reduction, even though the agency
has identified waste reduction as one of
two categories of waste minimization. ” [p.
183]

single largest group of projects that
 resulted and most of the funding [for FY
85] went for Small Quantity Generator
(SQG) education and assistance projects.
A review of the summaries of 80 such
projects reveals that most dealt with com-
pliance needs. Only three projects includ-
ed waste reduction . . it is unlikely that
waste reduction will become a higher pri-
ority during [FY 86).” [P. 172]

“EPA did not request funds for program
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Table 3.—Funding Levels and Evacuations of EPA Waste Minimization Activities—continued

EPA report: descriptions of activities Budget commitments: past and future OTA report: evaluations of EPA activities

● “The Office of Research and Develop-
ment’s Small Business/Small Quantity
Generator’s Research Program provides
financial support . . .“ [to]:

(1) “. . . Government Refuse Collection
and Disposal Association clearing-
houses for information on waste
management options . .“

(2) “. State technical assistance and
educational programs for applied
research on waste minimization . . .
Funding is currently provided to
North Carolina and Minnesota. ” [p.
69]

. “The Office of Research and Develop-
ment also supports research and de-
velopment or recycling technology and
clean manufacturing processes at the
Industrial Waste Elimination Research
Center at the Illinois Institute of Tech-
nology.” [p. 70]

● Other Office of Research and Develop-
ment activities are listed by EPA as

(1) “The regional support services
staff serves as a clearinghouse . . .
by fielding requests for technical
information or technology
transfer. . .“

(2) “The Hazardous Waste [Engineer-
ing] Research Laboratory is under-
taking research on waste reduction
and recycling . . .“

(3) ORD “administered funding for ap-
plied research recently conducted
for OSW in cooperation with Tufts
University. The Tufts Center for
Environmental Management con-
ducted a [waste minimization] for-
eign practices study .“ [p. 70]

Information Sharing and Management:
“EPA can draw upon several existing

sources of information in order to further
the dissemination and sharing of knowl-
edge about hazardous waste generation
and waste minimization policy . .“ [p. 70]

ORD
small business/SQG funds

FY 86. . .$326,000
FY 87. , . 103000
FY 88 . . . O*

Contract per year:
FY 66...$126,000
FY 87 . . . 103,000

Contracts per year:
NC: FY 85...$100,000

FY 86 . . . 100,000
MN: FY 86...$100,000

●

OTA did not evaluate this contract because
it was not relevant to reduction.

HWERL “has funded two Small Business In-
itiative projects in fiscal year 1966
through State waste reduction programs
(North Carolina and Minnesota). Minneso-
ta’s MnTAP will administer $100,000 in
grant on applied research project to as-
sist small business in complying with
regulatory problems. The grant will apply
primarily to RCRA hazardous waste and
will not be restricted to waste minimiza-
tion.” [p. 209]

The EPA grants to North Carolina’s Pollu-
tion Prevention Pays Program are used
along with State funds to create a com-
prehensive research and education grant
system. [see pp. 218-219]

. . is the EPA center [of Excellence] where
work is most directly related to waste
reduction. Its annual budget is based on
the EPA grant [$540,000 per year] . . .
specific projects have focused on [re-
search with some relevance to waste
reduction] . . . The center would like to
pursue waste reduction more directly but
does not do so because the subject lacks
priority at EPA . . . [p. 185]

OTA did not evaluate these activities.

HWERL’S “Despite claims that HWERL is ‘working to
Alternative Technologies Division foster increased use of . . . waste reduc-

Waste minimization research funding: tion’ OTA could find little work specifical-
ly directed toward this objective . . .

FY 86....$235,000 Funding for fiscal year 1986 is . . . being
FY 87 . . . . 108,000 used for one contract . . . [on waste reduc-
FY 88 . . . . 108,000 (request) tion auditing procedures].” [p. 184]

“The Center for Environment Management
at Tufts University is funded principally by
EPA at a cost of $2 million per year
. . . Waste Reduction and Treatment is one
of four ‘clusters of concentration’ [at the
Center]. Two projects [relevant to waste
minimization or waste reduction] have
been completed: a study of foreign
government waste minimization practices
and the organization of a conference.” [p.
188]

OTA did not directly evaluate the informa-
tion-sharing aspect of EPA’s waste
minimization efforts in its report because
they had little focus on waste reduction.
The activities have concerned EPA’s
Report to Congress or were not contin-
gent on EPA funding.

“EPA did not request funds for program
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EPA lists the following examples of informa-
t ion shar ing:

(1) Sponsorship of two waste reduction con-
ferences held at Woods Hole in 1985 and
1988.

(2) Co-sponsorship and assistance in coor-
dinating three workshops for State Waste
Reduction Programs,

(3) Waste minimization presentations by EPA
staff at seven conferences.

(4) Support to the Environmental Auditing
Roundtable.

In the information management category,
EPA discusses the value of “existing
mechanisms [that] afford a significant ba-
sis upon which to develop a comprehen-
sive overview of the use, movement, and
fate of all chemicals and wastes of con-
cern and to determine the changes result-
ing from altered economic and regulatory
conditions. ” [p. 73]

OTA devoted a chapter in its report to infor-
mation needs and availability for waste
reduction in setting policy goals and in
implementing and evaluating potential
regulatory and nonregulatory programs.
Primarily because waste reduction is a
process specific endeavor, little was
found in the existing information gather-
ing capability of EPA that significantly
satisfied those needs.

SOURCES For column 1, U S, Environmental Protection Agency, Report  to Congress Minimization of  Hazardous Waste,  EPA/530-SW-88-033 (Washington, DC: EPA,
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, October 1988), pages as noted. For column 2, OTA 1987. For column 3, U.S. Congress, Office of Technology
Assessment, Ser/ous  Reductiorr  of Hazardous Waste, OTA-ITE-317 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, September 1988), pages as noted


