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Great Lakes United —a binational coalition for the Great Lakes/St. Lawrence ecosystem
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‘The meaning of zero

by John Jackson

Zero discharge of a substance

means 7o human release of that

substance into the environment.
Persistent toxic substances are

having sometimes insidious, some-

times dramatic, but always serious

Jimpacts 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

Pt

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.
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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.

Anocther 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. s

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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Basin Toxic Use Reduction Is in Its Infancy

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:

> a definition of toxics use re-

duction and the methods for
achieving it;

> planning and reporting re-

quirements;

> technical assistance programs;

> regulatory authority to en-

force the plans;

> general and specific reduction

goals and targets;

> Pprovisions for worker and

community involvement; and
> 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 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-
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 mdustry 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 mot 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 abouteliminating hazards as-
sociated with toxics use, such as
worker and consumer product ex-
posures. Toxics wuse 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-

nmg}rafter a perxod of time) the
prod eiid ise, of toxic chemi-
es ‘that create toxic
byproduu.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. Qut-of process
recycling is not. While source
reduction includes toxics wuse
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.
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 warkers, 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.

In-process

7267.

Indiana

Last year the state passed the.

Indiana Industrial Pollution Prev-
ention Act. The law defines pol-
1lution prevention
as “a practice
that reduces the
industrial use of
toxic materials ..,
without diluting
or concentrating
the waste before
therelease, hand-
ling, storage, transport, treatment,
or disposal of the waste. The term
includes changes in production
technology, materials, processés,
operations, or procedures or the use

of in process, in line, or closed loop.

recycling.”

The law establishes an Offlce 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-
1als 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?

1

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.

L4

Wisconsin
Wisconsin Act-325 was passed in
1989 ¢o 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-

e,

...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
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
3 “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,
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

Illincis passed the Toxic Pollution
Prevention Act. The law defines
“toxic pollution prevention” as “in-
plant practices that reduce, avoid
or eliminate: (1) 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 anational 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:

> identification of measurable

source reduction goals, strate-
gies and timelines

> review of agency regulations

for impact on source reduction
opportunities - .. J{f.‘;.

» coordination of so\zﬁx"é;g‘gfeduc-

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

» identification of federal gov-

ernment opportunities, such
as its procurement policies, to
encourage source reduction;
and

e

> 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
envircnment, 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.

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:
Rodman or Monica Martin, Illinois

Bruce

Environmental Protection Agency,
2200 Churchill Rd., Springfield, IL
627086, (217) 782-3397.

Other Agency Contact People

Ontario: Ken Bradley, Ontario
Waste Management Corporation,
2 Bloor St. W., 11th Fl., Toronto,
Ontario M4W 3EZ2, (416) 923-2918.
Neil Ahlberg, Ontario Ministry of
the Environment, Waste Manage-
ment Branch, #2 St. Clair Ave. W,
14th Fl., Toronto, Ontaric M4V
1L5, (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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