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Executive Summary

The Toxic Pollution Prevention Act was Program (MnTAP). The TRI and Progress
established in 1990 and defines pollution Reports are explained in more detail in Chapter
prevention as “eliminating or reducing at the One.

source the use, generation, or release of toxic
pollutants, hazardous substances and hazardous

wastes.” Methods of preventing pollution Expanded analysis

include finding less or non-toxic substitutes for

raw materials, redesigning products or This year, the OEA undertook several new
production processes, eliminating leaks and methods of evaluating the data provided by

spills, and recycling and reusing materials companies in their TRI and progress reports.
within a system. Past analysis has focused solely on an aggregate

level, detailing statewide trends in managing

and releasing chemicals, and in preventing
pollution. In this report, the OEA expands its
analysis to provide a more in-depth
understanding of the facilities who manage and
release the largest quantities of chemicals. These
facility profiles are contained in Chapter Two.

The Office of Environmental Assistance (OEA)
submits a report on the state’s progress in
meeting the objectives of the Act to the

Minnesota Legislature by February 1 of each
even-numbered year. This fouRbllution

Prevention Evaluation Report emphasizes

progress and changes that have taken place since

the last report was submitted in 1996. The purpose of analyzing these core facilities is
to gain some understanding of the processes that
generate toxic chemicals, the best means of
reducing or eliminating those chemicals, and
barriers to reduction. Based on this analysis, the
OEA has identified a number of changes, both
to statute and to its own assistance programs,
which could increase the state’s effectiveness in

q preventing toxic pollution.

Manufacturing industries are typically the major
users, generators and releasers of toxic
pollutants. These industries, along with certain
non-manufacturing companies, are required to
file annual Toxic Release Inventory (TRI)
reports if they use certain chemicals in amounts
above specified thresholds. These TRI reports
are required under state and federal statutes, an
are filed with the Minnesota Emergency
Response Commission (ERC).

Adjusting for production
In Minnesota, companies who file TRI reports
also prepare pollution prevention plans and This report also incorporates the use of
annual progress reports, which list the production indicators as a means of determining

company’s reduction objectives, methods of and  how changes in production correspond to the
progress toward achieving those objectives, and  amount of chemical waste generated in the state.
barriers to reduction on a chemical by chemical  ope way to measure progress in preventing
basis. Companies submit their progress reports  pojlution is to measure changes in the amount of

to the ERC, which provides copies to the OEA  \yaste produced per product. Since the state does
and to the Minnesota TeChr“CaI Assistance not have access to data on the quan““es Of

Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance 1
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products produced by reporting facilities, OEA
staff use several factors to approximate changes
in production levels. These production-adjusted
indicators are explained and utilized throughout
Chapter Two.

The production-adjusted indicators show that
eight out of fifteen of the facilities that managed
the largest quantities of chemicalsin 1996 made
progress in preventing pollution in their facility
asawhole; and that all 15 made progressin
reducing some of their reported chemicals. For
Standard Industrial Classification codes (SIC
codes), production-adjusted indicators show that
14 of 20 industry sectors made clear progressin
P2 and that four of the remaining six made some
progress.

Adjusting for changesin production isimportant
in terms of assessing whether afacility is
reducing the waste it generates per product.
However, the environment, wildlife and human
health are affected by the aggregate amount of
pollution generated.

Findings: Chemical releases

The number of facilitiesrequired to fileaTRI
report continues to decline. Thisdeclineis
primarily due to two factors. Beginning with the
1995 reporting year, facilities that report less
than 500 pounds of a chemical, and use less than
one million pounds of that chemical canfilea
two-page aternate threshold certification instead
of aTRI report. In 1996, 61 facilitiesfiled
certifications instead of TRI reports. The decline
in reporting facilities also may indicate progress
in preventing pollution, as some facilities lower
the amount of TRI-listed chemicals they use and
manage to levels below the reporting threshold.

In 1996, 418 reporting facilities in Minnesota
released 22 million pounds of waste chemicals

into the state’s air, water and soil. This is a 10-
percent decrease from 1995, when 454 reporting

facilities released about 24.5 million pounds of
waste chemicals to the environment.

In 1996, 47.7 percent of TRI-reporting facilities
reduced their chemical releases from 1995
levels. Sixty-six facilities reduced releases by
more than 10,000 pounds; ten of those facilities
reduced releases by more than 100,000 pounds.
A table of the facilities that achieved the greatest
reductions in absolute quantities of chemicals
released is found on page 62.

In the same year, about 36 percent of TRI-
reporting facilities increased their chemical
releases from 1995 levels. Thirty-nine facilities
increased releases by at least 10,000 pounds;
only one facility increased its releases by more
than 100,000 pounds. That facility started
production in the middle of 1995, so 1996 was
its first full reporting year. A table of the
facilities reporting the largest increases in
absolute pounds of chemicals released is also
found on page 63. The remainder of the
facilities reported no change in quantities
released.

Each year, the same 15 facilities are responsible
for about 50 percent of the TRI-reported
chemical releases in the state. The remaining 50
percent of total chemical releases come from
many diffuse sources emitting smaller quantities
of chemicals.

Findings: Chemical management

Beginning in 1991, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) expanded TRI
reporting requirements to cover the quantity of
chemicals a facility manages, in addition to
releases, each year. The amount “managed”
includes the listed chemicals that a facility
recycles, treats, or burns for energy recovery,
both on and off-site, as well as releases to the
environment.

Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance
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The amount of waste chemicals managed in the
state increased from 1991 to 1996, as companies
shifted from releasing large quantities of
chemicals to capturing those chemicals and
recycling, treating or burning them. Recycling
makes up about 69 percent of chemical
management by TRI-reporting facilities (See
graph on page 19).

In 1996, 418 TRI-reporting facilities managed a
little over 242 million pounds of waste
chemicals. This amount represents a nine
percent decrease from the total amount of
chemicals managed in 1995, when 454 reporting
facilities managed almost 267 million pounds of
chemicals.

In 1996, 58 percent of TRI-reporting facilities
reduced the quantities of chemicals they

manage. One hundred fourteen companies
reduced chemicals managed by more than
10,000 pounds; twenty-four reduced chemicals
managed by more than 100,000 pounds; and five
reduced chemicals managed by more than one
million pounds. A table showing the companies
that achieved the greatest reductions in absolute
quantities of chemicals managed is found on

page 21.

In the same year, 38 percent of TRI-reporting
facilities increased the quantities of chemicals
they manage. Sixty-two companies increased
chemicals managed by more than 10,000
pounds; sixteen increased chemicals managed
by more than 100,000 pounds; and three
increased chemicals managed by more than one
million pounds. A table showing the companies
reporting the largest increases in chemicals
managed is found on page 21. The remainder of
the facilities reported no change in chemicals
managed.

Focus on chemicals managed

Preventing toxic pollution at its source means
reducing the amount of chemicals afacility uses

or generates, whether those chemicals are
managed as waste, released to the environment
or put into products. A reduction in the overall
amount of chemicals afacility managesisa
better indicator of progressin preventing
pollution than a reduction in the amount of
chemicalsreleased. A reduction in releases
could indicate that the facility is still generating
the same quantity of waste chemicals, but is
managing them through means other than
release to the environment.

Industry, government and communities are
concerned with overall chemical management
for anumber of reasons. First, generating large
guantities of chemical wastes could indicate
inefficient production processes and inefficient
resource use. Several of the largest-quantity
chemica managersin the state are taking steps
to simultaneously increase their efficiency and
reduce their chemical wastes.

* 3M has adopted agoal to cut the waste
generated, as a percent of the product produced,

by 50 percent by the year 2000. Teams of

process engineers and chemists will be

examining all inputs to 3M’s processes, and
determining ways to produce more product
using less materials, or identifying uses for by-
products of a process.

* TheFord Motor Company’s Twin Cities
Assembly Plantisincreasing efficiency and
reducing waste chemicals through innovative
agreements with its suppliers. The plant paysits
suppliers of solvents and other chemicals based

on the number of trucks Ford paints rather than

the volume of chemicals it purchases. Ford’s
vendors have an incentive to help the assembly
plant paint as many trucks as possible using the
least possible quantities of solvents.

Managing toxic chemicals also means a
company incurs increased handling, treatment,
disposal and liability costs. Some facilities are
trying to eliminate their management of TRI
chemicals because of these costs. For instance,

Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance
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in 1997, Champion International paper mill
eliminated its use of two TRI chemicals by
finding substitutes or changing production
processes. Champion believes the long-term
gains of making the changes will outweigh the
short-term costs.

Perhaps the most important reason to reduce the
amount of chemicals industry managesisthe
risk of workplace or community exposure and
fugitive releases. Recent news articles have
raised the question of how exposureto TRI-
listed chemicals such as methyl bromide and
benzene contributed to human illnesses and
deaths in Minnesota

Recommendations

The TPPA currently requires facilitiesto plan to
reduce their chemical releases. The OEA

proposes to expand the focus of pollution
prevention planning and progress reports, under
Minn. Stat. 88 115D.07 and 115D.08, from
chemical releases to chemical releases and
chemicals managed through treatment or
burning for energy recovery. Facilities already
report on the quantities of chemicals managed
through these methods on the TRI Form R, and
would use this data in their plans and progress
reports.

CHEMICAL MANAGEMENT AS
REPORTED FOR 1996

Energy Recovery -

Onsite 4%
Energy Recovery -

Offsite 1 %

Environmental
Releases 9%

Treated - Offsite
4%

Treated - Onsite
13%

Recycled - Offsite

Recycled - Onsite 9%

60%

Source: 1996 TRI data

This change would require a reporting facility to
focus its progress report objectives on reducing
the quantities of chemicals released, treated or
burned for energy recovery. With this limited
expansion to the plans and progress reports, the
OEA continues to encourage facilities to recycle
chemicals that cannot be reduced or eliminated.
Recycling is not pollution prevention, but is an
environmentally preferable means of managing
waste chemicals. The OEA already has staff
who could review the expanded progress
reports; this proposal would not require hiring
any new OEA staff.

* The ERC and the OEA will refine the

progress reports to further eliminate duplication
of the federal data reporting required under
Sections 8.1-8.7 of the TRI Form R. In Section
8, facilities report the quantities of each
chemical managed for the previous year and the
current reporting year, and quantities anticipated
for the two years following the reporting year.

The state will work with reporting facilities to
determine whether these future year projections,
as reported in Section 8, can be used as a
facility’s numeric reduction objectives for each
chemical, rather than asking facilities to state
numeric reduction objectives separately in their
progress reports. The OEA will analyze whether
facilities are reporting the same numbers as both
their future year projections and their numeric
objectives. This analysis will help the OEA and
its partners to determine whether it makes sense
to simply use one set of numbers for both
purposes.

* Current pollution prevention incentives
encourage facilities to reduce chemical releases,
but do not encourage facilities to reduce the
overall quantities of chemicals managed. In the
next year, the OEA will work with the ERC,
manufacturers and environmental advocates to
evaluate the state’s positive and negative
incentives for preventing pollution and analyze
the impacts of making changes to those
incentives.

Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance
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As discussed on previous pages, businesses

incur a number of costs when they generate
chemical wastes. These costs can motivate
companies to reduce those wastes. Other costs
and requirements levied by the state provide
further incentives for reduction. Existing
incentives include the Governor’s Awards,
grants, the pollution prevention fee and the
“Minnesota 50" challenge program. Potential
incentives may include tax credits or loan
programs for capital investments that prevent
pollution, or a new challenge program that
would offer a reduced fee schedule for
companies that attain substantial reductions in
releases. The OEA will examine existing and
potential incentives to identify possible
opportunities to further promote pollution
prevention.

* The same group of 15 companies is
responsible each year for managing about 70
percent of the TRI-listed chemicals in the state.
The OEA will work with these 15 companies to
determine effective methods of making further
progress in reducing the amount of chemicals
that are managed and released in the state.

The OEA and company managers have already
begun to identify possible topics for discussion.
With its industry partners, the OEA also will
establish forums for sharing information on
these topics, which may include:

* “Best management practices” in the state and
across the country.

» Corporate motivations for reducing the
amount of waste chemicals generated.

* The true cost of waste.

» Working with suppliers to reduce waste and
toxicity.

» Better means of assessing production’s impact
on waste generation.

» Models for incorporating Design for
Environment into the production process.

A broader approach to
evaluating progress

The TRI reports and the Pollution Prevention
Progress Reports are valuable sources of
information on the quantities of chemicals
managed and released in Minnesota, and on
successful reduction methods. However, there
are limits to the information gained through the
TRI and Progress Reports.

The data is self-reported by a select group of
companies reporting on a select group of
chemicals. About 600 of the more than 70,000
chemicals in use in the United States are on the
TRI list; fewer than 200 of those 600 chemicals
are used above threshold amounts in Minnesota.
Many companies are reducing waste and
preventing pollution in ways that are not
captured by TRI and progress reporting, either
because they are reducing chemicals or wastes
not on the TRI list, or because they use TRI
chemicals in quantities below the reporting
threshold. Below are two examples:

* U.S. Filter offers its customers a system that
removes metals from contaminated water so that
the water can be reused in a company’s
production processes. Businesses such as metal
finishing and metal plating companies
traditionally use water for rinsing, then treat it
and dump it into the sewer. With U.S. Filter's
closed-loop system, businesses save money and
significantly decrease the burden on their
community’s wastewater treatment system. The
MPCA is working with U.S. Filter to ease
regulatory restrictions that apply to the water
recycling process.

Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance
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* The Southern Minnesota Sugar beet
Cooper ative uses lime to facilitate areaction
that produces sugar from beets, and rids the
sugar of impurities. The Cooperative was
generating large amounts of lime waste that
were gitting in piles on the property. MNnTAP
assisted the company in researching the optimal
amount of lime for the process. As aresult, the
Cooperative is modifying its recipe to use less
lime, generating lesswaste. Limeisnot a TRI
chemical, so this example of pollution
prevention is not captured through TRI

reporting.

Through their technical and financial assistance,
the OEA and MnTAP encourage industry to
take a more comprehensive approach to
pollution prevention. The OEA’s grant
programs and the Governor’'s Awards for
Pollution Prevention provide resources and
recognition to companies who undertake
reduction efforts that encompass both TRI
chemicals and other pollutants. Chapter Three
provides summaries of grant recipients and
award winners over the last two years.

Likewise, MNTAP’s assistance programs,
workshops and intern projects incorporate a
broad perspective on pollution prevention.
MnTAP targets its assistance to smaller and
mid-size companies, selected on the basis of
their production processes or use of particular
chemicals.

In recent years, MNTAP has worked with dry

cleaners, printers, and metal and wood finishers.

In 1998, MnTAP will work with businesses to
improve paint stripping and adhesive processes,
and with companies that discharge waste to
Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWS).
MnTAP’s programs are described in Chapter
Four. The tables in that section provide brief
descriptions of projects that helped companies
to reduce chemical waste and conserve
resources.

The MPCA is taking steps to incorporate
pollution prevention into its programs through
staff training, revised permitting procedures and
Project XL.

* The MPCA worked with MnTAP to develop
training modules that help MPCA staff identify
pollution prevention opportunities at regulated
facilities.

* The MPCA is meeting with the
Environmental Quality Board to revise the
state’s environmental assessment worksheet to
include questions on pollution prevention.

* The MPCA is working with industries and
local governments through Project XL to
provide regulatory flexibility in exchange for
reducing emissions or discharges below
permitted levels.

These changes and projects are discussed in the
chapter on “Pollution Prevention Within
Government.”

Progress in preventing non-TRI
reported toxic pollution

While manufacturing industries bear much of

the responsibility for generating toxic pollution,
and also deserve much of the credit for reducing
pollution, these industries are not the only users
and generators of chemicals. Various chapters of
this report discuss the roles played by the
suppliers of raw materials, small businesses,
government, public institutions and citizens in
both generating and preventing pollution.

Pollutants that a facility emits from a stack or
discharges through a pipe are easier to measure,
and thus easier to capture and reduce, than the
pollutants that individuals, small businesses and
farmers put down their drains, apply to their
yards or fields and emit from their vehicles.

Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance
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Despite being widely dispersed and more

difficult to measure or contain, such pollution
poses a threat to the state’s water, atmosphere
and soil.

In the last year, OEA staff have helped target
sources of non-industrial toxic pollution for
reduction. Several of these projects are
highlighted below.

* The OEA provided a grant to tiaty of St.

Paul and the Neighbor hood Ener gy

Consortium to test the performance of non-
toxic cleaning products in the City Hall Annex.
As a result of the four-month project, the City
approved a supplier of non-toxic cleaning
products to be added to its vendor list. Schools
and other government offices are now exploring
the use of these products in their buildings.

* The OEA worked with th®epartment of
Administration to develop criteria to evaluate
the environmental attributes of cleaning
products used in state offices. In the upcoming
year, the Dept. of Administration will issue a
new state contract that incorporates
environmental and performance criteria in its
product list.

* The OEA provided a grant to thestitute for
Agricultural and Trade Policy, which is
developing a pesticide “yardstick” tool to help
Minnesota farmers assess the adverse
environmental and financial impacts of their
pesticide use, and guide them in reducing
pesticide use.

These projects are further explained in Chapter
Five. In addition, the OEA’s sustainable
communities team works with citizens to
comprehensively address environmental, social
and economic issues that affect their quality of
life. These community assistance programs are
described in Chapter Four.

Future directions

Preventing pollution means eliminating
chemicals at the source, before they are used or
generated at all. This approach necessitates a
commitment not only to change production
processes but also to change the products
themselves. Such an encompassing view
requires greater responsibility on the part of
everyone involved in producing, selling,
purchasing, consuming and disposing of a
product.

The Toxic Pollution Prevention Act does not
address the toxic materials that are contained in
products, which can be sources of pollution
during product use and disposal stages. In the
last year, the state and its partners in both the
private and public sectors have identified toxics
in products as an area of concern and an
obstacle to further progress in preventing
pollution.

The OEA, with MNnTAP and the MPCA, is
pursuing policies and projects that build on
Minnesota’s previous experience and leadership
in eliminating toxic materials from products,

and thus from the environment. The state’s
successful and cooperative efforts to reduce
mercury in the environment by eliminating its
use in certain products provides an excellent
example of this approach.

The OEA and its partners in both the public and
private sectors are undertaking several projects
that employ a similar comprehensive and
cooperative approach to reducing pollution at
every stage of a product’s life cycle. These
projects are all in an early stage, but help define
an emerging direction for the state.

* The OEA and MnTAP are working with

several companies who are testing a “Design for
Environment” tool-kit developed by MNnTAP

staff to help businesses assess and improve their
design and production processes.

Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance
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* The OEA isinvolved in discussions with local
governments, electronics manufacturers, and
retailers to develop a pilot project that would
enable consumers to return used computers for
recycling.

* The OEA will be convening a series of panel
discussions with the intent of finding ways to
implement product stewardship programs for
priority products. Prioritieswill be based on
toxic or hazardous components of those
products.

Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance



Chapter 1: Minnesota’s Toxic
Pollution Prevention Act

The Toxic Pollution Prevention Act (TPPA)
requires the Minnesota Office of Environmental
Assistance (OEA) to report to the Minnesota
Legislature on progress toward meeting the
objectives of the Act by February 1 of each
even-numbered year. The report isto be
prepared in cooperation with the Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and the
Emergency Response Commission (ERC).

This report describes and evaluates Minnesota' s
progress in preventing pollution during 1996
and 1997 and suggests ways to enhance the
effectiveness of pollution prevention policies
and programs.

Legislative context

The Minnesota Toxic Pollution Prevention Act
(Minn. Stat., Chapter 115D) was signed into law
on May 3, 1990. This law established a new
emphasisin environmental policy: preventing
pollution at the source in ways that minimize the
transfer of pollutants from one environmental
medium to another (e.g., from water to air).

The law states the Legislature’ sintention that the
programs developed under this act encourage a
greater awareness of the need for pollution
prevention and of its benefits. Further, it states

that these programs shall “lead to a greater
degree of cooperation and coordination among
all elements of government, industry and the
public in encouraging and carrying out pollution
prevention activities.”

To achieve these goals, the Toxic Pollution
Prevention Act:

» Established a pollution prevention assistance
program.

» Created a matching grant program to study or
demonstrate innovative pollution prevention
methods and technologies.

* Authorized the OEA to administer the
Governor’'s Awards for Excellence in
Pollution Prevention.

The TPPA also requires facilities reporting
releases of Toxic Chemical Release Inventory
(TRI) chemicals under the federal Emergency
Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act to
develop pollution prevention plans and to
submit annual progress reports to the ERC.
Copies of the progress reports go to the OEA
and MnTAP. Minnesota law expanded these
requirements to additional facilities in 1993.

The TPPA assesses pollution prevention fees on
facilities reporting TRI chemical releases and on
large-quantity generators of hazardous waste.
The fees raise revenue to fund pollution
prevention programs.

Defining pollution prevention

The TPPA defines pollution prevention as
“eliminating or reducing at the source the use,
generation, or release of toxic pollutants,
hazardous substances, and hazardous wastes.”
The key phrase in this definition is “at the
source,” meaning that a waste or emission is not
generated in the first place.

Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance
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Pollution prevention approaches range from
simple methods and techniques to advanced
technologies. Simple preventive applications
may include such activities as covering exposed
containers of volatile chemicals or tightening
loose and leaking pipe connections. Other low-
technology options include personnel training,

Implementing pollution prevention measures

can strengthen companies economically,
improving their profitability, competitiveness
and ability to sustain and generate jobsin
Minnesota’s economy. For many companies,
pollution prevention is an integral part of
continuous quality improvement efforts and

good housekeeping, improved business
operations and inventory control practices.

cost-containment programs. Generating waste or
releasing pollution may mean that a company is
using costly chemicals or other raw materials

High-technology pollution prevention
applications include redesigning manufacturing
processes, substituting raw materials (e.g.,
switching from hazardous solvents to water-
based solvents), increasing the efficiency of
production, or redesigning and reformulating
products.

Pollution prevention is an environmental
protection method that is fundamentally
different from approaches that focus on
managing or controlling pollution after it has
been generated. Pollution prevention occurs
before the creation of awaste or a pollutant, and
thus before the implementation of waste
management alternatives such as pollution
control, treatment, recycling or disposal.

Pollution prevention does not include end-of-
pipe treatment, waste management, disposal,
recycling, or energy recovery. These methods
for managing wastes may protect the
environment and result in other benefits, but do
not prevent the creation of awaste in the first
place.

Benefits of pollution prevention

The most obvious benefit of pollution
prevention isthat it can lead to a cleaner
environment and lower health risk for
Minnesota’ s population. Pollution prevention
can, however, yield benefits that go beyond the
goal of safeguarding the environment.

inefficiently.

Potential benefits of pollution prevention
include:

Reduced waste treatment and disposal costs,
since less waste is generated.

Decreased liability costs resulting from waste
disposal (e.g., Superfund).

Lower raw material and energy costs, since
chemicals may be used more efficiently.

Higher quality products or services resulting
in increased customer satisfaction.

Potential competitive marketing advantage by
offering “green” products and services.

Compliance with environmental laws and
regulations.

Avoidance of costs associated with pollution
control and waste treatment equipment.

Lower environmental fees, especially based
on the quantity of wastes generated.

Avoidance or minimization of worker and
community exposure to chemicals.

Reduction of chemicals entering the solid
waste stream.

Reduced reliance on pollution control devices
and lowered resultant releases of pollutants if
control equipment fails.

Lower exposure of companies to future
environmental regulations.

Community relations benefits.

Greater employee pride in companies
receiving recognition as environmental
success stories.
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Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance



February 1998

1998 Pollution Prevention Evaluation Report

Pollution prevention leads to benefits for many
constituencies. companies, workers, citizens and
the environment. Pollution prevention offers a
“win-win” strategy through which Minnesota
can succeed in addressing its environmental

challenges. Economic and competitive benefits
of pollution prevention give it an important role
in helping move Minnesota towards a more
sustainable future.

Toxic Release Inventory reporting requirements

The TPPA applies to all facilities currently filing Toxic Release
Inventory Reporting Form R (TRI) required under Title Ill,
Section 313 of the federal Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA), enacted in 1986. SARA Title I,
Section 313, also known as the Emergency Planning and
Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA), mandates TRI
reporting.

Facilities that meet all of the following criteria established
under EPCRA and the expanded Pollution Prevention Act of
1990 are required to submit TRI Form R:

* Facilities in Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes 20
through 39 are required to report under federal law. As of
1993, Minnesota law requires additional SIC codes to submit
reports. (The complete set of SIC codes is shown in Table 1.)

 Facilities with ten or more full-time employees.

 Facilities that manufacture or process more than 25,000
pounds or use more than 10,000 pounds of any listed
chemicals during a calendar year.

Facilities meeting the above criteria report on their
management and releases of about 600 chemicals of the more
than 70,000 chemicals registered for use in the United States.
The quantities of chemicals managed are reported in Section 8
of the TRI Form R, and include the listed chemicals a facility
recycles, treats or burns for energy recovery, as well as releases
to the environment.

Beginning with the 1995 reporting year, facilities who report
less than 500 pounds of a chemical, and use less than one
million pounds of that chemical, can file a two-page alternate
threshold certification instead of a TRl Form R.

TRI reporters in Minnesota are required to prepare and
maintain pollution prevention plans. Plans are to be updated
every two years. Plans are not required to be submitted to a
governmental agency and remain non-public documents at the
facility. The Pollution Prevention Progress Report (P2PR) is a

Table 1: Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC) Code
Descriptions

SIC Code Description

10
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

36
37
38
39
40
45
49
806
807
822
8734
5161

5162

5169

7384
7389
9223

Metal Mining

Food & Kindred Products
Tobacco Products

Textile Mill Products

Apparel & Other Textile Products
Lumber & Wood Products
Furniture & Fixtures

Paper & Allied Products

Printing & Publishing

Chemicals and Allied Products
Petroleum & Coal Products
Rubber & Misc. Plastic Products
Leather & Leather Products
Stone, Clay, & Glass Products
Primary Metal Industries
Fabricated Metal Products
Industrial Machinery & Equipment
Electronic & Other Electric Equipment
Transportation Equipment
Instruments & Related Products
Misc. Manufacturing Industries
Rail Transport

Air Transport

Utilities

Hospitals

Medical & Dental Laboratories
Colleges & Universities

Testing Laboratories

Wholesale Trade, Non-durable
Goods; Chemicals & allied products
not elsewhere classified

Wholesale Trade, Non-durable
Goods; Plastics materials & basic
shapes

Wholesale Trade, Non-durable
Goods; Chemicals & allied products
not elsewhere classified

Photofinishing Laboratories
Business Services; Solvent Recovery

Correctional Institutions

Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance
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summary of this document. Progress reports are
submitted to the ERC and are available for

public review. The OEA uses data supplied

from Section 8 of the TRI Form R, aswell as

data from facilities’ progress reports, to assess
progress in pollution prevention. (See
Appendices A and B.)

Number of facilities reporting

In 1996, 418 facilities filed TRI reports in
Minnesota. Reporting facilities account for

approximately one third of the total number of
employees within the reporting SIC codes.

The number of facilities who are required to file
a TRI report continues to decline. This decline is
partly due to changes in reporting criteria, but
also may indicate progress in preventing
pollution, as facilities lower the amount of TRI-
listed chemicals they use and manage below
threshold reporting levels. In 1996, 61 facilities
filed alternate certifications instead of TRI
reports.

Number of Facilities Reporting Under SARA Title lll,
Section 313
600 T
14 16
g 500 + 12
= 11
S 400 T ]
(0]
< 300 -
‘E 564 536 G
8 200 + 442 407
E
]
Z 100 O Additional State Reporters
0 | | ; ; | |BOFederal TRI Reporters
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
Years

Source: 1996 TRI, Section 8

Pollution prevention planning

Pollution prevention planning is a critical
element of the TPPA. The development of a
pollution prevention plan is an opportunity for
facility managers and employees to examine
processes that use, generate or release Toxic
Release Inventory (TRI) chemicals and to
evaluate pollution prevention options. This
evaluation is a significant step toward realizing
the full potential for pollution prevention.

The planning process is an excellent method of
increasing awareness of the benefits of pollution
prevention: saving money, improving efficiency,
increasing safety and protecting the
environment.

An increased awareness of the benefits leads to
greater commitment to pollution prevention.

The planning process offers an opportunity to
become more familiar with the full spectrum of
methods and techniques that can be
implemented to prevent pollution.

Overview of planning requirements

TRI reporters in Minnesota are required to
prepare and maintain pollution prevention plans.
Plans are to be updated every two years. Plans
are not required to be submitted to a
governmental agency and remain non-public
documents at the facility.

12
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Contents of the plan

Plans must establish a pollution prevention
program identifying specific technically and
economically feasible steps that could be taken
for the following three years.

Plans must include the following elements:

* A policy statement articulating upper
management support for pollution prevention.

* A description of processes that generate or
release TRI chemicals and a description of the
types, sources and quantities of TRI chemicals
that are managed or rel eased.

* A description of current and past pollution
prevention activities and an evaluation of the
effectiveness of these activities.

* An assessment of technical and economical
feasibility of pollution prevention options.

* A statement of pollution prevention objectives
and a schedule for achieving these objectives.

* An explanation of the rationale for each
objective.

* A listing of options considered not
economically and technically feasible.

* A certification signed and dated by the facility
manager and an officer of the company.

Pollution prevention progress
reporting

Progress reports are an important component of
the TPPA. Plans are not public documents, but
progress reports are. These progress reports
provide away for citizens, business and

government to assess industries’ progress in

pollution prevention.

The process of preparing progress reports
provides an opportunity for facilities to evaluate
the implementation of pollution prevention
plans and to identify areas where new efforts or
more assistance is needed. Finally, progress
reports are a tool for identifying technical
assistance needs.

Overview of progress reporting requirements

Facilities that prepare pollution prevention plans
are required to submit annual progress reports to
the ERC by July 1. The first reports were due in
1992. The ERC reviews the progress reports for
completeness and forwards them to the OEA,
MPCA and MnTAP for further review.

The progress reports must include:

* A summary of each objective established in
the facility's pollution prevention plan, including
the schedule for meeting the objective.

* A summary of progress made during the past
year toward meeting the objectives established
in the pollution prevention plan.

* A statement of methods through which
elimination or reduction has been achieved.

* If necessary, an explanation of the reasons
that objectives were not achieved, including
impediments the facility faced.

* A certification, signed and dated by the
facility manager and an officer of the company,
attesting that a complete pollution prevention
plan has been prepared and attesting to the
accuracy of the information in the progress
report.

Requiring certification by the facility manager
and a corporate officer indicates that an
objective of the TPPA is that pollution
prevention be given a high priority by senior
management at reporting facilities.

Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance
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1996 Progress report findings

For 1996, 378 of the 418 TRI-reporting facilities
also filed progress reports. The differencein

number is largely due to different reporting

thresholds for the federal TRI reporting
requirements and the state’s progress report
requirements. Companies who file TRI reports
based on their chemical use, but do not release
those chemicals to the environment do not have
to develop a pollution prevention plan or submit
a progress report. Companies which file
alternate threshold certifications also do not file
progress reports. For 1996, only one facility that
was required to file a progress report failed to
comply.

Of the 378 facilities filing progress reports for
1996, 51 percent contained numeric reduction
objectives, while the other 49 percent contained
non-numeric objectives. Of the 378 facilities,
203 (54 percent) reported meeting at least one
reduction objective for one chemical, while 145
(38 percent) reported meeting all their reduction
objectives for all their reported chemicals.

One hundred forty six facilities (39 percent)
filing progress reports reported meeting none of
their reduction objectives. The remaining 29
facilities (eight percent) did not set any
objectives for any chemical in their progress
reports.

Pollution prevention fees

The TPPA (Minn. Stat. 8 115D.12) requires the
OEA to collect pollution prevention fees by
January 1 of each year. The revenue raised is
allocated to pollution prevention programs
established in the TPPA.

Facilities subject to fee

Two categories of facilities are required to pay
the pollution prevention fee:

 Facilities required by the federal Emergency
Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act
(EPCRA) or the state Hazardous Chemical,
Emergency Planning and Response Act
(Minn. Stat. Chapter 299K) to report releases
of toxic chemicals through the Toxic
Chemical Release Inventory (TRI).

 Facilities that generate more than 1,000
kilograms of hazardous waste per month
(large-quantity hazardous waste generators).

Amount of fee

The pollution prevention fee for TRI reporters
has two parts: a flat fee per chemical released
and a fee based on the total pounds of toxic
chemicals released from the facility.
Calculations are based on toxic chemical
releases that are reported through the TRI.

All facilities required to report through the TRI
must pay $150 per chemical released. In
addition:

 Facilities that release less than 25,000 pounds
are assessed a fee of $500.

* Facilities that release more than 25,000
pounds are assessed a fee of two cents per
pound of toxic chemicals released.

Large-quantity generators of hazardous waste
that do not report releases through the TRI are
assessed $500 per year.

Fees collected

Approximately $1.1 million was raised from
pollution prevention fees each year from 1993
through 1995. Approximately $1 million was
collected in 1996 and in 1997. More than 90
percent of the funds raised are collected from

14
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TRI reporters, less than 10 percent from other
hazardous waste generators.

The TPPA and the Hazardous Chemical,
Emergency Planning and Response Act (Minn.
Stat. Chapter 299K) were amended in 1993 to
add more facilities from non-manufacturing
sectors to those already required to report on
toxic chemical releases, prepare pollution
prevention plans and report on progress. These
facilities first paid pollution prevention feesin
January 1995.

The OEA and the Minnesota Emergency

Response Commission (ERC) have cooperated

to consolidate billing for the TRI portion of the
pollution prevention fees since 1994. This

portion of the fee is collected by the ERC aong
with the hazardous materials incident response
fees which the ERC collects from some of the
same companies. The ERC’s consolidated
billing of pollution prevention fees has allowed
facilities required to pay both fees to receive
only one statement and pay with one check. The
OEA continues to collect fees from other large-
guantity hazardous waste generators.

In addition to streamlined administration for the
state and convenience for fee payers, this
consolidated billing effort for TRI-based fees
promotes pollution prevention because
companies can see the financial impact of all
fees based on their TRI releases and off-site
transfers. As a result, facilities may be
motivated to reduce releases and transfers to
lower their fees.

Evaluation

The fee program has maintained excellent
compliance with the fee requirement, with
nearly all of the facilities subject to the
requirement paying the fee. Administrative costs
are low, with approximately one-tenth full-time

staff equivalent required to manage the program.

From 1990 to 1996, the number of facilities
required to report releases and transfers of TRI

chemicals has decreased from 587 to 418. In
addition, the quantities of chemicals released to
the environment has generally been decreasing.
As fewer facilities are required to report and the
guantities of chemicals released continue to
decrease, the amount of revenue generated also
Is decreasing. Due to decreasing fee revenue, the
OEA cut $100,000 in pollution prevention
programs from its 1997 budget.

Recommendations for changes to P2
planning, progress reports and fees

* The TPPA currently requires facilities to plan
to reduce their chemical releases. The OEA
proposes to expand the focus of pollution
prevention planning and progress reports, under
Minn. Stat. 88 115D.07 and 115D.08, from
chemical releases to chemical releases and
chemicals managed through treatment or
burning for energy recovery. Facilities already
report on the quantities of chemicals managed
through these methods on the TRI Form R, and
would use this data in their plans and progress
reports.

This change would require a reporting facility to
focus its progress report objectives on reducing
the quantities of chemicals released, treated or
burned for energy recovery. With this limited
expansion to the plans and progress reports, the
OEA continues to encourage facilities to recycle
chemicals that cannot be reduced or eliminated.
Recycling is not pollution prevention, but is an
environmentally preferable means of managing
waste chemicals. The OEA already has staff
who could review the expanded progress
reports; this proposal would not require hiring
any new OEA staff.

* The ERC and the OEA will refine the progress
reports to further eliminate duplication of the
federal data reporting required under Sections
8.1-8.7 of the TRI Form R. In Section 8, facilities
report the quantities of each chemical

Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance
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managed for the previous year and the current
reporting year, and quantities anticipated for the
two years following the reporting year.

The state will work with reporting facilities to
determine whether these future year projections,
asreported in Section 8, can be used as a

facility’s numeric reduction objectives for each
chemical, rather than asking facilities to state
numeric reduction objectives separately in their
progress reports. The OEA will analyze whether
facilities are reporting the same numbers as both
their future year projections and their numeric
objectives. This analysis will help the OEA and
its partners to determine whether it makes sense
to simply use one set of numbers for both
purposes.

* Current pollution prevention incentives
encourage facilities to reduce chemical releases,
but do not encourage facilities to reduce the
overall quantities of chemicals managed. In the
next year, the OEA will work with the ERC,
manufacturers and environmental groups to
evaluate the state’s positive and negative
incentives for preventing pollution and analyze
the impacts of making changes to those
incentives.

Businesses incur a number of costs when they
generate chemical wastes. These costs can
motivate companies to reduce those wastes.
Other costs and requirements levied by the state
provide further incentives for reduction.

Existing incentives include the Governor’'s
Awards, grants, the pollution prevention fee and
the “Minnesota 50" challenge program.
Potential incentives may include tax credits or
loan programs for capital investments that
prevent pollution, or a new challenge program
that would offer a reduced fee schedule for
companies that attain substantial reductions in
releases. The OEA will examine existing and
potential incentives to identify possible
opportunities to further promote pollution
prevention.

Public access and information

To assess their resources, problems and
opportunities, communities need data that is
easily accessible and organized in a way that
makes sense. Currently, there is a wealth of
information available from numerous federal,
state and local agencies and organizations, but it
is hard to find and nearly impossible to integrate
into a meaningful and comprehensive document
that citizens can use to help guide their decision-
making.

There are a number of concurrent initiatives
underway in Minnesota to integrate data on
environmental, social, economic and health
factors into easily accessible, readily
understandable databases that are organized on a
geographic basis. The Minnesota State Planning
Agency, the OEA’s Sustainable Communities
Network and the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency are among the public entities who are
working on data integration and community
assessment projects. The OEA is supporting
these efforts, and intends to utilize these cross-
program databases to better target its own
assistance programs.

Current information sources

For further information on the companies who
file TRI reports in Minnesota, including
information specific to each facility and to each
county, citizens can contact the Minnesota
Emergency Response Commission at
612-296-7372.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
maintains a website with information on the
Toxic Release Inventory which is searchable by
facility or zip code. The Internet address is:

http://www.epa.gov/epahome/r2k.htm
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The Minnesota Department of Health has made
its county health profiles available on the
Internet. Each profile contains five major
collections of information: demographic and
vital statistics, morbidity and health care
utilization data, chemical heath indicators,
environmental health data, and maternal and
child health data. The Internet address for the
county health profilesis:

http://www.health.state.mn.us/factsfig/factsfig.html
Future information source

In 1997, the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency (MPCA) received afederal grant to
integrate all its environmental datainto one
cross-program database that will also
Incorporate geographic information. The MPCA
will make the database available to the public on
the Internet.

Minnesota Office of Environmental Assistance
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Chapter 2: Assessing Industrial
Progress in Pollution Prevention

Chemical management

Beginning in 1991, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) expanded TRI
reporting requirements to cover the quantity of
chemicals a facility manages in addition to
releases. Chemicals “ managed” is aterm coined
for al the activities reported under Sections 8.1
to 8.7 of the Toxic Release Inventory form.
Chemicals managed includes not only the
chemicals released to the environment, but also
chemicals recycled, treated or burned for energy
recovery, either on- or off-site.

Preventing toxic pollution at its source means
reducing the amount of chemicals a facility
generates, whether those chemicals are
managed as waste, released to the
environment or put into products. A

The pie chart below shows that recycling makes
up 69 percent of chemical management by TRI-
reporting facilities in Minnesota. Releasesto the
environment, treatment and burning for energy
recovery make up the other 31 percent of
chemical management. It is economically and
environmentally beneficial to eliminate chemical
wastes or recycle them for reuse. Asdetailed in
Chapter One, the OEA proposes that facilities
focus their efforts on reducing or shifting to
recycling the 31 percent of waste chemicals
currently being managed through less preferable
methods.

reduction in the overall amount of
chemicals afacility manages is a better
indicator of progressin preventing
pollution than a reduction in the
amount of chemicals released. A
reduction in releases may mean that the
facility is still generating the same
guantity of waste chemicals, but is
managing them through means other
than release to the environment.

In 1996, 