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1. Introduction

The purpose of this report is to identify and assess various potential enhancements to
Washington Department of Ecology’s Pollution Prevention (P2) planning program.
Research for the report is being conducted under Task 3 of the “Research on Hazardous
and Solid Waste Topics” project established by the Washington State Department of
Ecology under the Beyond Waste project.

The P2 planning program works primarily with major hazardous substance users and
hazardous waste generators across the state to reduce the volume, risk, and resource
intensity of the substances those entities use. Set in motion by state legislation in 1990,
the program focuses on material inputs to manufacturing processes, rather than waste
outputs and management. This critical feature distinguishes the P2 planning program
from other programs at Ecology.

The report focuses on the following aspects of the P2 planning program: the timing and
breadth of P2 planning across Washington state; the plan/planning requirement itself;
and opportunities to promote regulated entities’ implementation of P2 activities. These
aspects of the program were selected, in part, because they appear to present natural
opportunities to encourage earlier, more regular, and broader implementation of pollution
prevention activities and, ultimately, to encourage a shift in the way businesses think
about the wastes they generate and the substances they use. The report does not
attempt to provide an exhaustive evaluation of the current P2 program, nor does it
address the full range of program enhancements. Rather, it concentrates primarily on
enhancements that are anticipated to help strengthen the overall program in the context
of the agency’s emerging Beyond Waste vision, with a special focus on those program
enhancements that help to align environmental improvement behaviors with activities
and behaviors needed for business success and competitiveness.

Ultimately, the report offers Ecology a variety of tools to help encourage Washington
state businesses enact the following desired behaviors:

1. Plan (for pollution prevention) earlier—through an exploration of
enhancements that can encourage businesses to incorporate pollution
prevention considerations into design of facilities, processes, or products;

2. Plan (for pollution prevention) better—by developing tools that help refine P2
planners’ understanding of the costs and inherent hazards posed by specific
material flows;

3. Implement more pollution prevention activities—via the introduction of
different incentives or means to encourage greater implementation of P2 plan
activities; and

4. Access useful Pollution Prevention planning program tools—by enhancing
the accessibility of the Ecology website.

REPORT OVERVIEW

In Chapter 2, the report considers the connection between pollution prevention and the
Beyond Waste vision, and begins to build the case that pollution prevention planning and
implementation form a cornerstone of the Ecology Beyond Waste vision strategy. This

Beyond Waste Consultant Team
Task 3 Report

Chapter 1:
Introduction



brief discussion is followed by a high-level review of the program’s history and
requirements and recent accomplishments, drawn primarily from the 2000 Annual
Report to the Legislature. Building on this information baseline, the report then focuses
on identifying and assessing specific ways to strengthen various aspects of the P2
planning program. Each option is evaluated in terms of its feasibility of implementation
(political and technical), the costs it may represent, expected outcomes, and key
challenges and success factors that will influence how successful the option may be.
The final chapter of the report lays out specific goals and action steps Ecology can
consider taking to implement any of the enhancements recommended by the consultant
team.
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2. Pollution Prevention and the
Beyond Waste Vision

Ecology’s Beyond Waste Project seeks to motivate the citizens of Washington to
“transition to a society that views wastes as inefficient uses of resources and believes
that most wastes can be eliminated” in pursuit of the belief that “eliminating wastes will
contribute to environmental, economic and social vitality.” To catalyze the changes need
to achieve the Beyond Waste vision, the project’s proponents are searching out and
devising a strategy to capitalize on tools, programs, initiatives, and opportunities to
reduce the volumes and toxicities of substances that are both used and generated in
Washington State.

Pollution prevention’s core focus on “source reduction and other practices that reduce or
eliminate the creation of pollutants through increased efficiency in the use of raw
materials, energy, water, or other resources or protecting resources through
conservation™ clearly embodies the spirit of Beyond Waste (for avoiding the generation
of wastes altogether is perhaps the ultimate expression of Beyond Waste thinking).
Pollution prevention planning, the systematic identification and assessment of
opportunities to avoid generating wastes in the first place, provides an important, regular
opportunity for industries (and, through the program’s technical assistance function,
Ecology) to incorporate environmental considerations into decisions related to the design
of manufacturing facilities, products, and processes.

Pollution prevention planning also highlights opportunities for businesses to reduce their
negative impacts on all environmental media (air, water, waste), again in keeping with
the Beyond Waste vision. In return, driving toward “Beyond Waste” can provide
businesses with new motivation and a framework for pushing pollution prevention
thinking and behaviors deeper into their practices and cultures and can create strong
opportunities for businesses to see (and experience) how environmentally beneficial
decisions can, in fact, be strong business decisions.

THE P2 CONNECTION TO BEYOND WASTE KEY
QUESTIONS

An earlier Beyond Waste project team report® proposed that at least eight ‘key questions’
embedded in the Beyond Waste vision can help guide the selection of Beyond Waste
activities and inform the agency and individuals’ (or facilities’) progress toward “Beyond

! pollution Prevention Act of 1990, Title 42m Chapter 133, United States Code, 1990.

2 A case can also be made that pollution prevention is completely antithetical to Beyond Waste. In a
Beyond Waste world, there should be no “pollutants” because all material resources are taken to their
highest possible use and “wastes” (i.e., material resources that hold no value) are never generated. In a
Beyond Waste world, pollution prevention and P2 planning may ultimately become unnecessary. However,
until we as a society are able to effectively transition to Beyond Waste thinking and as long as we treat
certain materials as “wastes,” pollution prevention will continue to be a necessary and vital construct.

% cascadia Consulting Group et al., Measuring Progress Toward Beyond Waste: Improving Materials
Tracking in Washington State, , August 23, 2002 draft report to Washington Department of Ecology.
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Waste.” At least three of these can also directly serve as critical barometers of the
success of Ecology’s P2 planning program and facilities’ performance under P2
reduction goals. They are:

1. Inputs & Efficiency: Are we reducing the use of materials over time? This
guestion pertains to the P2 planning goal of reducing the volumes of material
inputs to manufacturing processes.

2. Risk & Inherent Hazard: Are we reducing the risk from toxic materials and
wastes? This question ties directly to the P2 goal of reducing the inherent
hazard of material inputs to manufacturing processes.

3. Behavior Change: Are residents, businesses, and institutions taking
actions to achieve the Beyond Waste vision? This question relates directly to
facilities’ success in implementing specific P2 activities identified in their P2 plans
and, ultimately, in making systemic environmentally beneficial improvements
across its entire business.

Taking positive steps in the context of these questions can help a business make
progress against its pollution prevention goal and, at the same time, help the state move
closer to being a Beyond Waste society.

Beyond Waste Consultant Team 4 Chapter 2:
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3. Pollution Prevention Planning
Program Overview and Summary
Results

The Washington State Department of Ecology has been administering the Pollution
Prevention (P2) planning program since 1990, when the state Legislature passed the
Hazardous Waste Reduction Act (Chapter 70.95C RCW). Passage of the Act led to
establishment of state policies and goals® to encourage reductions in hazardous
substance use and hazardous waste generation. Under Washington’s law, certain
hazardous waste generators and Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) reporters® are required,
every five years, to prepare plans for voluntarily reducing hazardous substance use and
waste generation. These plans are required to contain specific elements (including
specific performance goals) to be reported on annually.

Embedded within the regulations are a few important concepts that may affect how
quickly or efficiently the state moves toward a “Beyond Waste society.” They include the
following.

1. Mandatory plan preparation/voluntary implementation: While preparation of
the plan is mandatory, P2 planners (i.e., those facilities that prepare P2 plans)
are not required to implement any of the specific actions described in their plans.

2. P2 Plan quality reviews: Ecology P2 planning staff are able to review the
completeness or adequacy of any P2 plan, but not the quality of the plan’s
analysis. Thus, a facility could submit a P2 plan that contains all of the required
elements, but which is challenging to implement.

3. Minimal agency influence on facility design decisions: To trigger the P2
planning requirement, a facility will generally have reported generating at least
2,640 pounds of hazardous waste. P2 planning in Washington state, therefore,
focuses primarily on ways to help existing facilities optimize their ongoing
operations. As a result, Ecology’s opportunities to help businesses prospectively
incorporate P2 elements into facility, process/manufacturing, or product design
decisions are necessarily more limited than if Ecology were able to interact with
the business before it designs waste and risk into its products, processes, or
facilities.

THE EMS ALTERNATIVE

In 1997, Ecology launched its “EMS Alternative Program.” The program allows
companies to submit an environmental management system (EMS) as a substitute for
the state-required P2 plan. The EMS Alternative Program was introduced to respond to

* With the Act's passage, Ecology adopted, as policy, the goal to reduce hazardous waste generation by fifty
Eercent by 1995.

According to RCW 70.95C.200, “Each hazardous waste generator who generates more than two thousand
six hundred forty pounds of hazardous waste per year and each hazardous substance user, “excepting
permitted treatment, storage, and disposal facilities” is required to prepare a pollution prevention plan.
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concerns that EMS development and implementation may be redundant with P2
planning efforts and to encourage more businesses to develop EMSs.

An EMS provides a business with a means for undertaking a comprehensive program to
identify and take advantage of opportunities to make continual process improvements to
improve its overall environmental performance. EMSs are built on a continual
improvement model that seeks to integrate environmental management into regular
business operations as well as strategic decisionmaking.® While pollution prevention
may not necessarily be a component of all EMSs, facilities participating in the Ecology
“EMS Alternative” program must demonstrate that P2 is addressed in several aspects of
their system. Since the program’s inception, 35 facilities have taken advantage of the
EMS option; twenty-three facilities are currently enrolled in the program.

P2 PLANNING PROGRAM RESULTS

From 1990 to 2000, Washington state pollution prevention planners reported generating
48 million pounds less hazardous waste, which (adjusted for economic conditions,
including business levels) represents a 59% reduction from the 1992 baseline, the first
year facilities were required to submit P2 plans.” While these reductions are not all
directly attributable to pollution prevention planning, many hazardous waste generators
point to pollution prevention planning and P2 activity implementation as being
instrumental in their efforts to reduce the use of hazardous substances and/or
generation of hazardous waste. In 1995, 92% of P2 planners participating in a survey
indicated that they implemented one or more pollution prevention opportunities identified
in their P2 plans.?

Furthermore, since 1995, approximately 165 facilities have dropped below the P2
planning threshold by conscientiously implementing opportunities described in their P2
plan submissions.’ In fact, of the those facilities exiting the P2 planning requirements,
the most common reason reported for dropping below the reporting threshold is facilities’
success in achieving their pollution prevention goals.’® The data clearly indicate that
pollution prevention planning can encourage and better prepare facilities to identify and
implement environmentally beneficial actions.

IMPLEMENTATION HAS STABILIZED

In the last four years of P2 plan reporting (1997-2000), traditional P2 planners and EMS
planners have reported implementing, on average, very similar numbers of pollution
prevention opportunities. Both types of planners demonstrated a modest “spike” in
implementing P2 opportunities from 1998 to 1999. Then, in 2000 2, P2
implementation declined again.

6 Stapleton and Glover, Environmental Management Systems: An Implementation Guide for Small and
Medium-Sized Organizations, 2 Edition, 2001, provides a detailed look at several EMS models.

! Washington Department of Ecology,Reducing Toxics in Washington: 2000 Annual Progress Report,
Publication # 02-04-034, November 2002.

8 Ross & Associates Environmental Consulting, Ltd., P2 Planning Effectiveness Study, 1995.

® Washington Department of Ecology,Moving Beyond Toxics: Planning for the Future of Hazardous Waste:
A Report to the Legislature, Publication # 02-04-026, September 2002.

10 Washington Department of Ecology, Pollution Prevention Planning Issue Paper Self Assessment,
November 4, 2002 draft.

 Ibid.
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It is not clear why Washington state businesses have not continued to explore and
implement new or greater P2 opportunities in recent years. Several possible
explanations may exist.

1. The competition for limited capital resources is fierce. At all times, pollution
prevention implementation must compete with other potential investments
(including pollution control technologies) for funding within an organization. As a
result, P2 opportunities that promise to save a company money are often “left on
the table.” The recent economic downturn in Washington state may further
restrict businesses’ ability to commit resources to identifying and implementing
P2 opportunities.

2. Facilities’ environmental health and safety departments are restructuring.
Ecology P2 staff estimate that approximately one-third of their P2 contacts at
Washington facilities turn over each year. The recent economic downturn is
expected to cause further restructuring as companies seek to streamline their
operations and practices. Although the full impact of these
streamlining/refocusing initiatives is unknown at this time, it is likely that
environmental health and safety departments at several more facilities will be
restructured.

3. Theregulatory environment is stable. In their November 4, 2002 draft
Pollution Prevention Planning Issue Paper Self-Assessment, Ecology’s P2
Planning experts posit that the slowdown in recent years of environmental
regulation development may have softened the requlatory incentives for current
Washington state P2 planners to invest in pollution prevention activities. As a
result, facilities may be less inclined to take proactive pollution prevention steps
than they might have been in the past.

4. Critical customers are focused elsewhere. It may also be the case that
companies have felt less pressured by shareholders, customers, or others to
actively pursue P2 opportunities in recent years. This may be due to a number of
factors. In Washington state, water and air quality and endangered species
protection are environmental issues that seem to have garnered the most
attention in recent years. As well, challenging economic times may have also
caused critical customers (both within and outside the companies) to focus their
attention on other aspects of a business’ operations. And, too, there may just be
a general lack of “knowledge, drivers, and incentives for hazardous substance
use reduction (and generally P2 plan implementation) at many facilities.”

5. Environmental agencies have fewer resources to devote to P2 outreach
and support. As Ecology’s TREE (Toxics Reduction Engineer Efficiency)
program demonstrates, focused interactions through onsite visits can create
substantial momentum for undertaking P2 actions at a facility. Due to state
government budget shortfalls and cutbacks, however, fewer P2 experts are
available at Ecology to provide outreach or technical assistance to hazardous
waste generators and other P2 actors. As a result, companies that may be
reluctant or unsure how to implement some of their P2 opportunities will have
fewer opportunities to interact with Ecology P2 staff and may be less motivated
or able to take action. Furthermore, with fewer staff on board, the P2 program

12 1t should be noted that the data do not reflect the relative impact or effectiveness of the specific P2
opportunities that were selected by facilities for implementation.
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also has less time to interface and coordinate with other programs at Ecology
(e.g., water and air permit writers, inspectors, etc.) who might also encourage
their customers to undertake better P2 planning and implementation.

P2 PLANNING, WASTE PROJECTIONS, AND THE BEYOND
WASTE VISION

Today, more than 670 facilities across Washington state engage in P2 planning
activities, as some have been doing for more than a decade. Many of these companies
understand and embrace pollution prevention, have demonstrated success in
implementing pollution prevention opportunities, and have established productive
relationships with Ecology. As a result of these advances, Washington state industries
have made steady progress toward meeting the state’s thirteen-year old 50% hazardous
waste reduction goal.”® Still, many industries continue to rely on hazardous substances
for their processes and products and to generate a substantial percentage of the state’s
hazardous (and other) wastes. Together, in fact, the facilities engaged in P2 planning
account for more than 90% of the hazardous waste reported in the state.

Beyond Waste Project team projections of dangerous waste generation (starting with a
2000 baseline) predict that in the absence of future pollution prevention gains,
hazardous waste generation in Washington state over the next ten years will remain
fairly constant. Some industries are expected to increase their hazardous waste
generation (notably the Chemical and Allied Products and petroleum refining); others are
expected to see decreases (especially primary metals—due to halts in production in the
aluminum industry—and aerospace).™

To lead the state toward a Beyond Waste society, a society in which most wastes are
eliminated, Ecology should focus considerable attention on these important actors.?
And, because Ecology’s Pollution Prevention program already works closely with these
industries to identify opportunities to prevent the generation of the very material flows the
agency wants to eliminate, it makes further sense that the P2 program play an active
role through its regular planning process and technical assistance/outreach activities to
help industry leverage and encourage Beyond Waste behaviors.

A series of potential enhancements, described below, suggest some ways in which the
Pollution Prevention program can take action, primarily through the P2 planning process,
to encourage more aggressive P2 planning and performance.

13 Ecology reports that in 2000, hazardous waste generators achieved a 49% reduction from the 1990
baseline in hazardous waste generation. Washington Department of Ecology, Reducing Toxics in
Washington: 2000 Annual Progress Report, Publication # 02-04-034, November 2002.

1% Cascadia Consulting Group and Ross & Associates, Beyond Waste Task 2—Trends and Targeting, July
31, 2002.

1% See the Project Consultant Team report, Moving Toward Beyond Waste in the Industrial Sector (2003) for
a deeper look at the Beyond Waste opportunities and approaches for the industrial sector.
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4. Encouraging a New Corporate
Cultural Paradigm

Across the United States, and across the world, companies have begun to embrace new
corporate cultural paradigms that focus on creating systematic, waste eliminating, and
“continual improvement” business environments. These companies look for ways to
incrementally build efficiency and cost savings into all aspects of their operations in an
attempt to produce the highest quality product or service at the lowest cost, while
simultaneously being as responsive to customer demands and interests as possible.

Lean manufacturing is one such paradigm that calls for the systematic elimination of
waste from all aspects of an organization’s operation. Lean manufacturing views waste
as any use or loss of resources that does not lead directly to creating the product or
service a customer wants when they want it. Under lean, waste can result from the
inefficient use of raw materials, process downtime, or generation of process by-products,
among other things. As a rule, companies predominantly employ lean manufacturing
and related concepts to boost company profits and competitiveness. Some lean experts
indicate that between 30 and 40 percent of all U.S. manufacturers claim to have begun
implementing lean methods, approximately 5 percent of whom report aggressively
implementing multiple advanced manufacturing tools.*®

Although pollution prevention and related environmental considerations have clear
implications for a business’ bottom line, few advanced manufacturing paradigms actively
incorporate environmental performance considerations into their methodologies. This
may be attributable to a variety of factors.

1. Modest cost savings: The cost savings associated with improving
environmental performance may appear modest compared with other incentives.
As a result, even companies that employ progressive manufacturing techniques
such as “lean thinking” can easily overlook opportunities to implement
environmental improvements (including preventing the generation of hazardous
wastes or use of hazardous substances).

2. Low company value: Some companies do not place a strong institutional value
on environmental savings (e.g., by rewarding or acknowledging individuals who
identify and pursue environmental cost savings opportunities).!” As a result,
individual managers’ incentive to explore P2 opportunities as part of their search
for “continual improvements” may not be sufficient to produce change.

3. Regulatory friction: Many advanced manufacturing techniques depend on the
business’ ability to make rapid, iterative changes to manufacturing processes and
equipment (e.g., moving equipment around the facility floor). Such a change in
location or type of equipment can sometimes trigger the need to obtain a
construction permits, modify an existing permit (e.g., an air operating permit) and
may, in some cases, trigger new source reviews. Having to wait for permits to be

18 Rick Harris, President of Harris Lean Systems, Inc. as quoted in Austin Weber, “Lean Machines,”
Assembly Magazine (March 2002). Also based on interviews with lean experts.

Preventing Industrial Pollution at its Source: A Final Report of the Michigan Source Reduction Initiative,
July 1999.
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processed can delay other planned changes and lead to considerable friction.
As a result, certain environmentally sensitive processes may be excluded from
advanced manufacturing initiatives or activities.*®

While viable pollution prevention opportunities are often “left on the table” by advanced
manufacturing practitioners, some “lean” companies do report substantial environmental
improvements resulting from their lean initiatives. The Boeing Company, for example,
reported in 2000 that it was able to lower chemical usage by 12 percent per plane as a
result of implementing a lean chemical point-of-use system designed to reduce
mechanic movement and downtime.*® Reducing the chemical usage was not the
primary motivation for moving to a new system (reducing machinist downtime was);
rather, it was an environmental (and pollution prevention) benefit that resulted from
implementation of a cost-savings, business-motivated activity.

Although it is not Ecology’s primary responsibility to help
busmes_ses improve their bottom line, the Pollution Moving Beyond Waste wil
Prevention program has already helped numerous likely require Washington's
Washington industries realize important cost savings businesses to drive deeper

through P2 implementation. Moving Beyond Waste will
likely require Washington'’s businesses to drive deeper
into their operations to locate and seize yet more P2
opportunities. Ecology’s challenge, therefore, is to work
through its P2 program outreach or elsewhere, to help

into their operations to locate
and seize yet more P2
opportunities. Ecology’s
challenge, therefore, is to help
foster P2 thinking and
advance tools that encourage

businesses to see that waste
elimination and continual
improvement  culture  and
behaviors strengthen their
marketplace position.

foster pollution prevention thinking and advance tools
(e.g., refined cost accounting) that encourage
businesses to see that waste elimination, continual
improvement culture and behaviors strengthen their
marketplace position and enhance their profitability. If
Ecology can be successful, then it is likely that more
facilities will seek out and take advantage of P2 opportunities. Through the resulting
implementation of pollution prevention activities, the state can (again) move that much
more quickly toward fully realizing its Beyond Waste vision.

'8 Ross & Associates Environmental Consulting, Ltd., Lean Manufacturing and the Environment: Research
on Advanced Manufacturing Systems and their Relationship to Environmental Performance and the
Reqgulatory Framework, forthcoming.

1 pursuing Perfection: Case Studies Examining Lean Manufacturing Strategies, Pollution Prevention, and
Environmental Regulatory Management Implications, U.S. EPA Contract #68-W50012, August 20, 2000.
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5. Potential Program Enhancements:
Encourage Earlier P2 Planning

In an ideal Beyond Waste society, pollution prevention
would be considered at the start-up of a business
venture so that all aspects of a business could be

Ecology generally has limited
opportunities  to influence

examined for P2 opportunities. However, because the decisions related to the design
current Washington state P2 planning requirements of a facility, manufacturing/
trigger pollution prevention planning after a facility industrial ~ processes, or a
reports generating a significant volume of hazardous e e I

. . . roduction P2 opportunities
waste (or releasing toxics to the environment), Ecology Fnay 5 o PP

generally has very limited opportunities to prompt
consideration of alternatives related to the design of the
facility itself, the manufacturing/industrial processes, or the product.?®** As a result, pre-
production opportunities (e.g., designing out of processes the need to clean parts with
solvents between manufacturing steps) may be lost.

Notwithstanding the timing constraint imposed on Ecology by the current regulatory
framework, there may be ways, short of mandating earlier pollution prevention planning,
that Ecology could influence and help shape businesses’ decisions around facility,
process, and product design. By engaging with facilities at critical design touchpoints,
discussed below, Ecology can help facilities avoid having to develop P2 plans
altogether, by helping them operate below waste generation/release reporting
thresholds.

POTENTIAL ENHANCEMENT #1.:

Include a pollution prevention question with the SEPA checklist to elicit desired
information and/or design behavior from applicants.

The Washington State Environmental Policy Act, chapter 43.21C RCW, as amended (or,
SEPA) requires any person or entity, including an agency, applying for a license from an
agency to undergo a SEPA review by the agency. The SEPA process provides a way to
identify possible environmental impacts that may result from governmental decisions
related to issuing permits for private projects, constructing public facilities, or adopting
regulations, policies or plans. Washington Department of Ecology is one of many
agencies, both local and state, that conducts SEPA reviews.

Information provided by applicants during the SEPA review process helps agency
decision-makers, applicants, and the public understand how a proposal will affect the
environment. This information can be used to change a proposal to reduce likely

Ditis interesting to note that other researchers who recently expressed an interest in learning about
facilities that incorporate pollution prevention considerations into proposed manufacturing facilities were
unable to collect information on a single facility that undertook such an analysis.

L Through its TREE program, Ecology staff are able to work closely with a small number of small to medium
facilities to help analyze and redesign or retool specific industrial processes to incorporate pollution
prevention considerations. The results to-date have been impressive. One challenge of the P2 program is
to find ways to replicate the TREE experience in different industrial sectors and facilities of all sizes.
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impacts, or to condition or deny a proposal when adverse environmental impacts are
identified. As an early step in the SEPA process, applicants submit an “environmental
checklist” found in WAC 197-11-960, along with their proposal. A lead agency (which
may/not be Ecology) is assigned to review the applicant’s proposal to make a “threshold
determination” assessing whether the proposed action is likely to have a probable
significant adverse environmental impact (and thus require an EIS).

The current SEPA checklist, found at WAC 197-11-960, requests some information that
could help Ecology (and or the facility itself) identify potential pollution prevention
opportunities. For example, Section B, Question 2A. asks “What types of emissions to
the air would result from the proposal (i.e., dust, automobile odors, industrial
woodsmoke) during construction and when the project is completed? If any, generally
describe and give any quantities if known.” Section B, Question 7A. asks the applicant
to describe “any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals,
risk of fire and explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this
proposal.” The question then goes on to ask what measures are proposed to reduce or
control environmental health hazards. These questions, certainly, can provide insight
into opportunities to reduce emissions, target toxic substance inputs, and generally
reduce either the volumes or toxicity associated with proposed new activities. And,
because the information is being furnished before actual construction begins, Ecology
(or others) may have an opportunity to influence an applicant’s design decision.

It is notable, however, that the SEPA checklist does not include a specific question
asking the applicant to identify either (1) existing pollution prevention opportunities or (2)
P2 opportunities or activities that have already been pursued during design phases.
Adding a pollution prevention question to the SEPA
checklist may, in fact, motivate individuals or entities

applying for licenses in Washington State to consider Including a P2 question with
what proactive steps they can take to reduce their the SEPA checklist may
reliance on hazardous substances or generation of motivate license applicants to

consider what steps they can
take to reduce their reliance

The applicant’s response to the new question could fulffill on hazardous substances or
a continuum of goals for Ecology in the context of CEMEENEN G TEIEeLE
h . wastes or toxic emissions.
Beyond Waste and beyond. First, it could serve to alert
the applicant to available resources on pollution
prevention that s/he may not be otherwise aware of.
Next, Ecology P2 staff could use the response to help identify specific design stage P2
opportunities related to the building itself or key processes and products.

hazardous wastes or toxic emissions.

Ultimately, depending on how the question were worded, the applicant’s response could
also signal that the proposed project represents a significant effort to prevent the
generation of pollution in the first place and deserves some sort of recognition by
Ecology (and/or the other agencies engaged in SEPA review). For example, if the
applicant were able to certify that steps had been taken to design waste out the
proposed project (e.g., by validating that the building s/he intends to complete will
achieve LEED certification), then Ecology could possibly offer to streamline its permitting
process in some ways and/or offer some other kind of regulatory responsiveness
incentives. If interest were sufficient in such a program or initiative, Ecology could even
consider offering an “enhanced SEPA track” that links the desired environmentally
beneficial behavior (on the part of the applicant) to the specialized response (e.g.,
streamlined permitting) offered by Ecology.
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Political Feasibility: According to RCW 43.21C.120, each agency is required by SEPA
to adopt its own rules and procedures for implementing SEPA. The SEPA checklist is
included in the list of agency procedures to be used substantially as set forth in the
rulemaking. According to WAC 197-11-906(4), Content and consistency of agency
procedures, however, “Minor changes are allowed to make the forms more useful to
agencies, applicants, and the public, as long as the changes do not eliminate requested
information or impose burdens on applicants. The questions in Part Two of the
environmental checklist shall not be altered (emphasis added).” Ecology can
therefore take one of several approaches to including the P2 question with the SEPA
checklist. If the agency were to make the information request voluntary, Ecology clearly
could avoid imposing additional reporting burdens and is less likely to encounter
applicants’ opposition to the additional information request. Keeping the question
entirely separate from the SEPA checkilist, too, can help ensure that Ecology is not
violating the WAC. The potential downside of this approach is that applicants may be
less likely to develop and submit the additional P2 information. As a result, important P2
opportunities may continue to be missed during the critical design stage. Providing
incentives (along the lines of an “enhanced SEPA track” or something similar) might
increase the likelihood that more applicants will consider and submit responses to the
optional P2 question. Alternatively, Ecology could pilot the question with a subset of
applicants, determine whether the question poses an additional burden, and assess the
value of the responses. If Ecology were to find that the responses are useful, it could
move to convince other implementing agencies (primarily, local governments) that the
P2 question adds a valuable dimension to the application and should be incorporated
into the checklist by regulation. With broad support, the feasibility of modifying the
regulations is heightened.

Technical Feasibility: Three major “technical feasibility” issues associated with this
potential enhancement are: (1) defining the desired design behaviors (e.g., LEED
certification) that are desired/will be rewarded, (2) developing a validation system to
ensure that the behavior was real, and (3) brokering an agreement among Ecology and
the other local agencies sharing SEPA responsibilities on how the program should be
implemented.

Cost Considerations: No specific information is currently available to assess the full
range of potential costs or economic impacts of this enhancement. It merits considering
that several thousand SEPA documents are sent to Ecology each year and few staff are
presently dedicated to SEPA review. Asking those staff to review responses to yet
another question may further strain limited resources. It is anticipated that designing a
new question, asking Ecology staff to review applicants’ responses and, if selected,
designing an enhanced SEPA track could require significant agency resources.
Undertaking the process to revise the regulations could be resource- and time-
consuming as well. Designing the new question and developing a means for assessing
how real the reported behavior is probably can be accomplished with a modest amount
of Ecology staff time. And, then, the resources needed to review applicants’ responses
to the additional question depend entirely on how many permit applicants choose to
submit the voluntary information. It is likely that participation will be low to start with but
will ramp up over time, especially if incentives are introduced. Designing the enhanced
SEPA track, especially if Ecology wants its SEPA review partners to offer the same
incentives, is likely to require substantial resources, especially if undertaken as a
focused initiative. Based on the consultant team’s experience with Oregon Green
Permits, minimum program development costs are likely between $100,000 and
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$250,000. Administrative management requirements during program development
would likely be between 1 and 1.5 FTEs. As the incentives generate interest among
applicants, the FTEs required to fulfill permitting agencies’ obligations would grow. If,
however, Ecology were to build support and participation in a stepwise fashion over the
span of several years, costs would be more gradually realized.

Expected Outcomes: Adding a new question to accompany the SEPA checklist and
offering incentives to design out waste could encourage
a facility to consider