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consumers to producers.14 �WZ�ŝƐ�͞ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞ�Ɖroduct improvements making 
manufacturers responsible for environmental impacts across various life-cycle stages of 
ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ͘͟15 The concept of EPR was first introduced in the 1990s by Swedish graduate student 
Thomas Lindhqvist, as an idea for decreasing environmental impact and shifting monetary 
burdens of wastes onto the manufacturer.16 The three central principles to the EPR theory are 
͞ƚŽ�ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůŝǌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů�ĐŽƐƚ�ŽĨ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƌĞƚĂŝů�ƉƌŝĐĞ͕�ƚŽ�ƐŚŝĨƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ�
burden of managing toxicity and other environmental harm associated with post-consumer 
waste away from local governments and taxpayers and on to producers, and to provide 
incentives to producers to incorporate environmental considerations in the design of their 
ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ͘͟17  The EPR framework has been adopted in toxic manufacturing and products laws 
across the United States at both state and local levels.18 These laws shift the environmental 
responsibility and financial burden from the consumer to the manufacturer. In turn, this can 
foster greater producer accountability for hazardous products that are used at home by 
incentivizing producers to create products that are more environmentally friendly or easier to 
recycle.19 
 
An analysis of the benefits and shortcomings of current EPR legislation in the United States 
notes that the success of EPR legislation often varies from state to state.20 Vermont and Maine 
were found to have effective EPR legislation in regards to the safe collection and disposal of 
mercury thermostats.21 EPR legislation in both of these states requires producers to collect a 
ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ�ĂŵŽƵŶƚ�ŽĨ�ŵĞƌĐƵƌǇ�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů�ĂƐ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŵ�ƚŽ�ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ�͞΀ďŽƵŶƚŝĞƐ΁�ƚŽ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�ǁŚŽ�ďƌŝŶŐ�
Ă�ŵĞƌĐƵƌǇ�ƚŚĞƌŵŽƐƚĂƚ�ƚŽ�Ă�ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟22 As a result of these EPR policies, Nash and 
Bosso conclude that the collection and disposal of mercury thermostats in both Vermont and 
Maine is significantly better than in other states.23 
 
One noteworthy obstacle to the implementation of EPR policies is their reliance on the 
consumer to bring the hazardous material to a collection site. Nevertheless, ͞ǁŚĞŶ�ƉĂŝŶƚ�
producers enlisted retailers as collection sites as part of a new EPR system for paint in Oregon 
in 2010, they increased the number of permanent sites where consumers could drop off 
leftover paint from 15 to 98.͟24 This demonstrates that problems such as relying on consumers 
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number of collection sites, Žƌ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ƉĂǇ�Ă�͚ďŽƵŶƚǇ͛�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ�who return 
their waste. 
 
Some business sectors, such as the plastics industry, oppose EPR policies on the basis that such 
ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ�͙͞ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ĐŽƐƚƐ�ƚŽ�ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ͕�ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ͕�ĨĂŝů�ƚŽ�ƌĞĚƵĐĞ�ǁĂƐƚĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�
are less efficient than market driven recyĐůŝŶŐ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͘͟25 Opposition to EPR from businesses 
can also stem from the idea that the success of EPR policy ultimately relies on consumer 
behavior.26 
 
Internationally, EPR policies have been implemented successfully, especially when these 
policies are combined with aspects of product stewardship (PS) legislation. Product stewardship 
ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ĚŝĐƚĂƚĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ďŽƚŚ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ�ƐŚĂƌĞ�Ă�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ĨŽƌ�͞ŵŝŶŝŵŝǌŝŶŐ�
ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ͛Ɛ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ�Ăůů�ƐƚĂŐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ͛�ůŝĨĞ�ĐǇĐůĞ͘͟27 Until 
1998 in Sweden, the government taxed purchasers of new cars; this tax was then put toward a 
͞car-scrapping fund͟ which was used to pay for safe, environmentally-sound disposal of old 
cars.28 In 1998, as part of an EU directive, the Swedish government implemented EPR policies 
that allowed the government to hold producers accountable for the dismantling and disposal of 
used cars. As a result, the tax paid by consumers when buying a new car was used to pay 
owners of used cars a premium for returning that car to a dismantling site while the actual cost 
of dismantling and disposal of used vehicles was placed on the producers.29 EPR policies in 
Sweden when combined with certain aspects of product stewardship have proven to be 
effective at increasing the rate at which used cars are disposed of safely.30 At the same time, 
these policies do not place
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basis. On the other hand, in the case of Pennsylvania͛Ɛ�,,t�ĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ, all 
stakeholders play voluntary roles.  
 
WĞŶŶƐǇůǀĂŶŝĂ͛Ɛ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�ĞŵďŽĚŝĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ�ŽĨ�W^, with the specific HHW programs 
varying from county to county. Allegheny County, the second largest county in Pennsylvania (it 
includes Pittsburgh and its suburbs), employs a non-profit organization, the Pennsylvania 
Resource Council (PRC), to handle HHW cleanup. The PRC is well established in Western 
Pennsylvania, hosting HHW disposal events since 2003 with the support of partners and 
volunteers.33 Three times a year the PRC hosts a disposal day for Allegheny County and 
surrounding counties. Funding for these events is managed by the PRC, which invests in a waste 
removal contractor to dispose of the hazardous waste collected at the organized events. After 
the event, the PRC is fiscally reimbursed by the county.34 Participants who are disposing of 
HHW are required to pay $3 per gallon, which, according to the PRC Program Coordinator 
DŝĐŚĂĞů�^ƚĞƉĂŶŝĂŬ͕�͞ĐŽǀĞƌƐ�ĂƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇ�ϮϬй�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ�ĐŽƐƚƐ͘͟35 Mr. Stepaniak explains 
that the disposal costs alone for a large event usually range from $30,000 - $40,000 per event, 
with 1,000-ϭ͕ϮϬϬ�ĐĂƌƐ�ƐŚŽǁŝŶŐ�ƵƉ�ĂŶĚ�͞ƚŚƌĞĞ�ĨŝĨƚǇ-ƚŚƌĞĞ�ĨŽŽƚ�ƚƌĂŝůĞƌƐ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ĨŝůůĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�,,t͘͟36  
 
Other counties in Pennsylvania (some regions of Allegheny County, Beaver County, Fayette 
County, Indiana County, Mercer County, Northampton County, Washington County, and 
tĞƐƚŵŽƌĞůĂŶĚ��ŽƵŶƚǇͿ�ƵƚŝůŝǌĞ�Ă�ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ�ĐĂůůĞĚ�͞tĂƐƚĞ�DĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�Ăƚ�zŽƵƌ��ŽŽƌ͟�;tDͿ�ƚŽ 
manage HHW disposal.37 WM is different from the PRC in that it organizes one-day community 
collection events and a door-to-door service for residents who did not, or could not, make it to 
the collection events.38 Both of these management methods embody PS, which encourages the 
sharing of recycling costs among producers, consumers, governments, and other stakeholders.  
 

Conclusion 
 
Effective HHW legislation, regardless of the policy models used, ultimately relies on strong 
collaboration between municipalities, producers and consumers. EPR policies have proven to 
be most effective when consumers are directly incentivized to participate in the disposal of 
hazardous materials. On the contrary, the PS policy model emphasizes shared responsibility 
among producers, consumers, governments, and other stakeholders, throughout the lifecycle 
of the HHW product.39 The dynamic nature of PS allows it to be implemented in a variety of 

                                                      
33 Pennsylvania Resource Council, Household Chemical Collection Events, http://prc.org/programs/collection-

events/household-chemicals (updated 2018). 
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ways, but its voluntary structure has the potential to lead to risks associated with cost sharing. 
EPR and PS policy models provide a comprehensive framework that incentivizes citizen action 
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