Positions: Solid Waste
(Adopted March 1973)

LWVO supports:

1.
The philosophy that solid waste, from generation to ultimate dis​posal, must be purposefully and system​atically controlled by all lev​els of gov​ern​ment in order to pro​vide efficient service, protect the envir​onment, and achieve successful resource recovery.

2.
The strengthening, expansion, and enforcement of state solid waste laws. The state should en​courage reclam​a​tion and volume reduction.

3.
Measures to forestall depletion of our natural re​sources and to re​cover nonrenewable resources.

4.
Financing of solid waste facilities by a variety of meth​ods, including user fees, or a combin​a​tion of fees and/or taxes with state and federal aid; the use of pri​vate capital whenever possible.

Background: Solid Waste
Separate state consensus questions were asked as part of the LWVUS 1972-73 study of solid waste. Fifty-seven Leagues participated in developing these LWVO positions. LWVO’s 1977 Convention dropped portions of the position statement covered by the LWVUS solid waste position.

In 1974, a constitutional amendment was passed authorizing industrial revenue bonds for disposal of solid waste. LWVO took no position.

LWVO’s main action from 1975 to 1979 was the unsuccessful effort to enact a mandatory bottle deposit law. When the legislature balked, we joined a coalition to enact it by initiative. Local Leagues played a major role. The initiative failed; however, the Office of Litter Control was established in the Ohio Department of Natural Resources. Lack of landfill space brought on the passage of HB 592 in 1988, increasing the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency’s authority over solid waste. Regulations for HB 592 included a goal of 25 percent reduction of waste through recycling that was to be reached by 1993. Markets for recyclables still fluctuate widely, even though 117-HB 592 required the Ohio Department of Administrative Services to adopt guidelines that favor the purchase by state government of products containing recycled materials when products are available and meet performance standards.

Most of Ohio’s Solid Waste Management Districts have operated very successfully under 117-HB 592 and revisions that have been made. However, situations developed in a few districts that prompted legislators in 1997 to once again look at the solid waste law. Legislation was introduced but died in committee. 

The Ohio 2006-07 budget bill, HB 66, impacted the future of recycling and litter reduction with a loss of funding going to recycling programs through the Ohio Department of Natural Resources Division of Recycling and Litter Prevention.  Advocacy on the part of state and local Leagues will be needed for alternative funding and legislation to keep existing programs. 

Natural Resources:  Solid Waste

Background: Capital Punishment
In 2003, delegates to the LWV-Ohio Convention voted to study Ohio’s system of capital punishment, enacted in 1981, as concerns grew across the United States about the just administration of the death penalty.  

Following an 18-month statewide study and consensus process, the board of the LWVO adopted a position on the death penalty in 2005, calling for its abolition and a moratorium on its use (see www.lwvohio.org/possummary.htm).  Violations of due process, bias against minorities, the unequal quality of representation for capital crime defendants, and the cost of the death penalty process led League members to the conclusion that Ohio’s death penalty should be abolished.

LWVO cosponsored a successful effort to have 2006 LWVUS Convention delegates adopt the LWV of Illinois’ position on the death penalty by concurrence.  The new US position opposes the death penalty on state and federal levels and reads, “The League of Women Voters of the United States supports the abolition of the death penalty.” 

