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OUTLINE

A 1. Waste and the Big Picture

A 2. The arguments against incineration
A 3. The Zero Waste 2020 strategy
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A 5. Zero Waste Initiatives Around the
World

A 6. Back to the Big Picture




/. Incinerators put many highly toxic
and persistent substances into the air
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Figure 3 Relative size of ulirafine particles compared with

particles in tradional dusly trades.




Review

Origin and Health Impacts of Emissions of Toxic By-Products and Fine
Particles from Combustion and Thermal Treatment of Hazardous Wastes
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Incineration and
nanoparticles
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ANanoparticIes are not efficiently
captured by air pollution control
devices

A Travel long distances

A Remain suspended for long
periods of time

A Penetrate deep into the lungs




