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Why P2Rx? 

P2Rx exists in two dimensions: first as regional centers, and second as a nationally integrated network.  Both dimensions are essential to P2Rx effectiveness.  This document begins with a description of the P2Rx niche.  Since P2Rx began as a collection of regional centers, to answer “Why P2Rx?” we describe the critical benefits of national integration.  Then, because in the age of the Internet a single, nationwide information source might seem adequate, we revisit the role and significance of the regional centers as such.  The remaining sections of this document answer specific questions about why P2Rx was formed and has evolved in the way it has, why it offers the products and services it does, and why it operates in its current form.  This document concludes with some participant observations, and data from a 2004 user survey, addressed to the question, “What difference does P2Rx make?”

1.  What has been the P2Rx Niche?

P2Rx was invented as a nationally integrated network of regional centers providing technical information support to state and local Pollution Prevention (P2) programs.  All the existing regional centers were set up in response to a well articulated need on the part of state P2 programs for technical information and for region-wide networking. Some, such as GLRPPR, began with a mission to also directly serve particularly small and medium size businesses’ and public organizations’ pollution prevention needs; on the other hand, others, such as NEWMOA and WRRC were created by state agencies explicitly to support state agency P2 programs.  For some Centers, such as PPRC, in the past state program personnel have made it clear that they do not want P2Rx Centers competing with them in the realm of direct technical assistance, but rather, want support for their efforts in their states.  P2Rx Centers have happily served in this background role.  Similarly, there has been some P2Rx effort to avoid primary targeting of its Internet information service directly to business in deference to EPA’s own Pollution Prevention Information Clearinghouse which serves as a repository for all audiences, public and private.  Likewise, P2Rx has sought to distinguish itself from the EPA Compliance Assistance Centers which offer direct support to various sectors of businesses.  In the world of Pollution Prevention, P2Rx has carved a specific niche, to a large extent responding to identified Technical Assistance Provider (TAP) needs (see sections 2 and 3 below), and collaborating to make TAPs more effective in their direct outreach and assistance to businesses.

1a.  Why do we need a national network?

P2Rx was created to extend the benefits of regional information-sharing networks to a national scale.  The value of regional networking has been the ability to extract quality P2 resources from local, state or regional programs and distribute them (avoid “re-inventing the wheel”), and to build new resources that address identified priorities and meet multiple needs.  The national network extends the scope of information-sharing so that P2 programs in Washington state can easily obtain resources and readily learn from the experiences of P2 programs in New England, for example about pollution prevention in ship-building; and so that lessons learned about effective networking in one region, can be applied in other regions.  The national network makes possible the rapid identification of national resources applicable to local issues.  For example, a tribal resource developed for communities and rural villages in Alaska was adapted and has been used statewide by the New Mexico Environment Department’s Pollution Prevention Program to assist New Mexico pueblo and tribal communities (http://www.nmenv.state.nm.us/Green_Zia_website/pdfs/7%20Generations.pdf).
Like the regional networks, the national network enhances the ability for state and local programs to conduct outreach and training for the public, or to provide technical assistance to business and industry.  The national network, hosting a centralized information collection system, makes it possible for all types and levels of P2 programs to dramatically increase their individual efficiencies by sharing knowledge, products, and information.  The regional networks, and by extension the national network, also provide these programs with ways to get their questions answered by one or more individual experts in a field.  If the expertise isn’t immediately apparent or available within a region, the national network makes it possible for a question asked in Massachusetts (for example, how many pounds of water are required to produce different types of crops and livestock?) to be answered by a resource-person in California (e.g., authors of a publication, “Water Inputs in California Food Production” from the Water Education Foundation).  The nature of pollution prevention information is that it is generated locally, by specific researchers, educators or practitioners.  Without an efficient network designed to make it possible for others outside that locale to find a resource, the information is wasted, and P2 practitioners (e.g. business and industry), researchers (e.g. universities) and educators (e.g. state agencies) must expend large quantities of redundant resources to re-create that information, risk finding it only by coincidence, or remain in the dark about potential solutions to their problems.

A national network facilitates collaboration in the generation of tools (e.g., worksheets for state regulators), resources (e.g., brochures for use by non-profit agency trainers) and solutions (e.g., technology options for businesses) across a wider array of expertise.  A national network also makes available diverse types of resources (Internet-based, print-based, video-based) to suit the inclinations and learning styles of different audiences.  A national network makes the regional networks more effective by helping them identify the best quality and most appropriate resources, tweak them for their audiences, and put them in the hands of the people they know are in need of them.  

State and local programs which receive P2 grants are mandated by their management to focus on local and state priorities. Their primary focus is not on exchanging information with other programs. P2Rx is the only vehicle that allows for exchange, and therefore the only way that innovations, which by their nature bubble up from specific situations and specific needs, generated by one program are easily utilized by another.  The National Pollution Prevention Roundtable assists this by bringing people together to facilitate verbal and inter-personal sharing.  P2Rx makes mutual assistance and learning much more broadly available, passing along publications and exchanging information without expensive travel to conferences in which most practitioners are unable to participate, and without requiring the participants to “connect” even at the same time (such as conference calls).  Through organized Internet and Email venues, P2Rx makes it possible for a Technical Assistance Provider or a business to reach anywhere in the U.S. for credible expertise and reliable resources.  

1b.  What have been the roles and significance of the P2Rx regional centers?

The hallmark of having regional centers that make up the P2Rx system of resources is relationships.  The relationships and rapport that regional Centers are able to have with their constituents is what makes them a valuable resource for pollution prevention.  By and large, Technical Assistance Providers in the regions are unable to participate in national meetings such as the NPPR conference, due to travel restrictions.  They can’t engage nationally; and so rely on their ability to engage with others in the pollution prevention community on a regional basis. The EPA Regions are the arena in which people come together, know each other, and relationships exist. 

Through these relationships, the regional Centers are able to leverage local, state and regional programs/activities, collect that information, catalogue it and make it useful at a national level.  This work, these relationships, would not be possible if the Centers were not located in the region serving regional needs first.  P2Rx exists now, in its current form, because state programs exist who need technical assistance, training etc.  Its role has been to make their jobs possible. 

The existing EPA infrastructure of ten Regions does not lend itself well to Centers that go beyond regional boundaries, or that parcel states in one Region among several neighboring Centers.  NEWMOA and GLRPPR have made successful exceptions of including one or two states outside their home Regions, but both have exceptional geographic connections in their favor (the Lakes in GLRPPR’s case, and the small geographic area covered by Region 1 plus New York and New Jersey). 

One of the critical roles that these on-the-ground relationships fill is helping the Centers put together a 100% match commitment to meet their PPIN grant budget.  States contribute match to the endeavor because of their relationships with the Centers.  Few state agencies (the necessary PPIN grantees) would be willing to take on a broader regional task of collecting, monitoring and documenting match. 

The P2Rx Centers engage their own communities of users in the ultimate products we produce.  Those communities enhance the products, and in turn, the regional relationships enhance the interest of the user communities in using and helping the further development of those products.

In turn it’s the relationships the Centers have with one another that makes possible the information sharing across regions.  As Ed Gonzalez put it, there’s no way, living in Nevada, of knowing what’s happening in Wyoming, but he might want to know how Wyoming is responding to an issue it shares with Nevada.  In order to find out, his best option is to go through the Region 8 Center, Peaks to Prairies.  P2Rx is not a mechanical network where information is passed through computers, but the human contacts and connections made over the years. 

For an example at a regional level (Region 9), there’s no way the City of Phoenix would implement programs learned from San Diego without the forum of relationships that WRPPN makes possible.  People meet at the WRPPN conference and share issues in their localities. So in the same way that regions are learning from each other, regional Centers allow local/state programs to learn from each other, through direct relationships.  In Regions 6 and 9, relationships also make international collaborations possible between the U.S. and Mexico. There are a lot of communities along the border that have to work together to solve issues.  EPA can’t do it all, so Zero Waste and WRPPN are the intermediaries for border communities to work together.

One of the testaments to the importance of the regional centers is the consequence for parties in Region 3 of having no center.  Region 3 TAPs do not have their own network; they do not have a Web source they can go to where they know and have confidence in the people involved, where they can obtain answers to questions that are not available via the Web-based presence of P2Rx as a whole.  They are left out of networking and collaborative opportunities because nobody knows personally who they are and what they need.

The regional networks are critical for ensuring that the information provided is valuable and addressed to the issues that state and local programs are concerned with.  The Centers and P2Rx as a network were created in response to the TAPs’ user needs.  For example, NEWMOA has deep roots in providing primary service directly to state agencies.  Other centers grew out of existing networking and collaborations among state and university-based programs, such as GLRPPR, WRRC and Peaks to Prairies.  If P2Rx were simply about putting information on the Web, it would lack the standing to engage the users of its information resources to help determine what resources to make available.  Each center has had its own history of engagement with ultimate and intermediate users, and different ways of identifying what TAPs need from them (see “P2Rx Centers Needs Assessment Processes”).  Whatever the avenue, most of what the Centers produce comes back to a regionally identified need.  The roots that P2Rx has in its regional networks are what enable P2Rx to provide a supportive framework for pollution prevention technical assistance to happen on the ground.  In fact, the work that Centers might do directly with businesses generally has to be sanctioned and filtered through their regional networks.  
For example, in its early years, PPRC organized industry sector “roundtables” that identified information needs – something state and local agency partners were not in a position to do, both because of their geographic limitations and because of their overall agency’s perception with industry.  These roundtables provided the basis for the development of various information products that PPRC’s state and local TAP partners then used in one-on-one technical assistance to members of that industry.  PPRC filled a gap in the TAPs’ ability to work with businesses, and provided them with the appropriate language and P2 options with which to approach industry actors.  

Though P2Rx products are national in scope, regionally based access to these resources is critical to their credibility to TAPs.  For example, PPRC is the face of P2Rx for Region 10.  Local, state and regional agencies and organizations that provide direct P2 assistance are more familiar with PPRC than P2Rx.  PPRC is the trusted source.  As Chris Wiley puts it, “They come to us because they know we’re involved in some way in getting this package of information together.”  Trust in the information is trust in PPRC.  The users aren’t aware that PPRC’s web site is pulling information from all over the nation. Customers don’t have to evaluate where the information is coming from. They know PPRC is involved, and so regard the information as reliable and trustworthy. 

P2Rx in turn strengthens the Centers.  To continue the example of PPRC, the P2Rx network adds all sorts of value to what PPRC can offer to programs in Region 10.  Instead of producing 2-3 topic hubs, they can offer several dozen.  PPRC gets comments on the tremendous amount of good information they present to the region.  The national network makes it possible to deliver better service to each Center’s customer base.  

The U.S. is diverse – the regional networks reflect that diversity.  Regional Centers are needed because the states/regions themselves are very different.  The differences in culture and P2 focus between Region 9 and Region 8 for example, geographically bordering regions, can be very great.  Arizona and Nevada may have some similarities to Utah, but virtually none to North Dakota.  Different cultural contexts call for different infrastructures and customization of programs.  Needs differ as well.  Customers in Region 9 have demanded region-wide networking through an annual conference, because their needs are not met by the national NPPR conference. 

The Regional Centers enable experimentation.  In the history of P2Rx, decentralized ways of developing and distributing information resources have enabled fruitful experimentation, pilot tests of different tools/approaches, and the creation of models for national use or that other regions can adopt.  Regional Centers can try innovations at a smaller scale, so if they fail, there hasn’t been a huge investment lost.  Without the Centers, an information resource like P2Rx would be a single national product, with one director’s vision of what ought to be done, remote from end users, and unable to experiment without large sunk costs. 

The differences among the Centers and the regions can be seen in the projects each region’s P2 programs emphasize for their regional collaborations.  Some of these projects highlighting differences among the Centers are as follows:  

For NEWMOA, regional needs have shifted from early training and library access to help with sifting through the huge abundance of documents now available via the Web and figuring out which are the most useful and credible.  NEWMOA has had a strong focus on mercury pollution prevention.  

WRRC in the early years focused on ensuring each state program had a core library of best P2 references and sent all documents to each state to serve as their technical library.  Now the service most important to them remains the library, but it is Web-based and the states are able to divest themselves of their physical holdings.  

GLRPPR was created as a regional network because NPPR was relatively small at the time, and national.  Various agencies needed a more focused resource for coordination in the Great Lakes Region.  Its goal was to provide an alert system, identify emerging issues and coordinate efforts to address them.  GLRPPR’s customers wanted collections of topic specific resources (which became Topic Hubs).  They also wanted a contacts database of people and organizations that was comprehensive and wouldn’t go out of date so easily (the Programs Directory).

The Southwest Network for Zero Waste was encouraged to focus on case studies of business P2 success, and development of the interactive P2 Planner that has helped businesses reduce approximately 2,423 Tons of Hazardous Waste and 360,000 Pounds of Toxic Chemicals.  
P2RIC’s constituency started by identifying training needs, and building collections and library services, and now are more focused on getting help with measurement activities in cooperation with the P2 Results system.  

Peaks to Prairies, though not named as a regional Center prior to PPIN funding, had served the region since 1993 to provide the coordination states were demanding – roundtables, conference calls etc.  The Center’s role has evolved to leading the joint development of new P2 off-the-shelf products such as the Green Parks Toolkit, and the School Chemical Cleanout Toolkit.  

When PPIN funds became available, EPA Region 9 had a stakeholders meeting to find out what they wanted a regional Center to do.  Stakeholders felt it was important that WRPPN provide a repository of technical information, but they really wanted an annual regional conference where all types of programs that are P2 related can come and share/exchange, discuss BMPs, technologies, and issues that are hot for Region 9.  

PPRC pre-dated P2Rx as a regional non-profit organization in the Northwest, playing roles the state agencies could not.  One of its early roles was conducting industry sector roundtables to help various industry groups identify what they needed the state TAPs to know and provide to them.  More recently PPRC has worked with state TAPs and Manufacturing Extension Programs (MEPs) on lean manufacturing projects.  

2. How did the national network originate?

NEWMOA (serving EPA Region 1 states plus New York and New Jersey in Region 2), GLRPPR (serving Region 5 states plus, at the time, Erie County in New York and since expanded to include the states of New York and Pennsylvania), WRRC (serving EPA Regions 3 and 4 at the time) and PPRC (serving Region 10) all existed as formal regional centers prior to the EPA PPIN grant network.  All participated with the National Pollution Prevention Roundtable’s “Information Workgroup” in the early 1990s.  NPPR was providing for some nationwide networking through national meetings, but it hadn’t generated a good way to make the information-sharing live on for those who didn’t attend the meetings.  In contrast, as the Workgroup examined ways to deliver P2 information, it found that the model from those four Centers had proved effective in sustaining the sharing and learning.  Hence it proposed a more complete network of regional centers with nationwide coverage for P2 information delivery. 

No national models of P2 information sharing had proved very effective, or easy to keep current. The regional models combined an understanding of the technical assistance process and information needs, with on-the-ground relationships with Technical Assistance Providers (TAPs).  These relationships enabled them to amass and redistribute the valuable technical information and products being generated by many state programs.  The regional Centers gathered the growing pool of information and made it more broadly available, thus making the state TAPs’ jobs easier.  EPA/OPPT was interested, and decided to experiment with the model.  It funded a pilot project involving NEWMOA and GLRPPR who used the funds to develop manuals, for use by state TAPs, of comprehensive P2 resources on key sectors of interest, e.g. metal finishing, metal fabrication and printing.  They also worked on library databases.

NEWMOA and GLRPPR concluded this pilot project with a report describing their results and reviewing the state of P2 information delivery in the U.S.  Upon their recommendations, EPA chose to solicit information centers for all its regions.  The four existing centers provided both remote and on-site technical assistance to the new and emerging centers.  Once there was coverage across all regions (adding Southwest Network for Zero Waste in Region 6, P2RIC for Region 7, Peaks to Prairies for Region 8, and WRPPN for Region 9), EPA used the second round of grants to help the regional centers establish a national network. 

The primary, common vision for the national network at the time was an enlargement on the mission of each regional Center: to eliminate redundancies and increase state P2 program effectiveness by making TAPs aware of P2 products generated elsewhere, facilitating collaborations around common interests, and providing a rich source of P2 technical information.  

Though all grantees would have preferred that the Centers be funded through a different pot of money, the funds to create the national network were taken from the funds provided under the P2 Act to support state P2 programs.  Because the authorization for the regional Centers was understood as an extension of and a support to the state programs, the Centers have always put service to the state programs first on their agendas, providing an array of products and services aimed at making the state programs more effective and the TAPs’ jobs easier.  There was no question of the Centers competing with the states’ mission to serve businesses directly, nor an assessment of gaps in meeting business or industry needs.

3. How has the national network evolved in response to changing needs and opportunities?  Why did P2Rx develop its current complement of products and services?

In the beginning of the national network, one focus was on identifying the “Best Management Practices” for Pollution Prevention in various industry and other sectors, and making that information accessible nationwide.  The Center Directors knew in each region who were the “powerhouses” in P2 information development, so the mission was to encourage these sources to make their technologies or techniques broadly accessible, and add their products and resources to the P2 information pile.  The second focus was on building communities of practice and fostering productive relationships – getting people talking to each other, learning from one another, and, where appropriate, working together.  

While initially the network enabled access to other regions’ information through the relationships and networking among the Centers’ staff, and through the incipient community of practice enabled through an early P2Rx product, the P2 Tech listserv, that approach had three limitations.  First, the scope of information sharing through an inter-personal network was limited.  Second, the new network needed to put P2Rx on the map as a recognized, valued and necessary partner for the state P2 programs.  Third, EPA wanted to see progress, but for the Centers to be better networked, for example having a way of identifying experts, wasn’t a measurable product.  EPA wanted deliverables; P2Rx had to have something to show for the networking.  P2Rx needed a product to provide an identity, and a way to tap the expertise each Center brought to the table so that others nationwide could help themselves.  Thus, the job of the Centers was to pull the pile of information together, and make it searchable by anybody, anywhere.  

The challenge facing the incipient network was how to accomplish either of these tasks on a national scale, while maintaining the integrity of regional Centers.  By choosing the regional Centers model, there was to be no national top-down control (e.g., one website) with its limitations of vision and scope.  The World Wide Web was developing quickly, and it became obvious that technologies made possible through the Web were the way to create a regionally generated and distributed body of knowledge with a national (indeed international) vehicle for delivery.  Members of the network were prescient in recognizing the need for two technical skills – the science of library collection management, and the ballooning arena of Information Technology (IT).  Both were critical to create a seamless system of information that could be fed and distributed through multiple access points.  The question then was how to package the information to make it serve the purposes of the state TAPs, capture the work going on at a local level and share the products emerging from the “powerhouses,” and deliver P2 content for a given industry sector in an organized fashion.

The first product to be adopted by the Centers was ultimately dubbed “Topic Hubs,” i.e. hubs of information on a particular topic.  Andy Bray suggested the model of resources emerging from the Massachusetts Toxics Use Reduction Institute – “P2 Gems.”  From this notion, Rick Yoder proposed to base the structure of a P2Rx product on research into how people change: first they become aware of their condition; second they identify one or more problems; third, they identify solutions; and fourth, they seek help to implement the solutions.  These four stages of change are reflected in the different Topic Hub sections.  The Topic Hub model provided a number of advantages: a) using a Web/database interface (Cold Fusion programming), the data could be contributed and distributed across the regions, and drive the provision of information to the user in a dynamic format that could be easily updated; b) the hubs provided a way to involve many different constituents – in authorship and/or review – from multiple regions and arenas (generating a community of practice); and c) the hubs would provide a user with a one stop-shop for getting as much information as possible about a single industry or business sector – useful as a “primer” for any TAP not already thoroughly versed in a particular sector that needed P2 support or direction, and especially ideal for over-stretched P2 staff in smaller state agencies.  The Topic Hubs represented the interplay of ultimate and intermediate audience – the process of change referenced the ultimate user (business and industry), but the introductory level content targeted the intermediate users - Technical Assistance Providers.  With businesses as the ultimate customers, TAPs constituted the immediate audience - the mechanism for getting P2 information out to customers.  

The consensus decision to pursue Topic Hubs recognized the opportunity to have everyone collaborate to grow the network, cover a lot of topics, cast a wide net, and add value to other available types of information products.  Success came in collaborating to develop the model as a national product that each center contributes to uniquely.

The process of making the Topic Hubs a seamless resource – that is, contributed to regionally and accessed on regional web sites but reflecting the same format and with the same content appearing on each regional site – took considerable time and effort from all the Centers.  P2RIC had hired a librarian when it received full funding in year two of the grants.  The librarian led the effort to set up a common information architecture, a bibliographic catalogue protocol and a common thesaurus (used in coming up with controlled vocabulary to describe programs and collected items).  The Information Technology work of making all the computers talk to one another also required several years of collaboration among the IT specialists, and insofar as the technology keeps changing, is never done.  In both instances the systems were made robust because of the collaboration of personnel from all the Centers.

A key challenge for the regional Centers in sharing their products and hosting other Centers’ work on their own sites was to ensure a level of confidence in one another’s products.  In order for each Center to provide its customers, via its web site, with products that had been developed elsewhere, each had to have confidence in the information and materials.  The work that P2Rx Centers did on creating both format and Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) standards around their national products was critical to ensure that each Center could have confidence in presenting, on its web site, the content developed by other Centers.

With the Topic Hubs, P2Rx proved the potential of delivering content via the Internet that is at once both regional and national in scope.  Over the course of the next several years, the Centers spawned about 60 separate Hubs representing a wide array of sectors and P2 issues.  Some of these grew easily out of pre-existing materials, such as the resource compendiums that NEWMOA and GLRPPR had put together during their pilot project.  The basic structure of the Topic Hubs also allowed for variations.  For example, Peaks to Prairies added a “Green Building Products Network” to its Residential Construction Topic Hub, as P2 in that industry is partly determined by the ability to access new kinds of tools and materials.

The Topic Hubs enabled the conversion of hard-copy bibliographies into topic specific web-based reference lists.  At the same time, WRRC was converting hard copy libraries, including highly technical, industry-oriented documents, to a web-based master library by scanning and uploading huge volumes of hard copy materials into a central, searchable library.  Ultimately this enabled the elimination of many hard copy repositories, and combined multiple libraries to create a much more comprehensive and much more easily accessed collection.  

To the Topic Hubs structure, which provided the overview for an industry sector, were added the “Sector Resources,” which, for the already initiated TAP, provided the best references for in-depth consultation.  As the databases grew, the “Sector Resources” also provided another way into the growing body of information, trying to make it as easy as possible for TAPs and other users of the web sites to find everything they needed to work on P2 with a specific business.

Efficiency

Despite the number of personnel hours going into making the P2Rx systems work, the network’s sophisticated use of emerging Web technologies was creating enormous efficiencies in information storage, cataloguing, documentation and presentation.  For example, when WRRC started its library in 1997, it had a library index using proprietary software.  It would have to mail the software with the index to the user who identified a product, then photocopy and mail the requested document.  The Center handled 150-200 requests per quarter, with three people doing the work.  Now that all the materials are on-line the library website gets four million visits per year.  The system can provide more resources in one day than it previously could in a year, and WRRC was able cut back on staffing costs.  The original P2Rx plan was all about handling files and papers, distributing by mail and fax.  Now all of that “handling” occurs by the user on-line, and the same materials are available to customers in every region and in real time.

Development of Other P2Rx Products

The network went from a group without a focused collective mission, to a group trying a few things to see if TAPs and other users would want them and find them valuable.  Ultimately this has proved to be one of the greatest strengths of P2Rx – the regional Centers make it possible for the network as a whole to experiment, try out different approaches and products, adopting those that work or that tap broader interest to develop as collaborative products.  Because the network is not one monolithic organization but made up of multiple Centers, it hosts a rich array of products, some of which are “nationalized” and others which remain regional.  

Several collaborative P2Rx products grew out of one Center’s passion or pre-existing regional services, and then were adopted by the national network.  While by and large P2Rx products weren’t created in response to vociferous demand by our audiences, or designed according to systematically gathered product requirements, each Center has maintained close enough relations with its region’s TAPs as well as regional needs assessment processes (see “P2Rx Centers Needs Assessment Processes”) to ensure the generated products filled a niche with valued services.  With the small amounts of money available to the Centers, there has naturally been some tendency to focus on what one or another already knows a lot about.  What’s been driving new products and services is less the need than the ability to do it, because one can’t start something completely new from scratch without a lot of time building the background.  P2Rx has become adept at identifying what people are already doing and leveraging improvements or national expansions.  The fortunate aspect is that with multiple Centers generating multiple “product trials”, the group as a whole benefits from experimentation, audience trials and accumulated experience.

The Peaks to Prairies and Zero Waste databases of success stories provide a good example of this network strength – the ability of regional Centers to experiment with new products, to discover what works, what a product’s limitations are, and how best to implement services, before committing the whole national network to a particular innovation.  Though businesses could now be provided with discussions of P2 options, technical papers, and experts to contact, there remained a very human need for stories about others in similar situations who had made a pollution preventing transition.  The first “case studies” developed for P2Rx were the set of examples of “green home” building, called Homes Across America.  One Center, Peaks to Prairies, provided the impetus, the framework and the database for these case studies.  Other Centers shared in the benefits by virtue of Web links, and contributed suggestions or references to help Peaks to Prairies build the database.  Another Center, Southwest Network for Zero Waste, followed with the development of a database of case studies touching, potentially, any type of industry.  Right now this database encompasses industry examples from Regions 6 and 7.  P2Rx is in the process of expanding on and tapping into that database for other regions and nationwide.

WRPPN constituents provided a significant impetus for the Programs Directories.  NPPR had published P2 Yellow Pages but when some constituents tried to use the document, they found the listings were out of date.  Also the NPPR resource was limited to NPPR members.  As a group the P2Rx Centers decided they would do their own regionally generated but nationally accessible directories using Cold Fusion programming to make them easy to update.  Further efficiency with the Programs Directories was recently achieved as P2Rx centralized a programming interface by which participating programs could update their own information.  Previously each Center was responsible for tracking participating programs and updating their information.

Other products that were developed first by one Center and then “nationalized” include the on-line Mercury Projects Database, and the P2 News service.  GLRPPR, for example, was providing a regional news service already.  It was a relatively simple programming task to enable all the Centers to contribute to the news database and then have new stories appear on their home pages each day.  The Mercury Projects Database was originally a NEWMOA product that was expanded to include projects nationwide.  Other Centers utilized the infrastructure to create similar project databases – for example the Peaks to Prairies regional database of Pollution Prevention Agricultural Research and Demonstration projects.  PPRC developed the RFP database to which the other Centers linked and contributed.  All of these products are now receiving less P2Rx-wide attention, either as the services have reached a point of saturation (the RFP database), or because they have been tried and proved not to be a critical investment for constituent services for all the Centers (the news service is becoming a specialization of a couple of centers, notably GLRPPR and PPRC).  Both GLRPPR and PPRC find the news to be an easy way to maintain regular contact with their constituents.  They get periodic responses from subscribers thanking them for specific newsletter issues, and people continue to provide verbal comments about the news service at meetings, and ask to be added to their distribution lists. 

All of the Centers historically have been a resource for direct questions.  The “Rapid Response” tool on each of the Centers’ web sites was standardized as a way to try to channel questions to make easiest use of the national network of expertise, and to enhance consistency across the Centers’ sites, and enhance the P2Rx “brand” as a single network.  Despite the existence of this tool, most questions continue to come to the Centers outside of this context – a testament that much of the power of the Centers is in their regional networks and relationships.  Customers look to the Centers for answers not because of the web site, but because of who they know and trust.  

Organizational evolution

The current composition of P2Rx is different from its inception.  At the beginning of the process there were nine centers, the eight indicated in the previous section, and a ninth dedicated to serving the sub-tropical or tropical island states and territories with their distinct ecological characteristics and cultural needs.  Hawaii and the territories all were included under specific defined EPA Regions, but EPA experimented with integrating them with a common Center.  The experiment proved ultimately unfruitful, or at least unsustainable.  The biggest barrier was the dozen or so time zones crossed by all the different island entities. 

EPA and the new Centers agreed on a rotation of national coordinators, with the first based at PPRC.  At first the network was very loosely managed, but as leadership shifted, first to GLRPPR and then to P2RIC, and the network solidified in its functions, the network became more formal.  Under GLRPPR it formalized monthly calls, and reports.  Under P2RIC, the group process of decision-making matured, the distribution of leadership became more equal with the creation of functional committees, and national recognition grew.  In turn, this maturation led to more EPA Region buy-in to the network.  P2Rx standardized its message to the regions – what we’re about, and what services we can offer. 

Having a distributed model of developing information resources from multiple sources has proved a great strength of P2Rx.  Integrating different perspectives through a consensus process has made for stronger products overall.  By vetting options and building collaboratively, P2Rx is better able to meet the needs of all clients.  Different perspectives help the Centers strengthen each other.  For example, while Rick Yoder is concerned that the World Wide Web and powerful search engines such as Google might be making P2Rx services obsolete, Terri Goldberg’s response is that the state TAPs need us more than ever – not to generate information, but to cull and identify the best out of the enormity of what the Web has made available.

Over time, P2Rx evolved as a sophisticated inter-active structure through the growth of camaraderie, mutual trust, rules of engagement, and standards of product development.  The group has honed a system that works, with loyalty and a common culture among the Centers. These attributes make it possible for the network to continue to grow and enhance its products and services.  Currently that growth is taking the form of improving its measurement and reporting of outcomes, responding to new EPA requirements.  And with this strong organizational, cultural and IT infrastructure base, the focus is now shifting to specialization amongst the Centers, in the interests of increasing efficiencies as the funding base declines.  For example, leadership for Topic Hubs maintenance and improvement will soon be taken up by just one or two Centers, with cooperation and assistance of the others.  One Center has taken the lead on the national P2 Results measurement system (PPRC).  Another specializes in the comprehensive library (WRRC).  Zero Waste is providing leadership on general industry case studies.  As noted above, GLRPPR and PPRC will largely carry the ball for the news service.  Peaks to Prairies specializes in Tribal pollution prevention, and the green home construction database of case studies.

Challenges for the future

P2Rx and Center services have evolved with the changing needs of their clientele.  For example, in the early days of the network, training was a significant need on the part of state TAPs.  As training needs have declined, state programs have shrunk, and/or other training sources have developed, the Centers have reduced their training commitments.  Similarly, as the TAPs’ industry expertise has evolved, the Centers devote more time to responding to questions via phone or email (e.g., WRRC), developing specific products to assist new sectors (for example, the Peaks to Prairies school chemical cleanout toolkit developed in conjunction with Utah’s P2 Coordinator, or the P2 Planner mentioned above), or providing their TAPs with assistance in measurement (P2RIC, NEWMOA and PPRC).

One of the biggest challenges the Centers face now is the question of audience.  For the most part, the Centers have concentrated on serving their historically defined clientele of state (and local) Technical Assistance Providers.  As EPA seeks to require the Centers to serve businesses directly and not only through their state partners, many are challenged to adapt products and services that never were designed for a business audience.  Some Center directors feel that if P2Rx products had been designed for businesses, the Centers would have built something different.  Other Centers’ products, such as GLRPPR’s Topic Hubs focused on schools, were conceived as serving a dual audience (e.g., the business of schools, and TAPs) from inception.  Nonetheless, focusing on a direct business audience for its products represents a sea-change for P2Rx as a whole.
Like most of the Centers, PPRC, as an example, has been very focused on TAPs as a distribution mechanism for the information it collects and generates.  PPRC has in the past worked with businesses directly, but only with whole groups of them, for example in industry roundtables to identify information needs.  The state TAPs see PPRC as a supporting resource, a supplement that makes their work easier and more efficient.  In the past, whenever PPRC has hinted that it might work directly with businesses, this constituency has been vociferous in its protest.  The Region 10 state programs don’t want PPRC to play that role, and their working relationships pre-date EPA funding for the P2Rx network.  

4. How does P2Rx operate, and why?

In the early days, the regional Centers made a decision that if they were going to share each other’s information, they needed to have some standardization and quality guarantees. The time spent creating standards and Quality Assurance/Quality Control procedures paid off by ensuring that each Center would be comfortable posting information, for example, Topic Hubs, generated by the other Centers, on their own Center’s web site.  Especially at the beginning of establishing a network of relationships based on trust, all needed to have guarantees that other Centers’ work was of the same high quality, using the same standards as if they had developed it themselves.  With standardization of regional contributions came credibility for national products.

Early in P2Rx’s development the question was raised – should we have a central server or should each Center operate on its own?  Most didn’t want a central server – it had the potential of making one Center too powerful, jeopardizing the regional mission of each.  As a result, there was some duplication of systems, but efficiencies through computer networking were always the goal.  P2RIC was the first of the Centers to create a database driven website.  Most of the Centers were posting static pages at the time.  As Center staff learned how to build dynamic information systems, they were learning not just for P2Rx but for their other, region-specific programs.  Each Center needed to have at least some limited IT capacity in-house, in order to collaborate.  As the Web technologies and programming options developed, the IT group, which became known as the “Webbies,” worked to standardize more and more of the P2Rx processes to automate the ability of each Center’s computer servers to “talk” to one another.  These systems were set up so that one Center could, for example, change the data in a Topic Hub on their server, and very quickly this change would be reflected in the same Topic Hub being accessed via a different web site and on a different server.  Other automated systems have followed, such as a national news-writing interface where news would nonetheless “present” on each Center’s web site according to their own criteria and format.  The most recent examples include the creation of the national P2 Results reporting system with a separate regional interface for each Center but the capability of national aggregation of data.  A simpler example was the automation of the Programs Directory, making it possible for member programs to update their own information through a centralized Web interface, again tailored to “present” as part of each Center’s own website.

Another standardization was the use of WebTrends software and an activity reporting format that in part used the WebTrends results.  Previously the group didn’t have a uniform way of capturing and reporting data on P2Rx products and services, and they didn’t know which Web-based documents were being used.  These were important steps in P2Rx’s ability to tell our story.

Though the standardization required a lot of up-front effort and a steep learning curve for some among the “Webbies,” ultimately it made everyone’s job easier and more efficient.  For example, prior to the joint decision to use Cold Fusion programming, a web manager had to bring a page down off the Web, re-create it with the changes, and then upload it again.  Using Cold Fusion, she or he could just change the underlying database, do an update from all the Centers’ databases, and all the changes were instantaneously accessible on everybody’s websites.  Standardization allowed everyone to make the same changes at the same time.  

One of the options this standardization has opened up is the possibility of sharing content from P2Rx sites with other programs’ web sites.  P2Rx has created a system for packaging and displaying our information on partners’ and constituents’ sites, whereby we use our infrastructure to manage the information they choose of relevance to their topic. PPRC, for example, used the topic hub framework to put together information very specific to the Northwest about where to dispose properly of used fluorescent lamps.  Instead of publishing this on PPRC, a separate URL (NWlamprecycle.org) was created – the product looks like a hub, but in a different wrapper.  PPRC and P2RIC also developed protocols to help other organizations display information on their Center web sites.  

Another example is the P2Rx collaboration with P2WIN, the World Information Network, to share three topic hubs.  When P2Rx changes those hubs, the other organization’s information is changed as well.  Clearly, these kinds of collaborations are built on trust that the original and updated information is good, that quality control checks are in place, and that the content won’t go away.  Now P2WIN gets to concentrate on other efforts, like direct outreach, because they have the content ready-made for them.  This has been a basic principle of P2Rx operation – that it provides the infrastructure of information that enables other actors to put the information into practice.

These standardizations have created many opportunities for “re-purposing” and leveraging the available information and tools.  For example, P2Rx might get its products and tools implemented on other web sites for others’ users, such as trade associations.  The P2Rx Rapid Response form could sit on state P2 sites.  Focus groups with these potential users could shed light on which existing or potential new tools and products they want and need to make available to their members or customers.  The standards so painstakingly created can demonstrate thought-process, endurance and quality behind the offered products.  

Efficiencies in the current mode of operation

Because each of the Centers had a regional identity, some more deeply rooted than others, their challenge upon becoming part of a national network was to retain their regional integrity.  Interpersonal relationships are essential to both the regional and national networks’ efficient functioning and effectiveness.  Without established relationships, P2Rx wouldn’t exist as an integrated web-based network, and regional constituents wouldn’t turn to their respective Centers for support.  One national center, or fewer regional centers, would lack those relationships.  It’s relatively easy for a person fielding questions to be accessible to 6 states, but the fewer the regional staff the more questions each will have to field, and in the end, users will receive less service.  To keep the same level of services a combined Center would still have to have the same number of personnel in place.  We have reached the stage where even in the realm of Web expertise, there is very little redundancy among the Centers.  Trying to serve more than one region with one Center does not save money, does not save time, and certainly has little hope of providing better services.  In the Western states because of long distances, in the Eastern states because of high densities of people, a collapse of centers would simply over-extend available staff with the numbers of people to be reached.  Transaction costs would sky-rocket with the need to hire new staff and establish new working relationships between the Center and its constituents. Any gain in efficiency by co-locating would be lost in the amount of travel required, the reduced opportunities to talk directly with people in the P2 implementation programs, the reduced involvement with regional roundtables, and difficulty determining which of the many states to be served a Center should be working with at any one time.  Ideally, P2Rx would be composed of nine or ten regional centers, not eight. 

Collapsing Centers also would buck industry trends away from one national service center.  The more popular option is distributed data sets, as employed by P2Rx.  Trying to define one database which fits all people for all needs is practically impossible.  Connecting databases that serve specialized purposes allows everyone to benefit, because they have more information available to them.  Likewise, the less coordination between Centers who have to compete with one another, the less efficient each becomes and the more redundancies are likely to crop up.

Another aspect of P2Rx efficiency is how the system makes more effective those who are doing the technical assistance on the ground.  Ultimately, sustaining a support system to help the TAPs through the Centers is more efficient than changing the Centers to act like another TAP.  It’s the old adage, it’s more efficient to teach someone how to fish than to give them the fish.  

Meetings and close connections among the Webbies has been important to P2Rx development in the past, not only for the ability to keep each Center current, but because “many hands make light work.”  The pace of new technologies emerging in the Web world has made the meetings of eight minds useful to brainstorm applications and keep up to speed.  Several web managers working in conversation to trouble-shoot glitches, or review potential new products, actually has increased overall productivity.  Individuals working in isolation can quickly get out-dated in this world.  When P2RIC provided national coordination, a lot of effort went into web technology development, necessitating various sorts of updates, new patches, and programming.  Webbie meetings were a chance to look for problems, and fix them.  While there was a point at which some of the programming patches could have been better addressed by a single IT master programmer, the system has been streamlined to the point that it doesn’t take each Center’s web manager much time to make necessary alterations (by one estimate, less than an hour per month at this stage).  Earlier resources were less “plug and play” so there were some inherent redundancies in getting them up and running on multiple sites.  Now, if there’s an upgrade, there’s never more than a few minutes work at regional level.  Ultimately, as with other aspects of P2Rx joint efforts, the collaborative process has made for better end results.  On the other hand, the availability of at least some web expertise at each Center remains an important contributor to support each one’s product specialization, and has enabled the flexibility discussed above for experimenting with different applications.  Examples of such specialization include WRRC’s national library database; Zero Waste’s P2 Planner; and Peaks to Prairies’ Tribal P2 Portal.  
Webbie meetings have also been important as the Centers have been unable to pay enough to their IT staff to prevent frequent turnover.  Some IT redundancy has been critical for maintaining P2Rx continuity and knowledge.  Having a new person learn how things happen in other regions means individual Centers and P2Rx as a whole don’t lose the capability of supporting the information content of the websites.  Fewer technical updates and more streamlined processes make it possible to reduce Webbie meetings in 2008 to conference calls every few months, and eliminate annual face-to-face gathering for the foreseeable future.

5. What difference does EPA/OPPT/PPIN funding make through P2Rx, and how do we know?  

Each Center has had its own process for identifying intermediary and ultimate customer needs, often based on a history of practice and user relationships pre-dating P2Rx.  Likewise the way each Center knows it’s doing a good job and serving regional needs varies.  Please refer to “P2Rx Centers Needs Assessment Processes.”  It includes a new section on “How do we know those needs have been met?” answered for each center in turn.  The value customers place on individual P2Rx products is highly variable by region and by state.  

Zero Waste recently conducted a strategic planning session to determine regional priorities that involved 30 different state and local programs.  This process was typical of how Zero Waste determines needs and plans programmatic contributions, and it can document how fulfilling identified needs results in measurable impacts -- through state reports, case studies, success stories, testimonials of workshop recipients, and reports on source reduction.  The state and local programs send information to the Center and a staff member uses them to fill in the P2 Results database for regional aggregation.  Zero Waste knows that P2Rx is making an environmental difference as a result of feedback from workshops, testimony on the uses of case studies, and data collected on a set of industries that use the P2 Planner.  
One measure of the usefulness of products for businesses is the sharing of options generated by users of the P2 Planner, 500 options have been exchanged.  The options developed for the planner are available to anyone and can be incorporated into other tools like the topic hubs.   In Region 6, Zero Waste can document when one company adds an option to their P2 portfolio, and use other databases to determine the effectiveness of the planning process.   With the state prototype proven, Zero Waste plans to work with other states to modify the P2 Planner for use by their businesses.

The Region 4 Center, WRRC, knows that they are meeting the first P2Rx Goal (“Serve as the first stop for pollution prevention (P2) information for environmental service providers.”) because of four million visits each year reaching the WRRC library.  If one tries a search for various kinds of P2 information using Google, the WRRC library and/or other P2Rx resources are usually on the first page.  Because of what P2Rx has done, when users enter a keyword or phrase into Google, they are finding P2Rx.  As an information service, what else could we want?  It’s like being on the front page of the New York Times every day.  It means P2Rx has infiltrated the whole of cyberspace with our P2 information.  Another indicator is that many other organizations have created links to P2Rx on their own web sites – that’s how P2Rx gets such a high rating for relevance from the Google search engine.
WRRC staff members also know Goal 1 is being met because they know from direct experience that state P2 coordinators in Region 4 are using the Center that way.  Those coordinators know the Center’s personnel, and they turn to them for technical information, as well as for communication with other coordinators in the region.  WRRC also has conference calls with its constituents every six weeks plus two meetings per year to gauge the Center’s usefulness.  And the Center staff routinely field calls from their constituent state programs, asking for information.  There is some variation among the states, depending on how strong their own P2 programs are.  All the state programs have provided personal feedback that they go to the library first.  The Region 4 state programs, and in fact many programs nationwide, have such confidence in WRRC’s library that they have eliminated their own – sending all materials to WRRC to upload and catalogue.  At one point WRRC surveyed the states to determine if they preferred the topic hubs or best references.  The answer came back that they liked both, and used them to meet different needs.

In Region 9, WRPPN knows, for example, that topic hubs are serving their purpose because Ed Gonzalez asks his board.  Though he can’t tell a lot from the WebTrends numbers, he asks members if they have looked at the hubs, and they provide comments about what they see and learn.  WRPPN gains feedback through board meetings, conference evaluations, comments the Region 9 EPA Coordinator receives about WRPPN’s performance, and what the Region 9 Coordinator sees happening, directly.  Recently, WRPPN’s customers demanded help to address climate change.  A lot of local/state governments are undertaking projects that deal with climate change and sustainability.  As a result, this is the theme of a planned joint conference with Region 10 in fall of 2007.  Another recent example of the close communication between WRPPN and its constituency is the more than 80 responses to a recent query about changing WRPPN’s name.  By a large margin, this constituency likes the idea of diversifying beyond a narrow definition of P2 to include zero waste and sustainability.  WRPPN may soon be the Western Sustainability and Pollution Prevention Network.  

Ed Gonzalez knows WRPPN is meeting the P2Rx Goal 2 (“Increase the awareness, accessibility, and usability of P2 information.”) because every time something new comes out on the web site he advertises it to customers.  He knows he’s meeting P2Rx Goal 3 (“Facilitate dynamic regional P2 networks.”) because ever since he joined the Center its network has increased.  The Region 9 network currently has the greatest diversity of programs participating in its history.  People are asking to serve on WRPPN’s board -- they believe in the work, and they value the annual conference and want to be part of the planning (the main function of the board).  WRPPN also knows its value to Region 9 EPA, because WRPPN is filling in gaps where EPA may have a charge, for example, promoting programs that emerge from Headquarters, but lacks the personnel.  The regional P2Rx networks, across the country, ensure those projects and programs are reaching state and local governments and businesses.  These networks also constitute a primary way that local entities can communicate to EPA about their issues.

Mike Vogel of the Region 8 Center, Peaks to Prairies, notes that we have some sense that we’re meeting or approaching our goals from past commissioned surveys (see attached review of results).  The survey results give us some indicators of how P2Rx information is being used, and how much.  WebTrends data, on the degree of web site use and its increase over time, is another indicator.  Peaks to Prairies gets direct feedback from its state and local constituents that its products are in use, for example the recently produced Green Parks Environmental Toolkit, and the Utah School Chemical Cleanout Toolkit.  The Region 8 TAPs have indicated that they value Peaks to Prairies’ effort to create products they can pick up and go with in their work with various types of “businesses.”  Rather than going to the effort to use the library to construct their own technical assistance package, they like having a package they can pull off the shelf.

The Region 10 Center, PPRC has both formal and informal ways of knowing that its regional and P2Rx products are meeting needs and having an impact.  PPRC staff get informal feedback, such as kudos on projects and information products.  At meetings they collect evaluation forms.  When they have asked constituents about the value of PPRC and its products, the answers have always been positive.  One measure that PPRC’s customers value its services, is that if it wanted to impose on those customers, PPRC could elicit letters of support and individual testimony about its effectiveness, value and importance.

NEWMOA, the Center for Regions 1 and 2, knows it’s making a difference for its constituents because of its built-in accountability structures in NEWMOA.  NEWMOA’s P2Rx Center gets three levels of input and feedback that help it engage with its membership: a Board of Directors (comprised of state waste and P2 program representatives) that meets quarterly; a regional roundtable Steering Committee of middle managers (those who have direct day to day involvement in their P2 programs, some of whom are also on the Board) that oversees all NEWMOA’s P2 projects and grants; and a loosely structured workgroup of people who are managing P2 information for their states.  These are the bodies that NEWMOA’s P2Rx staff turn to for specific questions about the states’ priorities, the business sectors they’re targeting, and the topics they’re focused on. These bodies have not challenged the idea that NEWMOA is a source and purveyor of information for state programs – that is the mission it was charged with in its formation.  None of these constituents has raised a question about whether they should be the audience for NEWMOA’s products, or questioned its mission as a source of information and training.  Indeed they count on NEWMOA to provide those services.  

NEWMOA also gathers input for its workplan via two annual surveys.  One investigates the states’ training priorities.  Another surveys just the state P2 programs on their programmatic priorities – sectors, topics (mercury, lead), and key ways they’re delivering services.  This helps NEWMOA identify common interests among the states and helps set NEWMOA’s P2Rx agenda.  NEWMOA also gathers intelligence about priorities and impacts by eliciting states’ contributions to their quarterly newsletter.  All the state P2 programs highlight their new initiatives, and report on the results of prior work.  

Andy Bray, of NEWMOA, provides a story that describes a common experience among the Centers about the value of their networking function.  The value of working across state lines isn’t always obvious to new state P2 program staffers – it can take time, and requires developing relationships with folks in other states.  A network facilitator like NEWMOA has to constantly work on feeding those relationships, helping participants to feel their contributions are valued, listening to what they want, and keeping them motivated and engaged.  For newer folks, the lightbulb goes off when they’re struggling with some issue or challenge, and discover they’re able to gain traction on it by working with NEWMOA or other states.  At that point they recognize the value that they get from the others contributing to NEWMOA, and so come to recognize their own responsibility to participate. 

For P2RIC one sign that P2Rx is making a difference is that regional communities of practice on P2 technical assistance are developing and growing.  An example is how Region 7 constituents have grown in their ability to measure their own success as technical assistance providers.  P2RIC has assisted them by providing training on use of the logic model, and providing measurement protocols.  The evidence of success is how the state programs are developing their plans using the logic model, and how they’re incorporating measurement in their proposals.  Another measure is when state programs take advantage of services P2RIC is offering – for example, giving the programs web space to post a brochure or advertise what they have going on, or when they use P2RIC as a repository for older information that it can’t keep as priorities shift.  Another example is P2RIC’s technical assistance to the state programs’ growing use of interns to help them provide P2 technical assistance.  Iowa and Nebraska have learned to set up intern programs, and they’re now helping Kansas and Missouri do the same.

Through direct contact with the regional TAPs, Rick Yoder finds tacit support for the P2Rx news service, interest in calendars, and in the programs directory.  Conceptually he finds strong buy-in to the topic hubs, but until recently hasn’t in his region witnessed practical applications – for example, where state TAPs have used the hubs or cited them in developing their own fact sheets.  Now, however, with the growth of intern programs, the states are using the topic hubs as intended, as training for new or existing personnel who are unfamiliar with an industry, its operations and its P2 options. 

The Region 5 Center, GLRPPR, knows it makes a difference because it witnesses people using its web products and attending its events.  Like other Centers, GLRPPR has no problem getting constituent organizations to write letters of support, to serve on the steering committee, or to attend events.  An example of GLRPPR’s impact has to do with promoting collaboration and reducing redundancies.  The University of Wisconsin Solid and Hazardous Waste Education Center (SHWEC) and the Naval Dental Research Institute (NDRI, on the border of Illinois and Wisconsin) met at a GLRPPR event and learned they were each applying for grant to research and promote dental amalgam separators.  After discovering their common interest, they re-wrote their separate proposals as a joint proposal to share the work.  The joint project enhanced their respective expertise, as NDRI developed the technology, and SHWEC was in the process of disseminating it.

Challenges for the Future:

All P2Rx participants recognize that the current tools for gathering and reporting their value, for example web statistics, are limited and don’t provide direct evidence that P2Rx is fulfilling its goals.  It’s important to remember that when those goals were written, they were an expression of vision, not an attempt to describe measurable objectives.  That is the key challenge and opportunity at this juncture – to define more measurable objectives, and to create mechanisms for yielding meaningful measures.  The bottom line for P2Rx Centers currently is that there’s no evidence that anything with P2Rx is broken, and in fact the available evidence suggests it’s providing at least nine out of the ten EPA regions with a vibrant P2 network.  Given the reasons for its founding and its current statement of vision and goals, P2Rx should be considered a resounding success.

Nevertheless, EPA is asking P2Rx to undertake and measure more direct services to businesses.  The network is responding to that challenge in a number of ways in its new proposals for FY2008 funding. 
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