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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report discusses the policy tools for reducing the environmental impacts of single-use -carryout

plastic bags and foam food packaging in the City of Los Angeles (City). The City has long been

interested in reducing these impacts. In January 1988, Mayor Tom Bradley instructed the Department of

General Services to end the purchase of polystyrene foam containers because of concerns about the effect

of these materials in the environment'. Three City Council committees (LA River Ad Hoc Committee,

RENEW LA Ad Hoc Committee, and Energy and Environment Committee V~taken particular interest

in this issue. On March 5, 2008, these committees met in joint ses . d"'::ktructed the Bureau of

Sanitation to prepare this report, which does the following:

• Discusses the relative impacts of plastic bags and f
available for these products.

• Describes the City's efforts to increase recycling,

• Identifies policy options for further reductio

•
• Makes recommendations for polici':

Recommendations

Single-use, Carryout Plastic Bags

";f-M::&,'U";, _~ described irf,w;ts report wt:vecommend that the City:
...• .~" '''li,

. each """.\,education p~8~ams and campaigns promoting reusable plastic
ling, ai\4.~8nti-littering; ~'. enitor the results .

.i.~Ka;\f:V~,t...]Jt1ie.rsfate r - ·on to place local fees on single-use carryout bags
ba

•

•

• Ie-use carryout bags to increase public education on reusable

crea "~t~;llWy6Iing.
. s to cJiarge a fee on these bags if recycling rates are not increased or

expires.
•

Based on the analysis .:pplicy options described in this report we recommend that the City:
:;l~:""

• Model zero wa'§i~ behavior by banning foam food packaging at City facilities and events, test
alternative products, costs and diversion programs.

• Begin development of the infrastructure that will be needed to divert food scraps and compostable
paper and plastics.

• Consider phasing in a ban on foam food packaging at restaurants based on the lessons learned by
implementing a ban at City facilities.

1Letter to Mr. John Cotti, dated January 6, 1988.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
With the need to reduce local landfill disposal, growing waste generation rates, finite raw materials, and

concern about climate change, the City of Los Angeles (City) is in the first year of a six-year process to

develop a 20-year Solid Waste Integrated Resources Plan (SWlRP) to achieve a zero waste goal. Zero

waste is based on the concept that ''wasting resources is inefficient and' that efficient use of our natural

resources is what we should work to achieve.i" Zero waste is the goal of the Recovering Energy, Natural

Resources, and Economic Benefits from Waste for Los Angeles (RENEW LA Ian and the Green LA: An

Action Plan to Lead the Nation in Fighting Global Warming (Green 1.- ;, The City's goal is to

divert up to 70 percent of waste from landfills by 2015. In additi en LA Plan sets a goal of

greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions of up to 35 percent below 1990 ",,"els by2"Q. Policies which support

zero waste and GHG reduction goals, include recycling, ,8i.~;::!~esponsi~iI'

programs. Changing consumer behavior is integral to a g both the zero waste an GHG goals. The

City is interested in reducing the impact of plastics . ironm;4~,:~y reducing waste:'.:....om' single-use
f~):;,::;~::'·~;~:;\::.. /;;~;~'

plastic carryout bags and foam food packaging, reducing' single-use plastic c5fu-ryoutbags and

foam food packaging reaching its waterways, and motivating '. ers to replace single-use, plastic
..~' '~'..

carryout bags and foam food packaging with roducts.

Plastic single-use, carryout bags and foam food }f:t.;1J,Bjquitouscomponent of litter in the

City and in local creeks, :!~;;;~~i~~geles River, ' ' ..u, the Pacifib-:i:ibcean. As these products are light-
'l!;}.{~if..7:':, ~i;;il

by tl~~\:;}vindand wai~f;:.thr?ughout the City and to other locations with
. ~:~:;w; "";~;~:~J:md,V

serious environmental conse~pcesjmrp,lastic bags andf61im food packaging do not decompose, instead
·-:'~%%W~~(,,{fi~t~~~;~j~\~F:·;:;':;,~~:r~·~:::!.~:~';~:~·.~;;r(if(t~,.~,~ !n;;:fJ:'

they break int ,:,~' [eces, whiBp'.persisfiiKtli~ir~nvironment and cause serious impacts on marine and

l~'ii:ndecos~~!¢!Ps.fh~~~jty, Los ~~eles County (County), and State of California (State)
'.~::..:,::,·,t ...~':" ..;..:.,.",,~

ented comp;~i{~~§Jve It·":'r~~ention, enforcement, and removal and comprehensive

",:JJ:1tion abatem~i~t~;prograih.~. Litter collection for beaches, state highways, cities, and

counties cost'1R'!:!th te over $3'~:~]million each year," Despite these programs and the City's curbside
,;:·{tiW

,.which includes collection of both of these products, the City is attempting

to reduce the quantity 0 .'·e products and other litter which pollutes local waterbodies, such as the Los

Angeles River to an ac . ptable level. Its location on waterways that drain into the Pacific Ocean requires

the City to be especially sensitive to what washes out via stormwater runoff to nearby creeks and rivers.

In compliance with the Adopted Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for trash in Los Angeles, the

City has initiated an aggressive program to prevent trash from entering the storm drains and reaching the

City's waterways. This program includes regular cleaning of catch basins (the curbside openings to the

weight, they are easil;M,t'
,J:- "

2 http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov. accessed February 2008.
3 http://democrats.assembly.ca.gov/members/a40/press/20080116AD40PROl.htm. Accessed March 2008.
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storm drain system) and the installation of full trash capture devises at catch basins. On the average, each

catch basin in the City is cleaned three times a year (in FY 2006/07 over 97,000 catch basin cleanings

were performed). To date, the City has installed 14,300catch basin screens and 7,600 inserts resulting in

a more than 30 percent reduction in trash reaching the City's waterways with about 34,000 additional

screens planned for installation. Reducing the use of single-use carryout plastic bags and foam food

packaging could augment other City efforts to comply with the TMDL requirements and provide

significant long-term environmental benefits to local and regional waterways ...

April 23 2008 Page 2 Draft Report



2.0 SINGLE-USE, CARRYOUT BAGS

Single-use carryout bags are given away for free as a customer convenience in grocery stores, retail

stores, takeout food locations, and pharmacies. TIle California Integrated Waste Management Board

(CIWMB) estimates that Californians use approximately 19 billion single-use, carryout plastic bags

annually, which translates to approximately 294 million pounds (147,000 tons) of single-use, carryout

plastic bags," Consumers in the City use an estimated 2.3 billion single-use, carryout plastic bags

annually.' There are two main types of single-use, carryout plastic bags, lighter weight bags used

primarily by grocery stores and restaurants; and LDPE thicker, glossier b. used;.at retail stores." Until

the 1970s, paper was the most commonly used type of single-use, ag at these establishments.

Plastic bags began replacing paper bags, due to their light weigh ~((;, d low-cost in 1975. By

1996, four out of five grocery store bags used were plastic 'w;~1ifornians J e of approximately

772 million pounds (386,000 tons) of paper bags annual.,

plastic bags and 21 percent of paper bags are recycl

carryout bags for garbage can liners and pet litter. It is d

reused, but some estimates put it as high as . ."percent.lO

4 http://www.ciwmb.ca.govlPressrooml2007/July/37.htm Accessed February 2008.
5 Estimate prorated from Los Angeles County estimate of 603 .14 per person.
6 Los Angeles County "An Overview of Carryout Bags in Los Angeles County: A Staff Report to the Los Angeles

County Board of Supervisors." August 2007
7 ibid
8 California Integrated Waste Management Board 2004 Waste Characterization Study, Table 7.
9 http://www.ciwmb.ca.govlPressrooml2007/July/37.htmAccessed February 2008.
10 Nolan-lTU "The Impacts of degradable plastic bags inAustralia." September 11,2003
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3.0 FOAM FOOD PACKAGING

The CIWMB estimates that over 370,000 tons of polystyrene is disposed or diverted in the State of

California annually. Polystyrene is a petroleum-based plastic product, which is used in food service,

packaging and shipping, and furniture. Polystyrene products comprise approximately 0.8 percent of all

waste landfilled annually in California by weight. Polystyrene is very light weight, so it comprises a

much larger percentage by volume than by weight. In the 1999 U.S. Coastal Cleanup Day, foamed

polystyrene materials were the fourth largest category of material collected.I I

The two major types of polystyrene are called "general purpose"

agent, such as pentane, is added to general purpose polystyrene,

type material called expanded polystyrene (EPS), which .

containers, and packaging peanuts. This method is c

percent of general purpose polystyrene.

extrusion foam. Extrusion and extrusion foam produc

polystyrene in the marketplace and include fQ m food packaging:',
" ','.'.. .

There are six major markets for polystyrene: fQr,m and construction, packaging,

consumer/institutional, and other. Commerciaiiil~d ....,....,.t.6ductscomprise 41 percent of all
..~/6·}.l-HW~:!::~~~~, ~!l~ii: "i:W~~if:,~:"

;~!!.fo'o'a~~§r.xiceware, SUC;.'J' as foam cups and clamshells. Many restaurants
>';(,;;;;j'{~:'~;;~: ;idil

their p~g-;onsto carry 'q: t food and beverages because they are able to
~t'!:~:i" 1 :.:

havd:fusulating prope s. The clamshells are commonly used for take-

s,,~e use ( l~~~~£t,,,,

11 California Integrated Waste Management Board. "Use and Disposal of Polystyrene in California. December 2004
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4.0 ALTERNATIVE PRODUCTS

Alternatives to single-use, canyout plastic bags and foam food packaging include paper, aluminum,

plastic, compostable plastic, and reusable products. Paper and aluminum production are very resource-

intensive processes, especially in comparison to plastic (including foam) production. Paper product

manufacturing uses 11 percent of the United States domestic energy consumption.F While paper,

aluminum, and plastic' are recyclable, these products must be clean from food or other contamination in

order to be acceptable in a recycling stream. Much food paper packa . g is also coated with

polyethylene, a petroleum-based product, which is not recyclable. These utts, are also much heavier
/

than foam and plastic bags; and therefore require more energy to tr d take up more space in a

landfill. The other two options: compostable plastic and reusabl ' ,more viable alternatives
':!:!';'~:~~:;;;;;AJh

and are discussed in more detail in this section. City of ;~,~bara sta.:fi<{~;~~:'d the alternatives

available to foam food packaging and found that co

food containers.

4.1 Biodegradable/Compostable Plastic,
Traditional plastic products ~Q ot biodegrade oi'::' iey break down into small pieces.

The first degradable plas . ere introduce ,t;~the late 1980s. Over the past 25 years, industry,
';-.. ··:t~~l:

rked togethert, to:, develop standards to support claims of

}e' Biodegradable Products Institution (BPI) is a

ards and certification procedures for biodegradable

, J.3PInow certifies all types of biodegradable products that

the Americaff 9ciety,.",,)'~esting and MaterialslInstitute for Standards Research

'i:, 'Stand'd Specification for Compostable Plastics" (AS1M D-6400

e plastics ,~e measured by their ability to leave no trace, leave no toxic residue, and
,tN~:

disintegrate in areas .. :';:g period (approximately three to six months).15 The Composting Act (SB

1749) in 2004 and the ::.P id Waste: Plastic Food and Beverage Containers Act" (AB 2147) in 2006

currently require all ~f~tic bags and food and beverage containers defmed as "compostable",

"degradable", or "biodegradable" to meet the ASTM- D6400 Standard.i"

12 City of Santa Barbara Environmental Services Division. "Update of Proposed Ban of Expanded Polystyrene."
Presentation to City Council. March 11, 2008

13 ibid
14 http://www.bpiworld.org/ Accessed March 2008.
15 Nolan-I'TU "The Impacts of degradable plastic bags inAustralia." September 11,2003.
16 http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Statutes/LegislationiCalHistl2000t02004.htm. Accessed March 2008.
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Degradable plastics are defined by the process they use to degrade and the composition of the bag. The

two most common types of bags, based on degradation process, are biodegradable and compostable.

Biodegradable: being "capable of undergoing decomposition into carbon dioxide, methane, water,
inorganic compounds or biomass by the actions of microorganisms." 17

Compostable: ''those that degrade under compo sting conditions ...under a mineralization rate that is
compatible with the compo sting process.?" .

The other types of degradable plastics, based on degradation

photodegradable, and water soluble. Degradable bags, classified b

(starch-based), polyester (oil and natural gas-based), and starch-pp'.yes er
,:. ·/r?;'f:..,

products (i.e. bottles, bags) are also polyester blends, but'%lh,x.. pblymers .hemically altered in....;.:,:::.

degradable plastic products to allow them to degrade or co st, depending on the ty

-,';""include: bioerodable,

ition include thermoplastic

dS.19 Traditional plastic

Degradable plastics do not readily degrade in a landfill.

contaminants from entering soil and drinkin ,water supply - 1 revents aerobic degradation' from

taking place.,,20 In addition, degradable plas can damage re uipment if mixed in with

traditional, recyclable plastic bags. All degra roducts, if" d into the recycling stream,

can destabilize the polymers and reduce the q .~i "",:,.t:,'isl~bi~·product when mixed into the
-'lli"8~lHn.l:~: ",. \{jJi~~- /JI)I~' ~.,

manufacturing process. Curren. there are few' ctive way's to distinguish a degradable plastic
"'. ':?\. '\';ii!.

product from a non-de le plashq;'product. In adCljtion, outside of the ideal conditions, for example
$- ·};1·;.;:;~~!r \~h,!":..,~,\~.!::>

as a loose litter bag, degra . ,', ot instantly de'i~r.ade. For example, a biodegradable bag can take

ade me' Jh&,!rqP.trf~flt'~i~Many of the negative environmental impacts
. .. ,··:·'"~~:\:;:;:t*y

ed degradable plastics.

lSi designed to ,;i~~event landfill

ions of Bio-13{l§"fd Prid~cts
W\~~·~~

rid Bank, glbbal food prices have increased 83 percent in three years?2 This rapid

.gti£" result of a "perfect storm" of events, which includes a rise in oil and

energy prices, increasin ,emand in developing countries, droughts and floods damaging crops, and

increased demand for 1)i~fuels.23 According to the World Bank, "almost all of the increase in global

17CIWM8. "Evaluation of the Performance of Rigid Plastic Packaging Containers, Bags, and Food Service
Packaging in Full-Scale Commercial Composting." March 6,2007.

18ibid.
19Nolan-lTU "The Impacts of degradable plastic bags in Australia." September 11, 2003.
20Nolan-lTU "The Impacts of degradable plastic bags in Australia." September 11, 2003.
21Nolan-I'IU "The Impacts of degradable plastic bags in Australia." September 11,2003
22World Bank. "Rising Food Prices: Policy Options and World Bank Response." April 2008.
23NPR. "Rising Food Prices Spark Growing Concern" April 14, 2008.
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maize [corn] production from 2004 to 2007 went for biofuels production.t'i" Global ethanol production

increased by over 50 percent between 2000 and 2005 and many farmers are changing to alternative fuel

crops from food crops. Experts are debating the level of 'impact on prices that the biofuel demand has

had, but everyone agrees that it has an impact. For example, prices of wheat, rice, and corn have all

increased, but corn primarily feeds the biofuel demand. Many compostable and degradable plastics are

made from natural feedstocks. The increased demand for bio-based plastics could further exacerbate the

rising food prices by further displacing food crops.

4.2 Reusable Products
A life cycle analysis conducted for the Australian government '~*~mpr 1

·';l~·.

differences between reusable and single-use products.t;'i,.,.1\below
"';::'

degradable bags, traditional plastic and paper single-u

of material consumption, greenhouse gas (GHG) emi

coal, gas), and eutrophication (nitrates and phosphates rele

death of aquatic life downstream).

Figure 1 Assessment of Alternative Bags

,.~ er impact than traditional single-use plastic bags in terms of material

consumption, GHG eIIlJs ions, and eutrophication. The reusable bags had the least impact in all
~?

categories, while the paper bags had the greatest impact in three of the four categories. The analysis

found that the GHG emissions impact of the traditional paper bags was reduced by over half if they are

reused once.

24 World Bank. "Rising Food Prices: Policy Options and World Bank Response." April 2008.
25 Nolan-ITU "The Impacts of degradable plastic bags in Australia." September 11, 2003.

April 23 2008 Page 7 Draft Report



4.2.1 FoodPackaging
A life cycle study conducted in 1994 at the University of Victoria, examined the difference between

reusable cups and single-use cups in terms of their energy use. According to the study, the embodied

energy of the ceramic, plastic, or paper reusable cup is higher than the single-use paper or plastic on a

one-use comparison. The study included the energy use of washing the cup after each use.

Cu T e Cu
Ceramic
Plastic
Glass
Paper
Foam

The energy difference is reduced with each use of the reusabf

paper and plastic cups.

is constant with the single-use

1.0 ~I!::..----'------r------''------'

O.B +-lr-\---!-----I------Ii-----i..,
:is
og: 0.6 +--\\-----''Io--!---,,'---+----I-------I

"': ...
c>c.
:>.e 0.4 -I--~-_!_""""'=----+---__l,------I
c>s::w

02L---J:::::;:=t=~~;;;;;;;~
0.0 +-----\-----+----1-------1

o 50 160 200

This study estimated that it would take over 1,000 uses of a ceramic cup to have the same energy per use

as a one use foam cup; and 393 uses of a glass cup to have the same energy as a foam CUp.28If a ceramic

cup is used once a day for three years, it will be used 1,095 times.

100
Number of uses

26 http://www.ilea.orgllcas/hocking1994.html Accessed April 2008,
27 http://www.ileaorg/icas/hocking1994.html Accessed April 2008.
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5.0 CITY OF LOS ANGELES

5.1 Restaurants and Grocery Stores
The City has a population of over 4 million people living within 470 square miles. Within the City there

are 55,502 retail stores which include 12,048 restaurants and 601 bars.29 There are hundreds of grocery

stores and pharmacies in the City, which are regulated under AB 2449. In addition, there are many more

small grocery stores and pharmacies using single-use, carryout plastic bags that are not required by AB

244~ to offer collection for the recycling of plastic bags.

5.2 Integrated Solid Waste Management System

5.2.1 Municipal Solid Waste (MSW)/Recycling Collection

The City manages a comprehensive integrated waste mana Il.'t:~Y~temwith we.
<'.:'

of recyclables, yard trimmings, and garbage at 750,Q.: single-family resident useholds. The

curbside recycling program accepts clean foam fooc¥tI11,*k~. g an~;!~~Jf,l:~ticbags (inc1~, .. "dry cleaning
• N.:;.{1~~ty;:~~;:;;;:~:;;::;.~.. .):~;!.:;;::.'.

bags, single-use, carryout bags, and food bags). The citywii . ¢ri!llonrate IS over 62 'percent ofMSW

generated annually. City crews contribute, to that overall di rate by collecting approximately

250,000 tons of recyclables and 480,000 to .!¥d waste each"y the City's single-family

residents. The City began offering plastic bag'~ffifYc "" ,:II hits resi ,intial curbside program in May
:1f:th· " • .;;~::."

2005 and added foam food packaging collection'in, . ,:,",.:inn July 1, 2007. At that time, the

City launched its "New to.' .'.. . Fpaign to M\l!i, resident~' of all the material types that are now

acceptable in the Cm;;!L,.; ::'cluding cle~i(;~plys,o/rene, and all plastics #1 through #7. The
_'S: 'l':·.'!11 .•.d::··

Material Recovery Faciliti at have contragrs~;With the City to recover recyclables from the
::'~~::'~:'~"t("~"fil~~'"

single famil>:J:~~~i~~~!t~J;.,.f.urbsiei];wdg~ill I~R§&~;:program,recover and recycle clean plastic bags and
ly.\!ml''''·''lo'm''·'·;~;I'\:~;;H~:)dii;:4;?:I\ ·~·:~:)~~.:;:':~::r~ ".

EPS, inc!!;((lmg clean"fo':'''':(ood pai?K:a.ging. The City's thin film plastic recycling not only includes

plastJpfz",r&t but all typ~s'" ilm ~ .:.,.. ·1r'~~chas mattress covers, furniture wrappings, inserts for

appI;~ces, ed to~~~ifications in sorting operations at the MRFs by increasing the

number of sta . ing to optimize sorting of plastic bags and EPS. All the MRFs are
fl

recovery of thin film plastics and EPS from their processing lines.

The markets for plasticags and EPS are very sensitive to contamination. Plastic bags are not recyclable

when they are very wet, contaminated with a bit of oil, or organic waste (food, pet waste, etc.).

Therefore, MRFs can only market clean plastic bags and clean EPS. Most of the City's contracted MRFs

market plastic bags to China, and EPS to Timbron located in Stockton, California. The City Waste

Composition Study, in 2000, estimated that plastic film, which includes single-use, carryout plastic bags,

28 http://www.ilea.org/lcas/hocking1994.htmlAccessedApril 2008.
29 Karen Coca, City of LA "Re: Plastic data needs," e-mail message, March 27, 2008
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comprised 5.5 percent of the overall waste composition in the City.3D The City is currently working with

the MRFs to determine the recovery rates of both plastic bags and food foam packaging. Initial data

collected through the City's Blue Bin Program indicates that the City recycles approximately 70 tons of

plastic bags per month, or approximately 7,700,000 plastic bags per month (assuming approximately

55 plastic bags/lb)."

In the past few years, supermarkets have begun at-store recycling collection of bags from customers, as

well, but those numbers are not readily available. While foam food pa ' is collected through the

City's curbside program, processors only have markets for clean d have been focusing on

diverting foam blocks and foam used in packaging. Clean" ontainers are technically

recyclable, but practically very difficult to market. Foam fo ,.{@b'q~;;fuersthat'

residue cannot be recycled and must be disposed."

5.2.2 Public Education and Outreach: "New to the' "

BOS proposed a comprehensive "New to t', '

media and targeted advertising to educate re

reduction over a six year period.

'version, and contamination

'ut a long-term, sustained recycling

.. .advertising e.."orts focuse on global media and broadly defmed
'I>,~::;/~JM.!. ~!ih,

,of.~igh residential bin contamination throughout

; and radio advertisements. Additional outreach

n trucks for plastic bag recycling, direct mailings,

Councils, Business Improvement

Districts, and

of reviewing and '

used to enhance its outr ,

unity base anizations and events are also anticipated. BOS is also in the process

i -line games that will have a recycling education component and will be

5.2.2 Recycling Ambassador Program
The Recycling Ambassador Program began in February 2007 to reduce contamination rates through the

deployment of Ambassadors who examine the contents of the blue, green, and black trash bins - the goal

30 City of Los Angeles. "City of Los Angeles Waste Characterization and Quantification Study Year 2000. July
2002.

31 City of Los Angeles Waste Characterization Study at MRFs (4th Qtr. '07/1s1 Qtr '08 data)
31 Allan Company, Interview, March 13, 2008.
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being to educate residents on all that can be recycled in their blue and green bins, and reduce the volume

of material to landfills, thereby reducing tipping fees and increasing recycling revenue to the City.

Tasks involve inspecting both blue bins which contain recyclable materials, and green bins which contain

yard trimmings, for contaminants. Black bins are also inspected for potential recyclable materials that

can be put into blue bins. Education andlor positive feedback is integral to the Ambassador Program with

residents receiving immediate feedback from Ambassadors through Improper Use Forms or Thank

You/Survey Forms, and if appropriate, through public forums.

The Ambassador Program has received overwhelming positive Pl!BL, sUPP",' d media response to the

program. A significant reduction of recyclables in the blac b~~\ifU1d a "re ,

contamination tags being handed out, and an increase . lysty~~ne recycling

beginning to be realized. Ambassadors will continue ct and"analyze data and

on high contamination routes throughout the City to collec { 'data, perform

conduct public outreach.

5.3 StormwaterProgram
The quality of stormwater is especially importa.rl'f:',t()the ",J'

'liJi'h ..:.ii~/·
to the Pacific Ocean. The L ' eles River runsliJrom'the San riel and Santa Monica Mountains to

r-, ':~Mr ~.~:'
\,,,,,.Los Angele~~,!.:propping795 feet over 51 miles. The majority of
'~~:E)l}i l'~'il?!~'..

educmg;.',the quantity of'WE!.t~rabsorbed into the ground. The majority of
J~~{a.~·I!:!"'". j:'f~;i:~~t:·

Ballona Creek has also been' 'crefedlHfansfo . "from a meandering creek to a water channel that

he ;!1~i,~:~~':);)fa e Dominguez Channel flows through part of Los

ay. 130, the .San Pedro and Santa Monica Bays empty into the Pacific
'.:;.:;'

ace . in syst '" releases approximately 100 million gallons of untreated,
;. <:~;;.,.

ff and debri '" a daily basis into these three bodies of water. This quantity increases
f#tM

ing a he~w rain event ..,:'

The two most common,9.ontaminallts in stormwater are litter, including single-use, carryout plastic bags
.~:~~

and foam food packaging; and toxins, including oil and antifreeze.f There are generally two types of

litter: accidental and deliberate litter." Accidental litter is material deposited unintentionally through

poor management practices, such as items that fly out of open bed trucks. Plastic bag and foam litter can

32 Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division. "High Trash
Generation Areas and Control Measures." January 2002.

33 RW Beck, for Keep America Beautiful. "Literature Review - Litter. A Review of Litter Studies, Attitude Surveys,
and Other Litter-related Literature." July 2007.
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be blown off of trucks, out of overfull trash cans and dumpsters, and out of landfills." The majority of

litter is deliberate; items deliberately disposed of in an "inappropriate location." Takeout packaging and

plastic bags can be intentionally littered in parks and out of car windows. Both of these sources of litter

are contributing to the unacceptably high quantities of trash in the water systems. According to the City

of Los Angeles, the three sources of litter in the City are (1) direct disposal, (2) stormwater runoff, and (3)

light weight trash carried by the wind."

5.3.1 Composition
A large part of trash in the stormwater system and in the area wate "

As part of the Great River Clean-up Event, in 2004, the Friends or, e Los

Sanitation staff sorted 20 percent of the bags of trash colI ent by material type.

Plastic film was the second largest category collecte weight, 26.58 percent" he total weight

collected and largest category by volume, 45.55 A ~~WI?Osition study" cted by the

Southern California Coastal Water Research Project in 200",i'i(.ih:~i'(foamed plastii ,including fast

food containers, cups, and plates, were the, t abundant item 0' them California beaches, excluding

pre-production plastic pellets." The City of eles sorted mate .found in 20 catch basins along
" . " . }~~j;\\~~~~lP::"

Figueroa Street between Cypress Avenue and "" ne 2004 #:lid' found that plastic bags were
4'~'~

22 percent of the total by volume and 19 percent "'''e foam was found to be 20 percent
t''''-::lr ...., .

of the total by volume ,1;t;::'~~~~:h~by weight. """IS important to note that the methodology did not
: • • 11«';~J~:::~~~. "i\!~:8

include drying out the als pno 'measuremenLi{;:"
$' \i~~;;;i{()

theS ...~.

. ".. J'!':~~:'>:~~'''/Im".'..;.
(T." ,'Ji)T '. 'drements

··'<~~.w;;~~:-:;

State because it can negatively impact water ways, including

dic Ocean. In compliance with the Federal Clean Water Act

'between the United States Environmental Protection Agency

(EPA) and envin nental gro the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)

approved the Trash ., ",mum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek

and Wetlands in Sept t 2001. The City is mandated by these Trash TMDLs to reduce its trash

5.3.2

34 RW Beck, for Keep America Beautiful. "Literature Review - Litter. A Review of Litter Studies, Attitude Surveys,
and Other Litter-related Literature." July 2007

35 Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division. "High Trash
Generation Areas and Control Measures." January 2002.

36 Friends of the LA. River. "The First State of the Los Angeles River Report." 2005.
37 Shelly 1. Moore, Dominic Gregorio, Michael Carreon, Stephen Weisberg, and Molly Leecaster. "Composition and

Distribution of Beach Debris in Orange County, California." 2001.
38 Ad Hoc Committee on Los Angeles River and Watershed Protection Division. "Characterization of Urban Litter."

June 18,2004.
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contribution to these water bodies by 10 percent each year for a period of ten years." The first

compliance milestone in which a 20 percent trash reduction was to be demonstrated was September 30,

2006. The City has far exceeded the TMDLs established milestones and met both the September 2006,

20 percent trash reduction as well as the September 2007,30 percent trash reduction milestones to the LA

River and Ballona Creek.

The Watershed Protection Division (WPD) of the Bureau of Sanitation is thelead office in charge of the

citywide Trash TMDL Implementation. WPD 'completed a study entitl 'Trash Generation Areas

and Control Measures in the spring of 2002, which identified the sp ibution of trash in the City

for both the Los Angeles River and Ballona Creek watersheds. ined the amount of trash

accumulating in City-owned catch basins beginning in 2003. The ensuing

analysis of the data resulted in the identification of three within the City.

Those areas were categorized as low, medium, and hi

approach: 1)

enforcement with a special focus on the high,

control devices in the storm drain system, targ

followed by the medium generating

, 2) installing structural trash

'ash generating areas of the City,

·:!:;·!h:>,/,~~~.~l:>
.implementvarigys'measures such as, online structures (i.e., Fresh

:y~~;tm!,~:l.::.'\ __ r~.;:f$:'
iCp 'sfems) and catch basin (CB) trash capture/deflection

ers). Following evaluation of the existing City storm drain system

t of the di ctur "{~ontroldevices deployed within the City over the course of

s, the City co~gJ~dedth:'~1implementation of either CB inserts and/or CB opening screen
" "~'_".H!.!

asins with~~jhe City is the most feasible, practical and cost effective approach for
,i;~WvJ

compliance with tb L '.. t studies conducted by the City have indicated that the CB inserts retain

100percent of the trash' nters the CB over the course of a year; whereas the CB opening screen covers

prevent approximately 86' percent of the trash from being discharged to the receivingwaters.

5.3.3 Institutional

The public education program identified five major activities to outreach to the public regarding trash
abatement:

39 www.lastormwater.org. AccessedApri12008.
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1. Point-of-Purchase Campaign
The City developed partnerships with retail businesses (coffee shops, cafes, hamburger stands and
sandwich shops) within the high trash generating areas of Los Angeles whose customers may
generate trash. The City developed a database of coffee shops, cafes, hamburger stands, and
sandwich shops in the high trash areas. The next step was to visit the businesses in the high trash
areas. City staff placed posters and educated staff members who then became spokespersons for the
City regarding trash prevention.

2. Mass Media Advertising
The City focused its efforts on billboards, bus advertisements, bus benches and print advertisements
in community papers in the high trash generating areas. A summary 0 mass media advertising
that has been conducted is listed below:

• Billboard Advertisements - Placed 200 billboards (100
message "Drop Your Fast Food Wrapper ill A Can Nq
21,873,600 impressions on the general public. 1;;%!{{i

'-:'i:tj.~~ .
Bus Advertisements - Placed bilingual (English ~,; 'ish) advertise' in the interiors of
2,530 buses with the message "Litter: Can It!" g;., g an estimated 9,721,4 ressions on the

1 bli '"', 4"-
genera pu IC.'i;{l\~:'>;,
Bus Benches Advertisements - Posted bilingual (E b and!Spanish) advertise 'ents on 200 bus

• • • ,', '.1'7.1._ >~, 1""

benches WIththe message "LItter: Can It!" making ... ated 4,860,748 impressions on the

and 100 Spanish with the
" making an estimated

•

•

3.

•

•

4. Ocean " '
Annually, ity of Los" eles partners with the California Coastal Commission and the Malibu
Foundation iii lvironmeniiil Education to present Ocean Day, a day for elementary-aged students to

r·'l;/lV

clean Dockwei e' ~dt'participate in an aerial message in the sand, a photo of which is then sent
to Los Angeles me 'Ifaverage, 5,000 students participate in Ocean Day, removing 2.5 tons of trash
from the beach. Th sage of the students' beach clean-up annually reaches 2,000,000 LA residents.

5. Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) Outreach
Business improvement districts have been established through Los Angeles to improve the quality of
life for businesses and address concerns and issues facing communities. The City's Stormwater
Program partnered with twelve business improvement districts citywide to coordinate trash outreach
efforts. A mailing of 2,000 educational posters was mailed to 10 business improvement districts for
distribution. A business advertorial was developed to educate business owners on the best
management practices they could implement to reduce trash and pollution in their business districts.

April 23 2008 Page 14 Draft Report



Current statutes in the LA Municipal Code forbid littering in the City. The LA Police Department is the

leading entity enforcing the Municipal Code requirement; however, other entities such as the Departments

of Public Works and Recreation and Parks also deploy inspectors to prevent littering along City streets or

in public parks, respectively. The City revised and consolidated its stormwater enforcement abilities with

the Stormwater Ordinance in October 1998. This ordinance made it a crime to discharge pollutants in the

storm drain system and gave the City the ability to cite, fme, and prosecute violators.

Utilizing structural solutions was the second prong of the City's s

more than 35,000 catch basins within the LA River and Ballona: wa

role is to quickly divert rainwater away from city streets. tffQ;':lety, they
":;..

role of funneling trash into the storm drain system and .

the development of the City's implementation stra

conducted a number of pilot studies to evaluate the effective

practices (BMP). The departments installs and evaluated vanor

s and bays. In
~ .
. pup of several. departments

. .":~?;::..

ent structural best management

olutions including end-of-the-pipe

systems, and hydrodynamic

,400 catch basin inserts and
"\~:.

•• ,:f>_ , trash generation areas of the

5.3.4 Structural Measures

trash systems, catch basin opening screen coy.

separator devices. As of October 26, 2007,
:lJ~.

14,300 catch basin opening in the hi .

watersheds.

mg end-of-the-pipe solutions solely would be

and that it would be more effective to focus on

low trash gener

installed througho

tch basin inserts or screen covers. The City implemented the

s. The first group of BMPs was placed in the high trash

of the City...",,; second group targeted the medium and the third group will target the
\~:U\f(!(

areas ofth~t,~ity. The following is a description of the various BMPs that have been

•
•. ,If.! '

'f;;Xi~i/
Catch basin scre'ers: Prevents trash greater than % inch size from entering system. Screen
covers consist of al80arse screen placed at the openings of the catch basin to prevent trash from
entering the storm drain system. The screen covers have been installed in combination with the catch
basin inserts, or independently, in the trash generating areas. A total of 14,300 catch basin opening
screen covers have been installed in Los Angeles.

Low-flow diversion: Reroutes urban runoff to the sewer system through a series of tanks and pumps .
The Santa Monica Canyon Watershed and Downtown Los Angeles along the LA River are targeted
for these devices. A low-flow diversion system routes dry-weather urban runoff from the storm
drain system into the sanitary sewer system. LFDs reduce all types of pollutants, including trash,
since the runoff is treated at a wastewater treatment facility. The City has installed nine units,
including one LFD system in the downtown high trash generating area.

•
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• Catch basin inserts: 5mm screen installed inside catch basin in front of outlet pipe. Considered full
capture device. Catch basin inserts are installed inside a catch basin and are designed to trap all trash
greater than five mm in size. They are designed to maximize a catch basin's trash capture volume
and provide a flow bypass to prevent flooding. To date, 7,400 catch basin inserts have been installed
in the City's high trash generating areas.

• Netting systems: Placed on primary storm drain lines to capture floatable debris. Considered full
capture device. These systems include a net contained within a box structure retrofitted into the
existing storm drain line. The floatable trash is trapped in the disposable nets. The City installed these
netting systems in the high and medium trash generating areas of Los Angeles. The City has installed
13 units.

• Hydrodvnamic Separators: These are devices that are considered fu
to treat the one-year, one-hour storm. The City has installed three

The City also works to prevent trash from reaching the storm -:

use of motorized sweepers, and maintenance of public li

Division of the BOS cleans the catch basins on a re~ . 'lfln cleaning

schedule complies with the NPDES Municipal Stormwate '

to four times per year depending on the ca~fh. basin location.

identified in the high trash generating areas

and on a more frequent basis during the rainy',

Services regularly sweeps 28,000 lane miles of·~~p.lic roa

Street sweeping frequency v daily in tb~t t trash fit,. streets and alleys to monthly in the
: ,;:.'

least urbanized portion,' e Ci '., ',pe high trash ,,:.eas of the City contain many of the special street
';';~i ':r{~::... ,

and alley cleaning routes 1 tified tCj( ose a health an "ety hazard and are cleaned more rigorously on

a daily basis - 14· eludes ..~pfacles, thus preventing overflow of trash onto city

streets. maintains 3,000 public trash receptacles within the

40 http://www.lacity.org/saniindex.htm. Accessed April 2008.
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6.0 COST AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
Provided free of charge to consumers with their purchases, the real cost of disposable bags and foam food

packaging is not a cost that either consumers or retailers have to pay. Figure 4 includes the average

purchase price to retailers of common single-use, carryout bags. Foam food packaging is similarly

inexpensive.

Figure 4: Average Cost per Type of Single Use, Carryo

The real costs of single-use, carryout bags and foam fo

waste management costs, litter management costs, lW

City, County, and State must bear many of these costs, whiie .... e c.
"",,"

The

6.1 Production Externalities
Manufacturing single-use, carryout plastic ba

.(.lis···

on land, air quality, water quality, and natural re~'~:!:1fce. . .eals, energy, natural resources, and

water are all used, in varyirJgii&~i¥lfies, to create ill .,.. products." ese environmental impacts are called
" ~l,

production externaliti .. )y not reflectJq;..in the market costs. For example, the small price
'~:itN~v '{;:~~/:",r ,;:.~,;::.

". not include . "")impacts of the manufacturing process on the

ma:rlijf~,Rmtf~i'"single-use plastic bags include the discharge of
'''~·:!·'.;:::,F

d the air emissions.

6.2
s and foam food packaging, can impact roadways, waterways,

neighborhoods, an '8 Angeles, creating visual blight and reducing property values. Plastic

bags and foam food pac ,?gIfig pose an especially high risk to marine and terrestrial plant and animal life.

The characteristics of pf!~~ic bags that make them so desirable, durability and flexibility, also contribute

to the aquatic and marine environmental impact of discarded bags, because they do not decompose. Foam

food packaging easily breaks down into small floating pieces, which pollute marine and terrestrial

ecosystems even when the pieces are microscopic. Over 267 wildlife species are estimated to be

41 Los Angeles County "An Overview of Carryout Bags in Los Angeles County: A Staff Report to the Los Angeles
County Board of Supervisors." August 2007
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impacted by plastic litter.42 Marine and terrestrial animals can ingest or become entangled in plastic

debris; coral and riverbeds can be smothered by plastic bags that get caught on their rough edges; and

small animals can travel on the plastics to other coasts where they are not naturally present, causing

problems associated with invasive species. In the water, plastic acts like a sponge for toxic chemicals,

accumulating concentrations of toxins many orders of magnitude above levels found in the water itself."

Animals can be poisoned by the toxic chemicals in plastics and those chemicals from other sources

accumulating in the floating plastic." Plastic that is mistaken for food and in ested can clog the animal's

throat or artificially fill its stomach, causing it to starve. "'als become entangled in

plastic debris and suffocate.

As described in the previous section, although the City, Coun .( multiple programs to

address the litter problem, litter is still reaching the Los currently spending

millions of dollars on litter prevention, enforcement, {;i' .. rograms. The sfimates that

complying with the TMDL for the Los Angeles River an . fe~kwill cost approximately $85

million. The passage of Proposition 0, in the fall of 2004, provi , 71.5 million for the implementation

program to meet the trash compliance m~f;.:v,;", In addition" e direct costs incurred by City

departments, the Council Districts and Neighb ' "a, ils sponsor ,,,,,,.,)Pl~ clean up days throughout

the year. The City's Office of Community Bea~Wl' "~dsupports community residents

with organizing neighborho ts. OCB loans tools and supplies,

provides logistical sup

involvement of Los .( " ion Corp Cle 'tl Green or the local OCB contractor. OCB

""nr() :6s geographically spread throughout Los Angeles.
''''1

om major corridors, and respond to requests for service via 3-1-1,

€ontractors also provide litter and weed abatement services.

r does not only impact the City, but can also travel through the Los

acific 02~an. Single-use, carryout plastic bags and foam food packaging present
.. .:i@?'

unique challenges to' "Vention and clean-up programs. Due to their light weight, they can travel

easily into streets and s,:,. ams. Plastic bags, when caught up in stormwater, can contribute to clogged4 .
storm drains, causing flooding issues. Plastic bags and foam food packaging can negatively impact

marine environments, streams and creeks, and roadways and parks.

42 Algalita Marine Research Foundation. "Pelagic Plastic." April 9, 2007.
43 ibid
44 Los Angeles County "An Overview of Carryout Bags inLos Angeles County: A Staff Report to the Los Angeles

County Board of Supervisors." August 2007 and Algalita Marine Research Foundation. "Pelagic Plastic." April
9,2007.
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6.2.1 Marine Litter
The Los Angeles River carries land-based litter, including plastic bags and foam food packaging, into the

Pacific Ocean. "People's mishandling of waste materials - creates the foundation for the marine debris

problem.v" According to a study by the Ocean Conservancy, land-based litter comprises over 50 percent

of all marine litter off of California. Plastic bags are approximately 11 percent of general marine litter.46

While plastic will disintegrate into smaller pieces, it does not biodegrade in the ocean; instead it primarily

accumulates at the surface of the water. The North Pacific Gyre is located proximately 1,000 miles

from California; and is an area where multiple ocean currents meet and

A 1999 research expedition found that plastic film, including plasti .

percent of plastic collected at .the North Pacific Gyre.47 The L

plastic and other marine litter debris.

(::"

In 2006, the California Coastal Commission, in co' ion wit~J;JQe Los Angele
./if.~?~::::::~:::~~~(':" _.,<'.~~~.

Quality Control Board published an action plan, "Eliminatin .. i'" sed Discharges of Marine Debris in

nent of trash in urban runoff," the

tSt!increasing the recycling of

ibute to marine debris.,,48 Inbags, imposing bans and limits on the use of' spec

addition, the plan also reco~ends litter fees Jlh . '6 products to fund litter reduction

programs.

6.2.2

conducted a litter study in 2007 and found that 14

percent apef'~ ...,,\<?verone-third was plastic. Plastic film, including plastic bags,
,;.4: . ';'~~.~1.&>?t::;:.:~~.,.;:;.§,

was JIP' " of aU'!\j~¢r: "Styrofoam" was 15 percent, by volume, of all litter. Of

the litter co d, 80 percent'iih,y.(,f"floa'ble" litter, which means if it were to reach the creeks or Los

Angeles River;: ould float lt~~the water out to the Pacific Ocean. Plastic bags and foam food

packaging are floataf

45 Ocean Conservancy. "National Marine Debris Monitoring Program: Final Data Analysis and Summary."
September 2007.

46ibid.
47Los Angeles County "An Overview of Carryout Bags inLos Angeles County: A Staff Report to the Los Angeles

County Board of Supervisors." August 2007.
48California Coastal Commission. "Eliminating Land-based Discharges of Marine Debris in California." June 2006.
49 California Department of Transportation District 7. "Litter Management Pilot Study." June 26,2000.
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7.0 POLICY OPTIONS
The goal of the City is to reduce the impact of plastics in the environment by changing consumer and

retail behavior in relation to single-use, carryout bags and foam food packaging. Many of the policy

options discussed in this section have been implemented in other cities and countries over the past five

years. A description of the impact of the policies in these other communities is included in the
,

discussion. The following policy options are discussed in more detail:

• Status Quo - Follow State Guidance and Regulations

• Market Policy Tools

o Mandatory rebate for reusable bag use

o Tax.or fee for use of single-use, carryout plastic and/or pa

anti-littering campaigns, subsidize cost for reusableji
r.%~~f?'

o Tax.on retailers for purchase of foam food pac ,"

• Ban (of distribution)

o Initially ban in City Facilities for five years and mom

• Of single-use, carryout plastiQb~~s

• Of foam food packaging

o Citywide ban

•
•

as it apB~iesto each oi:"pe targeted products: single-use, carryout plastic
.~:.;.~;l '~~Rf:gW~~'
,ii;H§.,n(;.g, these prodycts is different and will therefore require unique
"'·;:~';;~;:':·l;'S:;{)~\

7.1 ,/'

Implement ew citywidecy related to single-use, carryout plastic bags and foam food packaging

will require tim e retaile ..}.., d restaurants to adjust and comply. In general, it may be easier for the
.~. .:.dm.\~l

larger retailers to adf ·'r the smaller retailers. The City should consider a phased implementation

approach. Phasing im,w'mentation of an aggressive recycling program over a time period, allows

retailers and the City t~e to educate consumers. Phasing implementation of a ban over a time period,

allows retailers to use up their current stock of the banned item and purchase an acceptable alternative.

The City can also link implementation of a ban to the recycling rates of the materials. If the recycling

rates of single-use.carryout bags and foam food packing increases to a set percentage in the given year,

then the ban would not be implemented. In any policy implementation, the City call also phase
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compliance requirements for retailers based on size to help alleviate the additional burden that smaller

retailers may face in terms of implementation costs.

7.2 Follow State Guidance and Regulations
The State has begun to consider and pass legislation related to single-use, carryout plastic bags and foam

food packaging. AB 2449 (single-use, plastic bags) went into effect less than one year ago, and new bills

addressing plastics, including AB 2058 (plastic reduction benchmarks), nd AB 904 (foam food

packaging) are still being considered in the State legislature. The City c .' ait-to assess the impact of

these laws before enacting a new local policy. In addition, the Ci ook at ways to supplement

these laws with local tools or lobby the State for specific chan :.~;..to the to better enhance their

effect. Some key principles the City will support in existin "'O;t;,'''ruturelegis

limited to:

•
•

• .ngle use, plastic bag and EPS
, .,1~}.

•

•

7.2.1
ide p ':ag recycling collection bins since July 1,2007 under

o assess, The City began collecting plastic bags in its curbside
~::::.,

recy am in May 20Q$.. C y, approximately five percent of plastic bags are recycled
~'.': '.l, "
iS~:~':~\1* .:~~~.

ill take mor "." e and data to assess whether these programs will increase plastic bag

litter.. ..,,,une 2007, the City, in conjunction with 23 partners including the
;!i!\\!

California Grocers S • ·~t~d Progressive Bag Alliance, enacted the "It's Our L.A! Keep It Clean"

campaign to encourage 9J>nsumersto bring their bags to stores for recycling. While the program is no
.~~~.,

longer active, the website remains as an outreach tool and includes a list of stores where recycling is

available for consumers to know where they can recycle their bags. Additionally, the City launched the

"New to the LA Blue" campaign in July 2007 to education residents about the new materials accepted in

the curbside recycling program and encourage recycling of these new materials, including foam food

packaging and single-use, plastic carryout bags.

50 http://www.ciwmb.ca.govlPressroom/2007/July/37.htm Accessed February 2008.
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Other various public outreach, education and giveaway events have included:

• "A Day without a Bag" Campaign in December 2007 where the City partnered with Heal the
Bay, LA County and area retailers. There were 10,000 reuseable bags that were given away.

• Earth Day 2008 Reuseable Bag Giveaway Campaign: "Great Taste: Zero Waste", where 50,000
reuseable bags were distributed to grocery stores throughout the City. This was in association
with the California Grocers Association, and was funded by the Department of Conservation
Bottle Bill Fund.

• Various City sponsored community events (in partnership with non-profits, Heal the Bay,
FOLAR, and others)

AB 2449 only applies to large grocery stores (full-line, self-service, I' e with gross annual sales of

$2 million or more and which sells a line of dry groceries, canne goods, 11 tJ Doditems, and perishableA'~ ,

goods) and retail pharmacies (over 10,000 square feet of ret4f.lrf§pq;~i.·that ge sales tax and has a
./JJj$:'" .,....

licensed pharmacyy'" There are many other retail and /.i"C<' er grocery stores within .,,,,Citythat are not
":'~:;:::,. ';<t1&~~~!ii~~~~...;l!f:/·

required under the regulations to provide recycling- lastic}a s. Providing (5yveach to these

other stores, not currently required by AB 2449, to volun"lIect plastic bags foti;~cycling could

help increase recycling rates. The City cou also expand the r ing requirement to ail grocery and
", .

retail stores which provide carryout disposab

The City is authorized, under th.e law, to ensure. "''''mpliancewith AB 2449 and may

• Five hundred

•
•
• o do not comply with AB 244952

e City could ensure that all stores are in compliance, toThro,¥-'

The State Legislature h~sbeen considering bills which would amend AB 2449, including AB 2058 and

AB 2829. AB 2058, currently being considered in the State Legislature, would require stores to meet

diversion rate requirements by established deadlines. The current language states that stores must

demonstrate a 35 percent diversion rate by July 1,2011 and a 70 percent diversion rate by July 1,2012.

Those stores that do not demonstrate this diversion rate must sell plastic carryout bags to their customers

51 http://www.ciwmb.ca.govILGCentraI/BasicslPlasticBag.htm#Local. Accessed February 2008.
52 http://www.ciwmb.ca.govILGCentraI/BasicslPlasticBag.htm#Local. Accessed February 2008
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for at least 15 cents per bag. The proceeds of the bag fee would go to litter clean-up COSt.53 AB 2829 is

also currently being considered in the State Legislature. This bill would repeal the sunset date of2013 of

AB 2449 and instead require that after July 1, 2009, all stores must charge 25 cents per bag for each

plastic carryout bag used. The store would be allowed to retain 3 percent of the fee and the remainder

would be deposited into the California Plastic Carryout Bag Impact Fund. This bill would also repeal the

prohibition of local governments from charging a fee on plastic carryout bags." This bill failed

committee passage on April 14, 2008, and has been held for reconsideration.

7.2.2 Compostable or Recyclable Food Packaging Requireme

AB 904 would require all food packaging to be recyclable or co

adopted a resolution to support AB 904, as part of the

According to the current version of the bill, for a pro

',Mayor and City Council

gislative Program. 55

le or recyclable

tial curbsideproducts must meet the ASTM-6400 standard. Furth

collection programs that are available to either at least

60 percent of households in the city in whi the packaging is u

problem that the City currently faces, in that' packaging is le", but there is no market

because of the high level of food contaminatibj son, th", ~ority of residential curbside
:\m~ . .f.P~'

collection programs do not accept this type of ni~'i:l1d need to consider not accepting
...d:~:mUl?H~~~~iWn'

foam food packaging cur ,I 'e;Pif' '·".legislation into law. Other forms of clean EPS
'\W~h,

would be acceptable.

...~.;,:.

,;;a~sprepared food for public consumption on or off

, a fast food restaurant." This legislation does not limit the
."",P' 57on.

•
ed in the I lation are:

i:1.tiW
;;'dbllars($100) for each day the person is in violation of this chapter .

s assessed upon a violator shall not exceed $10,000 .
~i~$;:;"

•

53 http://www.assembly.ca.gov/acs/acsframeset2text.htm. Accessed April 2008.
54 ibid
55 Memo to Ad Hoc River Committee, from Karen Sisson, City Administrative Officer. "Report Back on Motion

Regarding Non-Recyclable Plastics and Polystyrene." January 18, 2008.
56 http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-binipostgueD.?bill number=ab 904&sess=CUR&house=B&author=feuer.

Accessed March 2008
57 http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-binipostgueD.?bill number=ab 904&sess=CUR&house=B&author=feuer.

Accessed March 2008
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The money collected in fines would be used to assist local governments in programs to reduce plastic

waste and marine debris.58

7.2.3 Case Studies
Since the passage of AB 2449, other cities have passed or are considering passing a similar recycling

requirement.

o New York City, New York

The ''New York City Plastic Carryout Bag Recycling La' al Law 1 of 2008), effective
in July 2008, requires retail and wholesale stores to P~RJli '"",~~c bag recycling containers
on-site and provide reusable bags for purchase. The41~~ applf" '!(' all retail and wholesale
establishments that have either over 5,000 squar o~,retail s r five or more stores
located in the City. In addition, bag manu are required 1, elop promotional
materials to promote "reduction, reuse, and r ling of,those bags.,,59

o Los Angeles County, California

On April 10, 2007, Los Angeles County Board 0 sor instructed the"{ChiefExecutive
Officer, Director of Internal Services, and Direc ublic Works to solicit input from
stakeholders about strategies to'!;'!'" ce plastic and pap consumption in the County. The
final report, dated August 200" izing this ended five alternative
strategies:

Alternative 1: Ban plastic carryout B ef~"and retail stores one year after
adg,Pt!Q:Q..of ordinance '
.JI.Jl!.1JJ.}J}jJnu}2'~#~1{f?~~,· •.

pla~pg::9arryout bags'l:l;" arge supermarkets and retail stores effective:
(f~~j3';~~f' ·i~?H~.

July 1'l\!gPI0if the bag dis 0 al rate does not decrease by a minimum of35
c l':'W '

,'at~posal rate does not decrease by a minimum of 70
pet'

s Quo r effects of AB 2449)

, P a vol, single-use bag reduction program.
. ,~~~

tive 5: Dev 'iif." a voluntary single-use bag reduction program. If triggers defined in
Altew/tive 2 are not met, then the County will institute a plastic bag ban.

·H~I:·'
.008, the County's Board of Supervisors approved the "County of Los
se Bag Reduction and Recycling Program," which instituted Alternative 5

described a~, e. Under the law, the County will work with key stakeholders to implement a
voluntary SIngle Use Bag Reduction and Recycling Program by July 1,2008. This program
should "promote reusable bags, reduce the use of disposable plastic bags, increase at-store
recycling of plastic bags, increase the post-consumer recycled content of paper bags, and
promote public awareness." The disposal rate decrease goals defmed in Alternative 2 above
were lowered by five percentage points each.

ss ibid
59 New York City Local Law 1 of2008 and

http://home2.nyc.gov/htm.l/nycwasteless/htmllat agencies/laws directives.shtm1#localOOI accessed February ,
2008.

Apri123 2008 Page 24 Draft Report



7.3 Market-based tools

, centive to use reusable bags. Many grocery stores

ximately five cents for each bag a customer brings and uses at

chec] , e City could res provide a rebate to ,consumers who bring their own bags.

been comple\~\,,,~to determine if the bag rebates could have a significant impact on
.~, {~l~i#J

consumers' bella; 'h • Further ;" " dies would also have to be completed to determine the appropriate

rebate level to sign ct behavior. The California Beverage Container Recycling and Litter

Reduction Act of 1986 '.:,JeBottle Bill) provides a refund for consumers to return certain defined plastic,

glass, and aluminum b8hies and cans. Researchers found that recycling rates of HOPE plastic bottles

increased from 18 percent to 38 percent at the end of the second year after introduction into the

Bottle Bill. The report concluded that inclusion in the Bottle Bill, as well as inclusion in a curbside

The City could also use market-based policy tools to influence consumer behavior and reduce the use of

single-use, carry out bags and foam food packaging. Market-based policy tools include mandatory

rebates, taxes, or fees. According to a report, by the European Environmental Agency (EEA), on the

effectiveness of market-based policy tools to enforce environmental policy, "market-based

instruments ... help to realize simultaneously environmental, economic, and social policy objectives by

taking account of the hidden costs of production and consumption to people's ealth and the environment

in a cost-effective way.,,60 As detailed in Section 6 of this report, the

many of the hidden production and consumption costs of single-use"

packaging. Market-based tools allow the City to shift those costs

retailer retain the fee), it can avoid the "

approval) by correlating the amount of the fee
li:;\

abatement, etc.) In 2006, the Cio/ of San Francis'

cleanup and impacts to th

, g provided by the City (litter

iff~~abatement, stormwater channel

7.3.1

60 European Environmental Agency. EEA Report 1I2006"Using the Market for Cost-effective Environmental Policy:
Market-Based Instruments in Europe." Copenhagen, 2006.
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collection program, contributed to the increased recycling rate. 61 The Bottle Bill is different from a rebate

because the consumer pays the redemption value up front and then gets it back when the bottle is

returned. In this case, the City would be requiring the retailer to provide a rebate without any

reimbursement. The City's legal department would need to investigate whether this type of program

could be implemented.

7.3.2 Tax orfee for use a/single-use bags

7.3.3 Impose a tax orfee use offoamfood p

Currently, AB 2449 prohibits the City from "imposing

three of these market tools are prohibited by AB 24'

counseL It is important to note, however, that how the tax or

Communities that require the consumer to p the fee, rather th

retailer or manufacturer, have had a higher re'

Imposing a tax or fee for use of plastic or other single-use bags could also' .

reduce the use of these bags. A ''tax'' would be administered by th

and a "fee" could be required or encouraged voluntarily by the Ci .~'"''
'O;J

• '.";-~.i. •.•.;

retailer, or returned to the City to provide education on recy \iWti:.littering, se of reusable bags ..~:}

carryout bag fee on as.
t,;.. .

d nee.be evaluated b City's legal

hii'stered could impact the results.

inistering it at a higher level on the

prelWi

compostab

costs if combine

ts for the p' "" ase of foam food packaging could reduce the
-;'t :,·t~l,

. Restaurant~1:;~· 4. pass the tax or fee onto patrons through their

ts may also choose to use a different type of
.i~,~:.;:~~~~,~;'t~.[.,t,~"

a .bnsf:tqL:~".. g their own containers. It is important to note that

ostable food packaging from the fee structure. The City has

. all'" yard trimmings program to include food scraps and

posta le food packaging will only reduce litter and waste management

gram for compo sting or other organic material recovery program.

Imposing a tax or fee 0

consumption of these ..
•:;1'

final bill, if they request a

7.3.4 Case Studies
o Ireland (fee)

Ireland has assessed a fee on plastic bags since 2002. At this time, plastic bag litter was a
problem. Annually, less than 0.5 percent of the estimated 1.28 million plastic bags were

61 California Department of Conservation. "California Beverage Container Recycling and Litter Reduction Study: A
Report to the California Legislature."

62 AB 2449 law text
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being recycled" The levy, which was increased from 15 cents to 33 cents (US $) per bag in
2007, is administered by retailers directly onto consumers. A billboard and television public
campaign sought to educate the public about the upcoming levy prior to implementation."

In a study conducted by the University of Dublin in 2003, retailers reacted either neutrally or
positively to the ban. Retailers felt that the additional costs to administer the fee were
"modest, and generally less than the savings resulting from not having to purchase bags.,,65
Within the first year of implementation, plastic bag use declined 90 percent. The Minister for
the Environment, Martin Cullin said, "The reduction has been immediate and the positive
visual impact on the environment is plain to see.,,66

The Irish fee only applies to plastic bags. While no
completed, anecdotal evidence suggests that paper bag usa
Instead, it appears that plastic bags are being replaced wi
that paper bag usage had primarily increased in non- foo"",

·~ft?~':'f
Santa Monica (fee) >';~j::\,

-1!.

·'tf~!tensive study has been
noE'increased dramatically.

Ie bags. One study reported
uch as clothing stores."

o

o

On February 26, 2008, the City Council of San ,
a hybrid approach to address non-degrada
use plastic carryout bags. Retailers are re
bags. This fee is retained by the retailer and no ,

Demnark (tax)

Denmark has a range of "gr
Included in these taxes, since 19
tax is applied to retailers and has r
55 percent. 68

bag fee, as part of
on single-

se of paper

7.4 I~sticBags a "."Foam Food Packaging
'~Wi';h

impose a Ci~~ge ban of single-use, carryout plastic bags and
,'" ~ .::JiiJ:,:j::··

,,:Y~Bt,:i!;~Ut!..l,,~~J9Fesfrom using these types of bags and restaurants

out"". ack;~::~:j%S'h~ goal would be to eliminate use of these bags and

th~ii~l~p:ci{1g)the quantity of these materials in the litter stream. By not
'C,'1;t~{~}W>~~'

, urants;ttJ'provide these products, the City would force consumers and
~:~::.,

their beha,::;..;,t However, it is important to consider when one product is banned

another product ' ets the ii;~dsof the consumer will replace it. The City needs to consider what that

product will be and w,' nvironmental, litter, and waste management costs of that product will be.

63 Environment Australia. t{PlasticShopping Bags - Analysis of Levies and Environmental Impacts" December
2002.

64 ibid
65 University College Dublin. "Applying Environmental Product Taxes and Levies - Lessons from the Experience

with the Irish Plastic Bags Levy." July 2003.
66 Environment Australia. "Plastic Shopping Bags - Analysis of Levies and Environmental Impacts" December

2002.
67 ABA Technology "Proposed Plastic Bag Levy - Extended Impact Assessment Final Report, Volume I: Main

Report." 2005.
68 Environment Australia. "Plastic Shopping Bags - Analysis of Levies and Environmental Impacts" December

2002.
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In imposing a ban, the City would need to consider the scope of the ban, the implementation timetable,

and enforcement mechanism.

7.4.1 Scope
The scope of the ban will defme what type of product and what type and size of retail stores and

restaurants are included in the ordinance. The scope will influence the quantity of bags and foam food

packaging eliminated from the City's litter and waste management cost the implementation and

enforcement costs of the program, and how the consumer behavior chang 'ger number of bags and

foam food packaging will be eliminated with a broader scope, but entation costs for the City

may increase with a larger initial ban. For the bag ban, the City co,!;.;?inclu ", . ly food-service retailers;
'\'!

all retailers, and/or retailers of a certain size (based on annua ;'!'retail squat... . tage). For the foam

food packaging ban, the City could include only large c restaurants; only fast fo

restaurants and food service locations. Smaller retai d re~lu ants may also e impact of
. ~. ' ,

the ban more than the larger retail stores. However, inclu I 'stores and restaurants creates a

ier for the City to monitor, and

w.!rich institutions, if any, toharder for retail establishments to evade. T

exempt, based on special circumstances, such a .

resiq,tll

plastic and p;;I;perbags; exclude compostable plastic bags; exclude
':, \~f:.
"de all paper bl~g~. The City of San Francisco allows compostable

';:1,?itt~uH1P-'
o has an ~~tensive compost collection program including

,~~'stcollection program, compostable plastic bags

ing in the wind as litter. These products will also end up in

they ake it more difficult to separate plastic film for recycling.

ackaging b uld in6 ude all food packaging, foam food packaging, all plastic food

de compo /iiiWle packaging. As stated earlier, the impact of allowing compostable

A'd litter will depend on a robust curbside food compo sting program, and

stable versus recyclable plastic packaging.

The scope of the bag ban

bags made with recy

plastic bags

residences.

packaging; or .

packaging on dive

clear identification of c

The low price of foam food packaging and single-use, carryout plastic bags is one of the qualities that

attracts retailers to using these products that they give away for free. Many of the replacement products

are more expensive. Recognizing that requiring retailers to switch to a different product could have

fmancial implications to that retailer, the City could only require the replacement products when they are

comparable in price.
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7.4.2 Implementation Timetable
The implementation timetable can also influence the effectiveness of the ban. Enough time must be

allowed for public outreach to ensure retailers and consumers are prepared for the ban and are able to fmd

an environmentally sound, recyclable (or compostable), and cost effective alternative to the banned

product. The City could link the implementation to certain milestones. For example, Los Angeles

County recently approved' a plastic bag ban, which would only be triggered if retailers are not able to

meet diversion milestones."

v,
jt may be ne,cessary to add staff resources in order to respond

nsure that the ban is being implemented. It would

ould be supported by existing staff. However, initial City staff

cement position per Council District, one overall supervisor,

"with an annual cost of $2.6 million. The implementation timetable

astructure and internal policies for managing the enforcement piece.

ure compliance with the

rce the bans. Non-

7.4.3 Enforcement
Implementing a citywide ban will require an enforcement infras

ban. Many cities that have implemented bans rely on respo o\;~'inplaints

complying businesses are sent warning letters expl .

necessary, fmes or penalties could be imposed for

California and Portland, Oregon have well-established foam

has been necessary in these cities and eac e orts a high leve

health inspectors include compliance with' '., food pack

conducting site visits at restaurants. The, cit1¢~ 0
'!h

recently implemented foam fo?d ackaging bans '!)[hd

the ban. Each of these citi " d complianc

ents. If

mpliance. In Berkeley, the City

,. on their checklist when

69 Los Angeles County "An Overview of Carry out Bags inLos Angeles County: A Staff Report to the Los Angeles
County Board of Supervisors." August 2007
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Figure 5 Citywide Enforcement Component - Cost Projection

Staff salaries Amount Sub-total
Enforcement ersonnel

Su

Su ort staff

No.
15 $73,252 $1,098,780

1 $88,692 $88,692

2 $50,658 $101,316

$1,288,788

s rate

$1,224349

Ex ense
Com uter $23,400Standard wi 19"LCD

Software $9,450MS Professional

Network Du lex Printer HP Laser Jet 4250 DTN $3,530

Network Color Printer

Printin & Bindin

Office & Admin Ex ense

HP Color LaserJet 5550 DT $4,180

$900Business cards

Office Su lies $3,600

Enforcement Vehicle

CAP 29

7.4.4

7.4.5

o

$45,060

$375,000

$915,039

$2,559,448

',.,,,,,,.,.c bags and foam food packaging at all City-owned
..... ,,:~."

1program, the City can test the market for alternative products.

iil provide the opportunity to estimate the impact, benefits,

The City passed an ordinance in March 2007, which banned non-
compostabl plastic bags and paper bags without at least 40 percent recycled content. The
ban applies to supermarkets with gross annual sales of two million dollars and retail
pharmacies with at least five locations within San Francisco." Supermarkets had to comply
with the law after six months; pharmacies had to comply with the law after one year. San
Francisco offers curbside collection of compostables, which includes food scraps, food-
contaminated paper and certified, compostable plastics."

70 http://www .sfgov .org/site/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances07 /00081-07 .pdf. Accessed March 2008.
71 http://www.sfenvironmentorg/our programs/topics.html?ssi=3&ti=6. Accessed March 2008.
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o

The law has only been in effect for approximately six months for supermarkets and has not
gone into effect for pharmacies. No comprehensive studies have been done to determine the
impact of the ban on the use of plastic bags or quantity of bags in the litter stream.
Preliminary analysis indicates that there has been a 60 percent reduction in the use of plastic
bags, which includes a 30 percent increase in use of reusable bags.72 The City had 95 percent
compliance immediately with supermarkets.

Oakland. California (bag)

Concerned a.bout marine litter and the negative environmental effects of plastic bags, the City
of Oakland passed an ordinance to ban the use of non-compostable plastic carryout bags at
retailers which gross one million dollars or more annually." 'Jf.l:ilstores had six months
before the law took effect. The ordinance was passed in 07: However, in August
2007, the Coalition to Support Plastic Bag Recycling ing grocers and recycling
organizations, filed a lawsuit against the City claimin 11lead to increased use of
paper bags, which could have its own negative envir .,ental c uences."?" The lawsuit
claims that the City should have completed an !lll1ental impa '" ort prior to passing
the ordinance. On April 17, 2008, an Alam"ty judge grante . dunction against
the ban agreeing with the Coalition that ty should have conduct Jronmental
review prior to adopting the ban. The Ci cil wil[!!h w consider whe 0 appeal the
decision or conduct a full environmental revie .

o Bangladesh (bag)

Bangladesh faced serious flooJ~'"
during the monsoon season. The'
plastic bags in 2002. The ban w
starting with the capital only, and th .

Palo Alto Califo . " a

At its City .
adoption 4;'

carryout ba

o

o

The City '. ley adopted an EPS ban in 1988. The law requires that 50 percent, by
volume, 0 ..... akeout food packaging be recyclable or compostable. The ban became

.\l;~::~·

effective ind'1990. The City has reported no problems from restaurants in converting to
alternative materials."

72 City of Palo Alto. "Analysis Regarding the Issue of Single-use Retail Carryout Bags. March 2008.
73 http://clerkwebsvrl.oaklandnet.comlattachmentsI16942.pdf. Accessed March 2008.
74 http://www.chicoer.comlnews/nationaIlci 8120001. Accessed March 2008.
75 San Francisco Chronicle, April 18,2008.
76 City of Palo Alto. "Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration." March 17,2008.
77 http://www.sfenvirorunent.org/downloadsllibrary/foodservicewaste.pdf. Accessed March 2008.
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o Portland, Oregon (foam)

The City of Portland adopted an BPS ban in 1989. The City was concerned about
diminishing landfill space and the negative impacts of litter. Retail food vendors and
restaurants cannot serve food in polystyrene foam products. The ban excluded schools and
churches. McDonalds and Kentucky Fried Chicken sued the City of Portland to prevent the
ban from being implemented and did not win the lawsuit. After a citizen's complaint is filed,
the restaurant is mailed a letter of possible violation and receives a follow-up visit after 60
days. Often, these violations result from a language barrier, and the City works with
interpreters to clarify the regulation. The potential penalty for non-compliance is $250, but
the City has not issued a fme since the passing of the ban in 198 ithin the first 2 years of
implementation, the individual hired to manage enfo t·", was only spending
approximately five percent of his time on enforcement of lation.78

o San Francisco, California (foam)

Out of a concern for public health, the CityiJi;;;~t'S,~ Frruic banned the use of
chlorofluorocarbons (CFC) in food containers J~r9'88'"~, At the tim ".:":;(,!~~,food containers, a
commonly used product, had CFCs. In 2oo<f out of a concern for li 'I!~" d diminishing
landfill space, the City of San Francisco d a ban oU,foam takeout fo, "ainers from
restaurants, retail food vendors, City" e ..",ents " 'City contracto In addition,
restaurants, retail food vendors, etc., are requir6' ' ostable or recyclable materials
as an alternative. The law has an exception if th affordable alternative, defmed as
"purchasable for no more thanI: ercent more than urchase cost of non-biodegradable,
non-compostable, or non-recyc atives."79, "";';lH~(>wbjphwent into effect in June
2007, applies to approximately 3,' ,ants and city ffisQiW'food-service providers and
vendors. d},w

o

," ""'"in 2007. tfi~City prohibits food service vendors,
ts, gr "(~'~:§irystores, co~ye shops and bars, from using foam or solid
sable [ood service ware."",!;'In addition, food service ware must be,gfl~t~g~gle, unl~~Jfithere is n~ available alternative. The law went

'" 8-i',i,), " eludes contamers and bowls, plates, trays, cartons,
~1 S.80

o
'l~irJ:;)'

Mr. Dean .J""'i, Manager of the Environmental Programs Division for the City of Santa
Monica, m "" a presentation to the Los Angeles City Council on March 5, 2008, to share his
extensive research and experience with successfully implementing an EPS foodservice ban in
Santa Monica. The ban went into effect immediately for City facilities (2007), and then
restaurants and other food establishments had one year to phase in the alternative packaging
program. The cost to the City for switching to non-EPS products was $600 per year.

78 Telephone Interview. Pat Barratt. April 2008.
79ibid
80 Letter dated October 18, 2007 from the Ronnald Pop, Department of Public Works City of Millbrae to businesses.
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In Santa Monica, enforcement of the ban is completely customer based. If a customer sees
BPS being used., they can and often do report it to the City. Mr. Kubani does not feel there
are any capacity issues with alternative packaging suppliers. There is an exemption in the.
Santa Monica ordinance if demand exceeds supply and sufficient alternative packaging is not
available. Compostable food service ware is included in the City's green waste program
which is handled by American Waste in Sun Valley. According to Mr. Kubani, there have
not been any problems.

Mr. Kubani noted that the best strategy to implement a ban is to provide restaurants plenty of
time to change their purchasing habits. Santa Monica spent lot of time and effort on
outreach to the Chamber of Commerce, Santa Monica Visito d;l;.Convention Bureau and
through the local media."\

In his discussions with the American Chemistry COlll1:Jt~;: rs, industry representatives
stated that "public behavior is the problem, not the aCK~ge". stry is embarrassed by
the image of BPS on the beaches but feel it is j:ty;'g\ reSpOnS!I,.,· to keep the beaches
clean. In their opinion, it is also the City's re SI 1ilY to conduct anI . r campaigns.
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8.0 STAKEHOLDER INPUT

8.1 Solid Waste Integrated Resources Plan Stakeholders

By mayoral directive, the Bureau of Sanitation has been engaged in a year-long stakeholder outreach

effort to develop the guiding principles for the City's stakeholder-driven 20-year master plan for

achieving zero waste, SWIRP. Phase 1 of this plan is nearing completion and the guiding principles will

be formally adopted at the third citywide conference on May 3, 2008. Throughout the year, BOS has

conducted regional workshops in each of the City's six collection districts. A e workshops held in each

collection district in March 2008, SWIRP stakeholders were asked to revi .st of emerging guiding

principles that have been developed and discussed to-date; and to . guiding principles in a

discussion of the issue of plastics in the City's environment. principles include the

following, listed in no particular order:

1. Education to decrease consumption

2. City leadership as a model for zero waste pr

3. Education to increase recycling

4. City leadership to increase recycling

5. Manufacturer responsibility

6. Consumer responsibility

7. Convenience

8. Incentives

9.

strategies for reducing plastics in the environment and the

·e stra egies. They then voted on the top strategies to recommend for

·ouncil. Listed below are the top strategies by collection district.

8.1.1

•

~~~.:~Y

Fees for plastic ~~gs and Styrofoam products

Charge for the bags

o Light weight plastic bags can be reused

o Give food at church in reused bags

Generic reusable bags that can be used at all market

o Eliminate brands on bags

Get rid of bags overall

•

•

•
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o Target bag manufacturers

o Educate consumers to use straw, canvass, reusable bags

o "It's your bag ... bring it with you!"

o Catchy slogans to affect behavioral trends

• Increase outreach and education to residents in terms of which items are recycled

8.1.2 East Valley Collection District

• Develop a plan to show who exactly will pay for the transition fro

• No plastic bags in the blue bin

• Eliminate instead of reduce

• Promote recycling at the City level and L.A.U.S.D.

• Look at the "entire picture" for replacement of

• Go to people in their language and education':

•

iroduct to another

8.1.3 South LA Collection District

• Recycle versus banning bags and S !.

o Better education to get it into the B

o Transitional implementation leading

• City to recruit vol

o City shoul
4'1'

o Businesses giv

o

ntilie 3 bins to identify abusers

ent of problem

o

o

8.1.4

• Ban Styrofoam and plastics

• Ban Styrofoam and plastics but phase it in

• Branding and making it visible at supermarkets

• Education program at schools
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8.1.5 West Valley Collection District

• Ban Styrofoam peanuts and other non-recyclable products

• Require recycling/trash clean-up

o On high-traffic days, Recreation and Parks staff should encourage recycling

• Storm drain channels should have screens

• Catch basins should have filters

o Incentives to consumers

• Bring your own cuplbowl/bag

o All City meetings and facilities should have to have recy

8.1.6 North Central Collection District

• The City must have an immediate ban on plas .
disposables)

•
• Education to effect behavioral and cultural change

• Eliminate gangs from neighborhood!'!'"
significant crimes)

• Educate and launch a major campaign

o Signs on sides of buses, bus stops, an !;: il

8.1.7

• Education

oollkindergarten level
., e •,,,, the community

anguages as well

o lie is unaw ...,of the items that go in each bin
}iZ@J

es and l~:bels; highlight the items that cannot be placed in the bins
'iI.,

.nity needs to be re-educated

and Public Services Announcements (PSA)

o Have a "Green Day" contest to find more ways to educate; website for school to develop
additional ideas

o Work with Prison Ministers to help develop educational tools; many churches already
involved

o The City must educate their employees

• Fee on plastic bags

o Rebate on reusable bag
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o Lobby to eliminate AB 2449 preemption

o Heal the Bay supports banning plastic unless retailers charge for bags

• Incentives for new markets

o Rebates

• Styrofoam should be banned; there is no need for it

o There are adequate alternatives such as Tiffin carriers (from India)

o We should want to reduce use of non-renewable carbon-based items

8.2 California Grocers Association
proximately

Nevada and approximately 300

1898. According to the California

They recognize that

instead of imposed upon the

Stakeholders have been invited to the joint meeting of the LA Ri

Environment committees to share their views on City policies reg

Grocers Association, many grocers are co

flexibility is the key and that any issue resolutii

retailers.

ain concern IS, the inconsistencies that exist between Southern
':~:t~hi..,:(.#:~:t:,· •• ' , • •

As a'f(r"example, the California Grocers ASSOCIatIOn
::li:~~;'.~~::'>~::r.:!' ~~,;.::df;::;·' •• ••
(jcat,~,' the same street separating the CIty limits of Los

e product is banned on one side of the street and permissible on

e grocers are a "b~t the cost of alternatives (plastic vs. paper and reusables)

n customers irlft~hns of eost and convenience.

. :JJ~
. Ass9.£jation expressed concern that City officials lack education in terms of

recycling. Communica 'i~;::keyand education is a must not only for the City residents, but also for the

the ot
4"

City officials as well.' e California Grocers Association vision is to have representatives from their

constituents and the City sit down at a table and develop a unanimous ruling in key issues particularly in

banning certain products.

8.3 California Restaurant Association (CRA)
The California Restaurant Association (CRA) represents eating and drinking establishments in the State.

According to the CRA, anything the City does to promote recycling will be supported by their restaurant
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members. Restaurants are moving away from the use of polystyrene. The restaurant chains are tired of

being in the middle of the "packaging wars" and want packaging that is safe, environmentally

responsible, and cost effective. Restaurants support the City's FOG (Fats, Oils and Grease) program,

food waste recycling, and recycled content and compostable packaging.

The CRA feels that the "green" packaging industry does not have the capacity to meet the demand if

polystyrene was banned in Los Angeles. When McDonalds eliminated tq~ clamshell package, their

alternative packaging vendor went out of business because of their inabi '~f§\'fheet McDonald's orders.

CRA met with City of Santa Monica in 2007 to encourage the

polystyrene ban in order to give the packaging industry time to ramp,:,up.
v ";)~~:\:.:,!.

nd the start date of their

CRA fears that bans will happen before alternatives are i ...'

as Subway and EI Pollo Loco) still use plastic bags ..

paper. Restaurants also have a concern about which plastic '.,

materials and processes used in manufacturip .

In 10 years,

s need to be expanded but the City needs to ensure consistent,

8.4
nty years ago, is a "non-profit environmental organization dedicated to

making Southern Cal" ..,," coastal waters and watersheds, including Santa Monica Bay, safe, healthy,
,~1:J;;'"

and clean" through "re'~~arch, education, community action, and advocacy.t''" H1B has over 10,000

members and its offices are located in the City of Santa Monica.

H1B feels strongly that bans are the most effective solutions for plastic bags and polystyrene. According

to the HTB, we cannot recycle our way out of this problem, and voluntary approaches have been shown to

81 htl;p://www.healthebay.org. Accessed April 2008.
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fail. Since AB 2449 prohibits local governments from instituting a fee on plastic bags, HTB recommends

giving stores the choice of applying a fee of $0.25 or more per bag. If stores instituted a fee, then the ban

would not apply. Fees are a good mechanism to discourage bag use.

HTB is pursuing meetings with the supermarket chains and independents with the hope that these chains

would support a self-imposed fee on plastic bags. There may be some possible legal issues on how the

fees would be directed. HTB would like to see fees used for pollution preve tion and control programs.

There is no defmitive proposal yet on the fee structure or how the fees wo . anaged or spent. Given

the circumstances in California, this store-initiated fee (similar to in Ireland) is an alternative

approach that would still accomplish HTB's goals.

The "One Day Without a Bag" campaign was very succ

partners including several reusable bag manufacture

provide free or affordable reusable bags for seniors and 10

potentially help with funding more bag give, ways.

tightene . Any city that implements a

.: r A phased in approach would be

ough flexibility to accommodate the

On the polystyrene issue, implementation timelihes n
~U~':

ban should make it effective immediately for th~~!!.
effective for restaurants . bod service ob

~. ·;·~~J.il
"('1:~

Friends iver is',.;,:..Qr.-profit organization "founded in 1986 to protect and restore the
, ··::;{·;;t;:}~J.~'i'.. ....<;•.

e Los~g~les River and its riparian habitat." According to the Friends

ging.{:i:~···one of the biggest solid waste disposal problems. Food

"', ut restaurants/establishments is a special problem that affects both
l~~;Jf
·"e LA River.

8.5

packaging,

public health and ill

8.6

Founded in 1872, the American Chemistry Council (ACC) represents companies that use chemistry to

make products such as oil, plastics, including plastic bags and foam food packaging, and medicine. The

over 130 member companies "have committed to implement a set of goals and guidelines that go above

and beyond federal regulation on health, safety, security, and the environment.r'f

82 http://www.americanchemistry.comAccessed April 2008.
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The ACC provided numerous documents on life cycle analysis ofEPS, anti-litter educational campaigns

and financial sponsorship of Keep LA Beautiful and CA State Parks, and various other legislative and

policy studies.

ACC is working closely with end market consumers of clean EPS such as Timbron (Stockton, CA) and

Packaging Development Resources (Santa Ana, CA). Timbron sources CLEAN EPS from the City,

which is processed by the Allan Company. Timbron manufactures buildin products from clean EPS.

They do not have a washing system and can only tolerate minimal con :Q.. Timbron is working

with four MRFs in the western United States to help them sort and ba

they receive in densified bales. They accept poultry trays, co", cu ite foam and protective

packaging but cannot use food service containers due to bo g8n,grrlic and hea
I.:=",

ACC, about 25 percent of protective packaging (rigid EP

lution. However, the ACC
.(:!i'·

;assistance in sourcing EPS scrap.

Packaging Development Resources accepts EPS school lun"

Unified School Districts and is working wi the LA Unified Sc

ACC does not "subsidize" these companies b

does provide technology, knowledge, machinery,' ,

product bans cause in their experience, bans often don't work.

s Policy Insti ,,,,,'nducted ten years after the 1989 Portland, OR
·ht... , ....:~,'

"g~i'::~r ;'~~should be repealed from a "bad public policy"

nces, negative impact on jobs, and environmental "myths" vs.

jii'fuaterials. The plastics industry and their customers are not

se of the complex logistical issues.

enable to help build the recycling infrastructure if the threat of bans went

away. Members of the ' '. are discussing legislative options, fee systems, educational programs and other

strategies where local go emments and industry could collaborate on workable solutions instead of bans.

8.7 Moore Recycling Associates
Patty Moore, President of Moore Recycling Associates is a technical consultant to the American

Chemistry Council and also manages the on-line resource www.plasticbagrecycling.org for California.

This website provides technical assistance to consumers, businesses, recycling coordinators, recyclers and

retailers on how and where to recycle plastic film bags. According to Ms. Moore, bans are the easy
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answer. But the alternative products have their own shortcomings when it comes to recyclability, energy

use, and other environmental impacts, including water use.

Ms. Moore recognizes that plastic bags and EPS are visible everywhere and the public relates to the litter

issue. She also feels it is unfair that plastic products are universally maligned when there is evidence that

paper and other packaging products contribute as much or more to environmental degradation through
I

energy use in the production and shipping and post-use production of m e gas in landfills. Ms.

Moore believes that waste reduction through reuse, rather than choosing

is a much better solution. This would mean encouraging reusable i

cups, cutlery and other food service items, retail bags, shipping,

This however, would require fundamental changes in our c :h!?ystemwhic
"'~:)

thing for politicians and policymakers to tackle.

not to have

;:",Jgs and EPS ,,i,,~op-off programs. One example is the informal
Wj:&r . ':~!;~~\~.~.,~.~.f.;:::'',:at UPS stores, "ilboxes Etc. Plastic bags collected from drop-

ic lumber. Neither lREX nor Epic Plastics have a

is unusable. Most curbside plastic bags are going to China but

,,6e because according to Ms. Moore, China has made a clear

our was e. From the hauler and MRF point of view, their preference is

plastic ba s part of a commingled recycled stream due to cross contamination

ice "". ycling works very well in schools, cafeterias and institutional facilities
.I~i~{~;r

..,~d''and the dirty trays/containers can be scraped/cleaned prior to collection.r

never possible. (e.g., to-go

oxes, beverage bottles).

much more difficult

Ms. Moore stated that the ACC's position on plastic bag recy

unless the collection and processing systems, e in place to deal WI

She recommended that program managers en,

drop-off programs can also handle other plastic "

programs can handle large volumes but obviously

, bside should rl'bt be encouraged

m properly, especially at the MRF.

;!ir0P off programs. These

Drop-off

polystyrene peanut take b

offs are prim

wash lin

thism
4/""

Self-selection away from EPS food service items is already happening except where cost is the major

issue (small take-out restaurants and schools). A ban might hurt the small retailers and facilities with

limited funds. You won't see EPS in any high-end restaurants or markets because these businesses know

that their customers do not want it and they can afford the more expensive alternatives. The food service

industry recently surveyed Californian's about EPS and found people's attitudes to be quite negative

towards the material.
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9.0 CONCLUSION
Single-use carryout plastic bags and foam food packaging currently comprise over 30 percent of trash in

the surrounding waterways, do not biodegrade. Additionally, plastic bags and EPS have a low recovery

rate at JviRFs,can disrupt recycling systems, and pose risks to aquatic life that ingest the plastic and foam.

Reducing the use and disposal of these bags and food packaging can help the City comply with the

TMDL requirements, zero waste goal, anti-littering campaigns, and GHG reduction goal. In developing a

comprehensive City single-use, carryout plastic bag and foam food packa ing policy, staff should

consider the input of the grocery, plastic industry, and environmental 0 ders; the impact of any

policy on smaller grocery stores, pharmacies, and restaurants; th of low-income community

members; the implementation costs to the City; and the expected

hybrid policy implemented in a phased approach, identifyi

product, will allow the City to reduce consumption of

capturing those materials that reach the stormwat

developed that addresses the unique characteristics, uses, an
bags and foam food packaging.

recyi

bag recycli

collected for ree

oping, bd has the potential to become a viable

thin plastic sheeting or wrapping materials).

very rat they are contaminated. Collecting plastic bags

,'" ble streams and increases the probability of a clean

e "New to the LA Blue" program, which promotes plastic bag

Its MRFS to assess the impact of this program on the plastic

paign and AB 2449 will increase the number of plastic bags

,w'. is needed to assess the results. Many stakeholders support giving the
l!~~'
''''i'moretime before determining its success.

9.1 Recommendations

9.1.1

A combination of promoting recycling of clean plastic bags and imposing a cost to consumers for use of

, single-use paper and plastic bags could support the three goals of the City. A market strategy would work

in reducing consumption of plastic bags without having to replace these bags with a less desirable

alternative. There are viable, reusable alternatives, which are easy and relatively inexpensive to provide

to consumers: durable plastic and fiber bags. Although another alternative is single-use compostable

bags, this replacement would not necessarily reduce consumption or litter impact of single-use plastic
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bags. Regarding compostable bags, they could only have a positive impact if the City had a fully

established curbside food scrap collection program and sufficient permitted composting capacity in place.

Without this infrastructure, it is unlikely that the bags would be composted; instead, the bags would

contaminate plastic bag recycling programs, be a potential litter issue, or end up in a landfill and the City

already provides for recycling of plastic bags. Imposing the fee on all single-use, carryout bags, would

help influence consumers to switch to reusable alternatives; but before a decision on imposing a fee is

implemented, comparably priced reusable alternatives would need to be ide ified. However, AB 2449

currently prevents the City from imposing a fee on single-use, carryout p' gs. Therefore, the City

should continue with its promotional programs and evaluate the after the first year; while

supporting legislation to repeal AB 2449 and place a statewide fe . e .carryout bags. If, after

AB 2449 expires, the State does not assess a statewide fee ags, the City should

consider requiring retailers to charge a fee on these bags.

9.1.2 Foam Food Packaging
A market for recyclable, clean foam, inclu

non-food related packaging foam. Accord'

protective packaging (rigid EPS, computer I1J~P ecycled.
!i~fh,.

packaging is too contaminated or disintegrated toc' M through a curbside program. It

is not clear that it is a vi t for a curbsi ..,,, ecycling program. The City should continue to
~h, ~fm!

\"erecycled in' .e City's curbside program; and model zero waste

eveloping; and primarily includes

,<;mncil,about 25 percent of

However, most foam food

g,f1tCity facili '" " and events. Through an internal program, the

"'ylgi~i;tLtm~f~'entingthe ban on a smaller scale will provide the

Its, costs, and complications of a citywide ban. At the same

, to collect food scraps and compostable paper and plastics

This pilot p am wHI require the creation of external infrastructure necessary to

. ostable pnL,ycts. During the pilot program, the City should begin the phased
;t~\tr

implementation of ff' o~~'i)'ackagingban:

Phase 1 <';'l~nof a foam packaging ban in all City facilities. Work with the General
Servic epartment (GSD), Environmental Affairs Department (BAD), and other city
departments (including proprietary) to monitor the program, alternatives, and results.
BOS to work with GSD and the City Facilitates Recycling Program (CFRP) on outreach
to all city employees..

Begin educating restaurants that a ban will be in effect within three years. Provide
information about alternative products and costs. Educate residents about the Pilot Food

83 Interview with American Chemistry Council
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Phase 2

Scraps Compo sting Collection Program. Collect data on compliance issues,
infrastructure needs, complaints, quantities collected, and contamination levels.

Notify restaurants of the future requirement to eliminate foam food packaging. Ensure
compo sting collection infrastructure and list of distributers of biodegradeable and
recyclable food service containers are in place and begin marketing campaign to residents
and businesses.

Enforce foam food packaging ban, based on responses to complaints.Phase 3

Likely alternatives to the foam food packaging include compostable and

containers. Assuming that the infrastructure is already in place, the

these types of products in the waste stream. Based on lessons

City would be able to design a better implementation progr

and suggest cost effective, environmentally sound altern a .

enough time to find a viable alternative product and

had in stock.

£j~li!:dablepaper and plastic
··"·:~:::t.

uld be prepared to manage

al City facilities ban, the

<tlley already

April 23 2008 Page 44 Draft Report


