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REALITY CHECK OF THE BUREAU'S CLAIMS 

BUREA 
CLAIMS 

'S 

"14% of roadside litter is papor and over 30% is 
plastic." 

"Only 5% of the 2 3 billion pldstic bags used in the 
City each year ilrc recycled." 

"An average American could avoid using 500 single­
use bdgs per ye>ar by sw1tch111g to reusdble bags." 

REALITY 
The Bureau provides no cited source for this data. 
While general plastic may represent a significant 
portion of roadside litter, seven recent litter 
studies from around the country demonstrate 
that, on average, plastic retail bags make up only 
1-2% of litter.* In fact, San Francisco reported 
plastic bags to be only .6% of litter before the City 
implemented a plastic bag ban; a year after the ban, 
plastic bag litter was nctually reported to be .64%. 

While no amount of litter is acceptable, banning 
a single product will not address the issue in a 
meaningful way. 
*Gv•;ed on ilveraqe of lttt8r ~ludk•s lrnm Sa11 Ffanrtst·o, Washutqloll 1 flond~·1. 
Tex(IS, Mi-liflE., Nt::w H~mpshlle, and v~nnont. 

This claim is not sourced. However, in another 
"FAQ" document, the Bureau maintams that the 
data is based on "B4reau of Sanitation estimates" 
derived from information contained in a 2007 
staff report to the Los Angeles County Bonrd of 
Supervisors. An "estimate" derived from five year­
old data in an LA County report is hardly reliable. 

According to the EPA, the recycling rate of 
polyethylene bags, sacks and wraps in 2010 
was 14.7%. Additionally, more than 90 percent 
of Americans report reusing their plostic bags at 
least once, for everything from storage to waste 
disposal to packing material. 
Municipal Solid Waste Genera lion, Ri.>cycling, and D1sposal in Ow Unii<Hi 
St.Hes Tables ~nd F1gwes f01 2010, US EPA, November 2011 and 
Nat1onal Plastic Shopping Bag Recyd111g Sig""fl'' fe<llng, APCO M•.uch 
2007 

Ban proponents conveniently ignore the high 
reuse rate of plastic bags when they (falsely) 
criticize their recycling rate. 

This number used in this claim is greatly exaggerated. 
According to datil from the U.S. Internationa l Trade 
Commission, Americans use on average 326 plastic 
retail bags per year Consumption of plastic retai l 
bags in the U.S. dropped by 7% from 2006;to 2008 
Polyclhylenc llctail CtrllAI Bag< from lndones"'· Ta1wan, and Vit>tnam, U.S. 
International Trade C """""!' '"• Moy 2009, Paqe 18 



REALITY CHECK OF THE BUREAU'S CLAIMS 

BUREAU'S 
C AIMS 
"Plastic bags arc among the top 3 items foltnd 
littered on beaches and waterways." 

"Approximately 12 million barrels of oi l go into the 
US supply of plastic bags." 

"More than 40 cities and counties in Co.llifornia 
ha:ye adopted single-use bag policies, including 
Lps Angeles County (unincorporated areas), Long 
Beach, Pasadena, and Santa Monica." 

REALITY 
There is no cited source for this claim, so it is impossible 
to verify its legitimacy. Again, seven recent litter 
studies from around the country demonstrate that, on 
average, plastic retail bags make up only 1-2% of litter.* 
'Br-1";-t.?d on (:lVf:II"UCJe ot litter studif!S !rOt II Sill I r r.utcJ r,co, Wa<;hln<Jf(m, r l·mda, 
Texr15. Mr11t11·! Nr-w H . .unpc;;hlff~, CH1d Ver111t111l' 

This claim is 100% FALSE. The Fact Sheet does not 
provide a reference and the ultimate meaning of the 
claim is unclear, but it implies that petroleum oil is used 
to manufacture plastic bags, which is not the case. In 
the U.S., 85 percent of the raw material used to make 
plastic bags is produced from domestic natural gas. 
Analy,is by ch .. mrre l M.uk•'l llssona1~s. In< .• FPhrllilry, 2011 

On the other hand, most reusable bags are made in 
China from non-woven polypropylene -an oil-based 
material that cannot be recycled. Further, a recent 
study by the U.K. government found that standard 
reusable cotton grocery bags must be reused 131 
times "to ensure that they have lower global warming 
potential than" a single use of a plastic bag. The U.K. 
government study also found thaf if all plastic bags 
are reused just one time, the cotton bags would each 
need to be reused 327 times to have lower global 
warming potential than "single use" plastic bags. 
Life Cycle Assessm.,nt of Supe1111~rke1 Cnrner BRgs, U.K. fnvironmenlol 
Atwnry, February 2011, p. 1,1 

This claim is misleading/false. Actually, fewer than 
half of the "40" California cities/counties claimed 
by the Bureau to have adopted bag policies 
have actually voted on and approved bag 
legislation- which is the definition of "adopt." ,It 
is disingenuous to claim that twenty cities chose to 
adopt bag legislation when it was actually imposed 
upon them through misguided county-level · 
decisions. Several of these ordinances are also 
currently being challenged in the courts. 
8.19 bans grow do>spite rndustry e/(or!s. Mrk• Voresp<>t. r•lestrc.s N••ws, 
January 30. 20 P 

Most telling is the fact that no state has·passed 
a plastic bag ban or tax to date; and all but one 
vote to ban or tax bags in municipalities across 
the country have failed at the ballot. 
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