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Comments on Draft Bill RYA19769 

FROM: Claire Galkowski, Executive Director, South Shore Recycling Cooperative 

TO:  Senator Tom Udall, Representative Alan Lowenthal, Jonathan Black and Shane Trimmer 

DATE:  November 15, 2019 

 “Happy” America Recycles Day!  Thank you for putting so much thought into drafting this landmark 

bill, and for the opportunity to comment.  I wrote “Wow!” several times in the margins as I read it.  

The general theme of many of my comments is that plastic pollution is bad, and the climate crisis is 

worse.  Manufacturing, transport and disposal of consumer products is a major source of US greenhouse 

gas emissions (about 29% by EPA estimate). Paper, metal and glass have multiple times the carbon 

footprint of their plastic counterparts.   

Additionally, plastic alternatives are a much larger and more costly part of our waste and recycling 

streams than plastic. Markets for paper and glass are dismal. 

I’ve worked for the solid waste managers of our sixteen-town organization for 21 years.  I’m also past 

president of MassRecycle, and a member of the Mass. Product Stewardship Council.  I was the 

primary author of H745, a Massachusetts paper and packaging EPR bill.  I was deeply involved with 

efforts to expand the Massachusetts Bottle Bill for well over ten years. (We did not succeed). 

I was on the NSAC and PSI calls yesterday, where I appreciated the chance to make several comments.  

I incorporated detailed comments into the text as directed.  Here they are in list form: 

SEC 12001 

 (3)  (A):   Defining beverages is tricky.  It doesn’t’ anticipate new products. Suggest defining as “any 

liquid intended for human consumption for non-medical purposes”,  only list exclusions, and be very 

specific.  (based on the Massachusetts experience) 

  (B) (i) further define as unflavored, unsweetened milk products containing no more than 3.5% 

milkfat, unless you intend for coffee creamers and Yoo Hoo type products will be exempt.   

   (ii)  Define plant- based milk as unsweetened and unflavored, and specify protein content or 

other criterion to distinguish from juice  

   (iv) Define meal replacement beverages.  This could be read to include smoothies. 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/documents/ghg-land-materials-management.pdf
https://malegislature.gov/Bills/191/H745


 (4)  (A)  I read this to include coffee and soda cups with lids, which would be great.  Is that the 
intent?  However, it could also be interpreted to include durable containers, i.e. ceramic or other 
reusable. Specify “single use”?  

  (B) Delete whole section.  (i) is Redundant/ slightly confusing w/ respect to item (7) (B).  The 

rest are difficult to recycle and should be included, or they will likely proliferate.  It will be less 
confusing if all beverage containers are covered.  Cartons and juice boxes are resource intense to 
make. 

 (5)  Specify ASTM D6400 or D6868 certification 

 (7)  (A)  (vii)  If you take the suggestion to delete the excluded beverage container section (4B), then 
this should be deleted.  Is there a reason these items are not covered as beverage containers? They are 
often consumed away from home, and cannot be recycled in most of our systems.  

 (14) (B)  (ii) (III) Is this referring to daily landfill cover (aka Alternative Daily Cover)? If so, 
covered on (IV).  I haven’t heard this term.  

SEC. 12102 

(b)  (3)  (B)  (v)  (III) Delete 2 instances of “plastic”.   Paper, glass and metal have very high upstream 
environmental footprints, including GGEs.  In many ways they are more damaging than their functional 
equivalent plastic products. Look at life cycle comps. 

Add (b) (3) (B) (vii)  environmental impacts due to the extraction, purification, manufacture 

and transport 

(c)  (2)  (H)  Delete “plastic” –all recycled feedstock users should have a seat on the advisory committee 

SEC. 12103 

(b)  (2)  (A) (ii)  Worthy of note:  In Mass, fewer than 80% of households are served by municipal 
programs. The rest use commercial haulers. 

 Add (4) (d) (1) (C) not less than 0.5% is used for consumer education 

SEC. 12104 

(a) (2) this would be difficult to enforce.  I suggest changing to “A distributor shall remit 60% of the 
amounts received as deposits under paragraph (1) (A) for which an empty beverage container is 
not returned to the Recycling and Litter cleanup trust, established in Section 9512”.  
Alternatively, it should be remitted to the PRO.  Allowing them to keep half would defuse some 
opposition, cover some of their operational costs,  and not overly disincentivize efforts to 
maximize collection. 

(c) (1) (A) and (B)  British Columbia just streamlined its multi-level deposit system to 10c across all 
containers to reduce confusion.  I would suggest 15c.  This may be wise. 

 (2) excellent.  I wish we’d thought of that in Mass. in 1983.  That 1983 nickel is worth about 25c 
now. Our redemption rate has dropped from 70% in 2007 to 56%.  It was likely well over 80% in 1985. 
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(e) (2)  (A)  Excellent.  Industry funding is crucial.  Most of our redemption centers have closed due to a 
poor funding structure. Convenience standards should be defined regarding locations and distance for 
consumers. 

  (B) (ii)  350 containers/person/day would make it difficult for NPOs to redeem containers 
collected in bottle and can drives.  They could get thousands.  Should be an exemption, or higher 
minimum. 

SEC. 12105 

(f) (2) (I)  Wow, great! 

SEC. 12106 

(b) (2) (B) Great, crucial 

SEC. 12107 should be a provision for third party verification, funded by PRO, administered by EPA  

(a) (1) (F)  excellent and crucial 

PART II, SEC. 12201 

Add (a) (1) (B) (vii)  “a reusable bag wit stitched handles”  - these are often made of plastic, and are 
pretty low impact environmentally, compared with cotton and other natural materials 

 (2) (i) Does this include candy bars and snacks? Anything edible? Pet food?  Beverages? Needs 
clarification, i.e. “Edible or liquid items intended for human consumption”? 

(c) (2) (B) penalties seem inadequate to result in compliance, especially for large retail chains 

Sec. 12202 delete “PLASTIC” – many plastic substitutes like paper have greater greenhouse gas and 
other environmental impacts than their plastic counterparts.  They should not be treated as more 
benign by getting a pass. 

(b) Define “plastic” to mean “fossil fuel derived”?  What other kind of cutlery would be acceptable?  
Delete “plates” – many paper plates are worse for the environment than plastic ones.  I don’t 
think plastic plates are likely to be littered.  

(1) Delete “plastic plates” 

(2) (A) add “100% post consumer recycled content” before paper. This would create much 
needed demand, and reduce upstream impacts. 

(c) (2) (A) ascertain that the alternatives to EPS are less impactful, and as effective at preventing 
breakage.  EPS is 95% air. 

(d) (2) (B) again, this seems too low to discourage noncompliance 

PART III, SEC. 12302  Excellent, but may be impractical for some materials due to lack of supply or 
technical issues.   Suggest breakout by material type.   

SEC. 4056  Paper bags are expensive. Requiring retailers to charge at least 10c, but being allowed to 
keep it, may find greater support.  Fee rather than tax.  Fund the Trust with beverage container 
escheats instead.  Alternatively, charge a 5c tax, and require that retailers charge at least an additional 



5-10c which they keep.  Otherwise, unless a retailer opts in to refunding for BYOB, consumers who 
don’t buy paper bags are still subsidizing them. 

(e) (1) The definition of “Applicable Retailer”  is the same as for “Store” in a previous section.  Suggest 
using same term.  I assume it is meant to cover the same entities. As previously stated, does 
this include candy bars and snacks? Anything edible? Pet food?  Beverages? Needs clarification.  
“Edible or liquid items intended for human consumption”? 

(3) (A) add “Paper bags shall be made with 100% post-consumer recycled content.”  These are 
available, in use, would drive demand and reduce environmental impacts. 

(f) (2) (B) again, penalty is not prohibitive for large corporations. 

SEC. 6431 consider deleting.  Studies show that consumers are more sensitive to fees than rebates.  
This seems complicated, creating more paperwork for retailer.  See Homonoff. 

SEC. 9512 

(a) Add “Section 12104” if you send some or all unclaimed bottle deposits to this Fund 

(c ) Can this be raided, or withheld, or dissolved?  That happened in Mass., where an Expendible Trust 
that is not subject to appropriation and under the control of the relevant Executive Office, provides a 
better “guarantee” that the funds will be safe. 

(d) (1) (A), (C)  To calculate this, a baseline will be needed 

(3) Add specifics, i.e. cost, storage space, change in quantity of paper bags consumed within a 
specified timeframe (i.e. per month year over year) 

(e) (3)  resolve inconsistency – delete “carryout bag trust fund”, insert “Recycling and Litter Cleanup 
Trust” 

SEC. 4 

(a) (2) (A) (ii), and (3) C, D and E: add “that utilizes fossil fuel derived feedstock” to distinguish from 
recycled or plant derived feedstock 

(d ) (2) (F) end of paragraph, if it was not intended to preclude waste derived fuels, then specify 
“fossil” before fuels  

*************************************************** 

Again, thank you for your great work, and for the opportunity to participate in the crafting of this crucial 

legislation. 

Sincerely,  

 

Claire L. Galkowski, Executive Director 

South Shore Recycling Cooperative 

https://are.berkeley.edu/SGDC/07_POL20150261_104.pdf
https://ssrcoop.info/

