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ITEM

Discussion Of Options To Address Waste Paint And Antifreeze Management In California  

I.
SUMMARY 

This informational item presents California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) staff's findings after studying ways to improve waste paint and antifreeze management in California as directed by the Board at it's March 2000 Board meeting.  Though it is illegal to dispose of liquid paint and antifreeze to the land or waters of the state, these wastes do end up on vacant lots, on streets, in storm drains and in sewers contributing to non-point source pollution.  Antifreeze containing ethylene glycol is poisonous, often with serious consequences for children and animals.  Paint and antifreeze wastes comprise about 45% of all household hazardous waste (HHW) materials collected by local governments and over 35% of local HHW management costs.

Staff has met with and gathered information from local government, industry and other state agency representatives to develop options to address the increasing amount of waste paint collected at HHW collection facilities and associated costs as well as ways to address the poisonous effects of antifreeze.  Attached are two Options Matrices - one for paints and one for antifreeze.  Staff will present the options and ask the Board guidance to proceed.  Following Board direction, staff will return to the Board at a later date with a prioritization of options, conclusions from the study effort and staff recommendations. 

II. PREVIOUS BOARD ACTION 

The Board has not heard this item before.  At the March 2000 meeting, the Board approved a plan and timeline to study issues, formulate options and return with recommendations for implementation.

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 

This item is for information and discussion purposes only, no action is required.  Staff is seeking the Board's feedback on the options presented in Attachments 1 and 2 and on the direction that staff should take to complete the study.

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

There are no recommendations at this time. 

V.
ANALYSIS 
Background

Local governments are required to keep household hazardous wastes out of the solid waste stream pursuant to Public Resources Code 47100.  They do this by providing HHW collection events, collection facilities and public education to their residents.  Many local governments focus their programs on reduction, reuse and recycling of unwanted household hazardous products.  The Board is mandated to provide educational material and technical assistance to local governments for implementing HHW collection programs.  Since 1988, the Board has provided educational resources to local governments, and has participated in HHW Information Exchange meetings.  In this venue, staff works with the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to support local collection program development and attempts to resolve regulatory barriers that local governments may face.  Since 1991, the Board has awarded HHW grants to local governments with monies from the Integrated Waste Management Account.  Up to $3 million in HHW grants is awarded annually on a competitive basis for start-up or expansion of HHW collection programs. 

The table below presents the collected volumes for paints, antifreeze and total HHW as reported by local governments (annual Form 303 reports).  Over 42 % of the total 34 million pounds of HHW collected throughout the state in Fiscal Year (FY) 1998/99 was paint, which includes latex paint, oil-base paint and PCB contaminated paint; and about 2% collected was antifreeze.  The collected volumes for paints have increased almost 26% annually while total HHW amounts have increased 18% each year since FY 1994/1995. 

Paint, Antifreeze and HHW Collected Volumes

(in millions of pounds per fiscal year)

Category
94/95
95/96
96/97
97/98
98/99

Latex Paint
3.3
4.1
5.4
6.5
7.4

Oil based paint
2.5
3.7
4.7
6.3
7.3

Antifreeze
.38
.59
.65
.68
.71

Total HHW
18.6
22.8
28.0
30.7
34.5

Oil-based paints can be recycled, however the cost of recycling exceeds the value of the raw materials, and consequently no oil-based paint is being recycled as paint in California.  All collected oil-based paints are blended as hazardous waste fuel or destroyed as hazardous wastes.

Jurisdictions use local funds to operate their HHW collection programs.  A recent survey shows that the cost for managing waste paints averages 35% of total local government HHW program budgets.  Many of these budgets have not kept up with the rapid increase in HHW collection volumes.  Continued growth in paint and HHW volumes is expected as more local programs are initiated and as residents become more aware of the already existing collection programs. 

Staff assembled a task force to examine waste paint management issues consisting of representatives from local government HHW collection programs, the paint manufacturing industry, the paint recycling industry, environmental organizations and state agencies.  Two task force meetings were held in Sacramento, and two subsequent local government workshops were held in San Bernardino and San Francisco.  Participants were given a questionnaire at the workshops to obtain suggestions for options to help relieve the cost burden on local government HHW collection programs.  The same questionnaire was subsequently sent to local government representatives who did not attend the workshops, and a questionnaire was given to industry representatives for their own distribution. 

Staff has also explored waste antifreeze impacts on the environment, and on human and animal health.  Waste antifreeze is not a significant HHW material by volume, since few individuals change the antifreeze in their vehicles.  Consequently, the cost of management through the HHW collection programs is relatively low.  Most of the antifreeze coming through the programs is recycled through a well developed recycling infrastructure in the state.  Staff has focused on the health impacts of antifreeze and options to mitigate those impacts.  Discussions have been held with industry and recyclers as well as other state and local government staff.

Key Issues

Waste Paints

The cost of household hazardous waste collection programs is high because of hazardous waste management requirements and disposal costs.  Thirty-seven percent of all local government HHW program representatives submitted paint management cost information in January 2000.  These jurisdictions spent over $5 million to collect and manage 9,091,853 pounds of waste paints in FY 98/99 (4,272,231 pounds of latex paint and 4,819,622 pounds of oil-base paint).  Extrapolating this data to all waste paints collected in California, an estimated $9 million is spent each year to collect and manage waste paint through HHW programs – about 60 cents per pound or $5 per gallon. 

Escalating costs and rapidly increasing collection volumes have impacted many programs to the point that HHW program coordinators can not adequately address the amount of HHW wastes received through their programs. This has lead to the stockpiling of collected paint, reduced number of collection events offered, or less days and hours of operation at permanent facilities, and reduced advertising/promotion of HHW collection opportunities.  One program's predicament this past winter demonstrates this crisis.  An established and efficiently run HHW collection program in San Bernardino County exhausted their annual program budget by February 2000.  They ended up storing all latex and oil base paint collected from February through July when their new fiscal year's budget became available and they could properly manage it.  By that time, they had accumulated 250 cubic yard boxes of paint.  (Since the program is operated by the fire department, they had sufficient room to do this, and took appropriate safety measures to store the paint.) 

There are approximately 12,000,000 households in the state.  Even if only one gallon of paint was stored per household, then the backlog would be a minimum of 12 million gallons in California homes (this is more than 100 times the amount collected in 98/99).  This is not unreasonable considering the total sales of paints is about 80 million gallons per year.  If just 1% of all paint sold is left over and kept for 10 years, the volume would be in the 8 million gallon range.  At the current cost per gallon for disposal, it would take over $40 million to manage this volume.  Based on Form 303 statistics, only about 4 % of residents are currently participating in HHW collection programs.  At this rate, it will take up to 25 years to collect the paint that is currently stored in California homes.  This significant backlog is compelling enough without considering the rapid growth in population and dwellings construction in the state.

Though recycling latex paint has been mentioned in every dialogue on waste paint management, oil-based and contaminated (PCB) paints, representing approximately one half of the total paint, are not recycled.  Most of these paints are sent out of state for fuel blending or are destroyed.  HHW program coordinators ship latex paint for recycling whenever possible and some jurisdictions either take recycled paint back for resale or give it away.  Oftentimes, the paint reprocessor must sell the recycled paint.  No matter which party manages the recycled paints, expense is incurred for marketing efforts.  Though a high quality recycled latex paint is available, market values remain low.  Perception of poor quality is difficult to overcome for any recycled product.  It is often difficult for HHW program coordinators to convince their own local agencies to use recycled paints.  

Even though state agencies are required to purchase recycled latex paint, participation is inconsistent.  Many state agencies do buy recycled latex paint and in general the amount being purchased is growing.  Just over 1% of the paint that was recycled last year was purchased through state agency contracts.  The Board’s State Agency Buy Recycled Campaign staff who have promoted the purchasing of recycled latex paint for over five years, say that enforcement is needed to increase the recycled paint sales volumes significantly. 

Antifreeze

Antifreeze collection volumes and costs are not significant issues for local government HHW programs, as only small amounts are collected (about 714,000 pounds or two percent of all HHW collected).  Few people change-out the coolant in their automobiles and change-outs are only needed every several years.  Also a majority of the public change-outs probably result in disposal to the sanitary sewer system.  However, the threat to the environment and to the health and safety of small children and pets make it an important waste to review.  A majority of the releases to the environment are leaks from automobiles onto roadways and parking lots rather than from change-outs.

The most common antifreeze sold in retail establishments is an ethylene glycol based coolant, which is a toxic chemical (source: Toxicology Data Network).  A cat that walks in ethylene glycol and then licks its paws will likely die, and two ounces of this sweet tasting liquid can kill a dog.  Dogs may ingest antifreeze by drinking the liquid from leaks or change-outs, but also have been found to chew the plastic bottles containing new antifreeze.

An alternative antifreeze formulation containing propylene glycol is defined by the Toxicology Data Network as a “practically non-toxic” chemical.  It offers freeze up and boil over protection and corrosion protection similar to the ethylene glycol products.  The number one producer of ethylene glycol antifreeze in the country, Prestone, also produces propylene glycol antifreeze called Low Tox.  Low Tox antifreeze has been approved by the American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals.  Another propylene glycol antifreeze, Sierra, advertises on its label that it is approved for use in General Motors vehicles and will not affect the warranty coverage.  Some auto manufacturers do not recommend its use and this information is contained in the owners' manuals.  According to our research the cost of propylene glycol antifreeze is comparable to or not more than $ 1 per gallon higher than the ethylene glycol antifreeze.  Environmentally, ethylene glycol degrades faster and more completely than propylene glycol.  However, propylene glycol is safe enough to be used commonly as a humectant in food products, including shredded coconut, food coloring, soft/moist pet foods and is also used in toothpaste.

A bill introduced to the California Legislature in 1993 would have required that Bitrex, denatonium benzoate, be added to ethylene glycol based antifreeze to render it unpalatable to the taste.  The bill was vetoed because the Governor said it was premature to require that manufacturers add Biterex to products before the substances were fully evaluated and determined to be effective.  However, the industry was required to put childproof caps on antifreeze containers.  (National poison control statistics for the last five years do not show a decrease in young children poisonings from this effort.  Meanwhile reliable California poison center statistics have only been available since 1997, with no specific categories for automotive and/or ethylene glycol based antifreeze.)  In 1995 the state of Oregon implemented the law that requires Biterex be added to ethylene glycol based antifreeze.  Oregon has determined that it is still too soon to evaluate the results because the incidence of pediatric poisonings is too low to be statistically significant.

Fiscal Impacts

There is no fiscal impact from this item.

Findings 

Both the paint industry and local government have provided input and have helped define the waste paint management issues outlined above. They have also helped to develop the management options that are summarized in Attachment 1.  Because of the significant volumes and costs involved, as well as the fact that paint is a material that is produced with the intent of complete use, industry has expressed concerns about their role in managing waste paint.  Below, the concerns and comments of industry local government are outlined with input from Board staff. 

1. Industry advocates public education/outreach campaigns over other options.  Local government and Board staff agree that education is the key to reducing the amount of waste paints disposed in the future.  The major concern by local government with this approach is an additional outreach effort will most likely cause a flood of materials for their program that they are not able to manage without additional funding.  This lack of sufficient funding already requires most HHW programs to limit the number of residents who can utilize their facilities (typically by limiting days and hours of operation).  Some coordinators limit their educational/ promotional efforts to balance the number of residents to their service budget.  To provide optimal service to a community, with continuous educational endeavors and unrestricted resident use of facilities, would be cost prohibitive.


2. Industry is opposed to mandatory collection or “take back” of latex paint by sellers of paints. HHW coordinators think that a take back system could provide significant relief.  Currently staff knows of only one paint company, Kelly Moore that accepts paint from individuals and contractors as well as local government agencies.  In addition, Dunn Edwards plans to take back their own latex paint brand at an unspecified number of their stores in Southern California.  Even though 80% of the paint they sell is to contractors, locals are hopeful that this will positively impact their programs.  Currently, many contractors bring waste paint to their collection facilities representing themselves as residents.  Dunn Edwards has also said they would explore conducting a pilot take back program with a local government agency.

Industry suggested that voluntary retail store collection programs in Washington and Oregon have been well received.  In these programs, paint retailers provided a collection location in their stores, and the state paid all costs for transportation and recycling of the collected paint.  An Oregon state representative said that when the funding for their programs ended, industry's involvement ended too.  A Washington state representative said that three paint companies with nine stores continue to take back latex paint at their stores.  However, this is not providing any financial relief because the state covers all costs to collect, transport and manage the paint.  Washington has not experience a reduction in the amount of paint coming to the HHW collection facilities.

San Francisco initiated a take-back program with seven non-paint store retailers (hardware stores) accepting unwanted latex paint.  The pilot program started with a Board grant, and has continued with County funds.  San Francisco pays each store $1000 a year to collect latex paint from the public.  The retailer calls the County’s contractor to pick up the filled pallet boxes, which are then transported to the recycler at the County’s cost.

3. Industry thinks there could be value in industry/government partnerships focusing on providing proper training for collection personnel, and to develop guidance on how to operate occasional or continuous collection programs.  The value to collection programs would be in the segregation of higher valued waste paints.  Industry guidance could be valuable, especially for new programs, however some established local government programs feel it would be of limited value.  Local governments have learned from their experiences and for the most part operate the most cost efficient programs possible. 

4. Industry and local government absolutely agree that disposal should be a last resort for leftover latex paints.  Most HHW public education efforts recommend a hierarchy for managing leftover paint prevent waste from being generated by buying the right amount for the job; use a product as primer; give leftover paint to someone else who can use it, and recycle it as a final option.

5. Industry thinks California should de-list latex paint as a hazardous waste, and believes that disposed latex paint poses no environmental risk.  This is an issue for the Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC).  Staff has suggested that industry contact DTSC about de-listing latex paints, however this does not meet the current need to reduce stockpiles of earlier formulations of latex paint.  Regardless, liquid latex paint is banned from landfill disposal.  This option would not provide relief for the oil based waste paint stream.

6. Local government is unanimous in their belief that there should be a consumer fee on sales of paint within the state to help pay the rapidly rising costs for paint collection and recycling/disposal.  A consumer fee on the sale of paint would offer significant monetary relief for local programs.  The paint industry strongly opposes the imposition of special taxes or fees on its products.  All parties agree that paint is not produced to become a waste and that it is meant to be totally consumed, however 5% to 10% of paint sold ends up as left over material and is likely to become HHW.  Industry also states that any fee would put them at a competitive disadvantage with other architectural coatings such as wallpaper and siding.  More importantly, industry is concerned that putting a fee on paint would signal the State's intent to begin imposing special fees on other items.  Hence, other interested manufacturing industries may be drawn into this discussion. 

7. Industry thinks local or state trash disposal fees should be increased if additional funding is needed, because they think everyone should pay for this service.  Most HHW program budgets come from solid waste tipping fees collected by their jurisdictions.  Local governments say that they have maximized the amount they receive from their jurisdiction's budget and are unsure if governing bodies would support additional fees.  A number of programs are fully funded from solid waste tipping fees.  In many rural areas however, trash pickup is not required so the tipping fee does not contribute significantly to ongoing HHW collection.

8. The paint industry has devoted considerable resources in the development of coatings that are environmentally friendly with over 80% of paint now produced as latex paint.  Air pollution regulations have driven a significant amount of this change.  California architectural coatings meet the toughest emissions standards in the country while still meeting performance standards.  Local government and staff are aware of these great strides made by industry; however, this has no impact on collection programs managing older paint with constituents that need expensive management. 

9. Industry has stated an interest in voluntarily working with the Board and hazardous materials collection program managers in their efforts to manage unwanted leftover paints in the most cost-effective manner possible.  They believe voluntary cooperative efforts can reduce significant current and future burdens on agency resources.  However, the high costs and volumes of managing waste paints make voluntary programs very expensive.  It is unclear who would shoulder the burden for developing and maintaining these programs.  Staff has not yet identified a voluntary program that provides monetary relief to HHW collection programs.  

The matrices demonstrate a variety of options to address most of the issues outlined above.  Some of the options have already been implemented, or could be implemented quickly, but may not have a significant impact on reducing the financial burden on local government.  Other options would be most beneficial to the state and helpful to local government HHW collection programs.  The final column in the matrices identifies the potential for each option to significantly address the issues outlined in the problem statement for each material (antifreeze and waste paints).  It is important to note that many of the options listed for waste paints pertain only to latex paints and would provide no relief for the costs to manage and dispose of oil-based paints.  

VI.
FUNDING INFORMATION 

No funding is required.

VII. ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 -Waste Paint Solutions Options Matrix

Attachment 2  -Antifreeze Solutions Options Matrix

Attachment 3 – List of Paint Task Force Members

VIII.
CONTACTS

Name:  Anna Ward               





Phone:  (916) 255-2333
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