Agenda Item 27

Attachment 1

DRAFT
Revised

Duplication and Overlap in

Recycling Programs of the

Integrated Waste Management Board

and the Department of Conservation

Report to the Legislature

March 2001

[image: image1.png]o CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
§ INTEGRATED WASTE
i M ANAGEMENT BOARD




State of California

Gray Davis
Governor


Winston H. Hickox
Secretary, California Environmental Protection Agency

(
Integrated Waste Management Board

Linda Moulton-Patterson
Board Chair

Dan Eaton
Board Member

Steven R. Jones
Board Member

José Medina
Board Member

Michael Paparian
Board Member

David A. Roberti
Board Member

(
For additional copies of this publication, contact:

Integrated Waste Management Board
Public Affairs Office, Publications Clearinghouse (MS–6)
1001 I Street
P.O. Box 4025
Sacramento, CA  95812-4025
www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Publications/
(800) CA WASTE (California only) or (916) 341-6300

Publication #520-01-001
Printed on Recycled Paper

The statements and conclusions of this report are those of the Integrated Waste Management Board.  The State makes no warranty, expressed or implied, and assumes no liability for the information contained in the succeeding text. Any mention of commercial products or processes shall not be construed as an endorsement of such products or processes.
The Integrated Waste Management Board (IWMB) does not discriminate on the basis of disability in access to its programs. IWMB publications are available in accessible formats upon request by calling the Public Affairs Office at (916) 341-6300. Persons with hearing impairments can reach the IWMB through the California Relay Service, 1-800-735-2929.

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption. For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web site at www.ciwmb.ca.gov.

Table of Contents

iiPreface

Purpose of the Report
ii
Key Contributors and Acknowledgments
ii
Executive Summary
iii
Summary of Report Findings and Recommendations
iii
Background
iv
Report Structure
v
Section I: Introduction
1
California Beverage Container Recycling and Litter Reduction Act
1
California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989
1
Missions of the Board and the Department of Conservation
2
Waste Reduction––Not Just Recycling
3
Funding of the Board and the Division of Recycling
3
Section II: Public Information and Education
4
Integrated Waste Management Board Programs
4
Division of Recycling Programs
5
Findings
5
Conclusions
7
Section III: Local Government Review and Assistance
9
Integrated Waste Management Board Programs
9
Division of Recycling Programs
10
Findings
10
Conclusions
12
Section IV: Recycled Materials Market Development
13
Integrated Waste Management Board Programs
13
Division of Recycling Programs
14
Findings
15
Conclusions
16
Section V: Summary and Recommendations
18
Finding 1
19
Finding 2
20
Finding 3
20
Conclusions
21
Appendix A

Rates and Figures Used by DOR in Market Development Activities
23
Appendix B

Market Development Services and Programs of DOR
25
Appendix C

DOR Documents Related to the Board’s Market Development Program
27
Glossary of Acronyms
29
Bibliography
30
Endnotes
31

Preface

Purpose of the Report

This report has been prepared in response to Senate Bill (SB) 332 (Chapter 815, Statutes of 1999, Sher).  Governor Davis signed SB 332 into law, adding Section 40511 to the Public Resources Code (PRC).  PRC Section 40511 requires the Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) to prepare a report in consultation with the Department of Conservation (DOC) concerning any overlap or duplication between the two agencies, specifically in the following three areas: 

· Public information and education

· Local government review and assistance

· Recycled materials market development programs

The law further requires that the report include suggested legislation, budget actions, or administrative actions that could be taken to eliminate duplication or overlap between the two agencies and programs.

Key Contributors and Acknowledgments

This report was written under the direction of the Integrated Waste Management Board, in consultation with the Department of Conservation’s Division of Recycling (DOR).

Project Director
Rubia E. Packard
Integrated Waste Management Board
(916) 341-6289

Principal Researcher/Author
Tracey M. Harper
Integrated Waste Management Board
(916) 341-6292

Some information concerning Division of Recycling programs was obtained through DOC’s Web site (www.consrv.ca.gov) and the DOR employee program guide.

Executive Summary

Summary of Report Findings and Recommendations

SB 332 requires the Board to prepare and submit a report to the Legislature by December 1, 2000 identifying duplication of effort between the Board and DOC relative to recycling.  This report is to be prepared in consultation with DOC and suggest actions to eliminate identified areas of duplication or overlap.

The Board is responsible for managing California's solid waste stream. The Board is helping California divert waste from landfills by: 

· Developing waste reduction programs.

· Providing public education and outreach.

· Assisting local governments and businesses.

· Fostering market development for recyclable materials.

DOC provides various services relative to recycling of beverage containers.  DOC’s Division of Recycling is responsible for implementation of the California Beverage Container Recycling and Litter Reduction Act (commonly called the “Bottle Bill,” AB 2020, Margolin, Chapter 1290, Statutes of 1986), including promotion of beverage container recycling and litter reduction and encouraging the development of products made from recycled beverage containers.  DOR is funded through California Redemption Value (CRV) revenues.
The missions of the both the Board and DOC address the wise use of California’s resources, the protection of public health and safety, the support of the state’s economy, and the enhancement of the environment.

DOR is responsible for a little more than 3 percent of California’s waste stream by volume and just more than 1 percent by weight.  The Board is responsible for 100 percent of California’s waste stream, including the entire waste stream under DOR’s authority.

As directed in SB 332, the Board examined the program areas of public information and education; local government review and assistance; and recycled materials market development.  In doing so, the Board sought to identify opportunities to:

· Eliminate unnecessary overlap or duplication.

· Maximize existing resources within both agencies.

· Eliminate conflicting policies on recycling and waste.

· Provide a clear state policy on recycling and waste.

· Reduce program costs.

· Increase and enhance the services provided to Californians.

The Board identified duplication or overlap between DOR and the Board in the following areas:

· Promotions at expositions, fairs, sporting events, conventions

· Interaction with educators

· Market development

· Plastics clearinghouse

· Business assistance

· Rigid plastic packaging containers

· Media campaigns and events

· Local government grants

· Curbside recycling information

To ensure duplication and overlap are addressed, this report recommends that DOC and the Board create a formal process to establish more effective communication, coordination, and collaboration in all of these areas.  It also recommends that a joint DOC/Board committee be formed to develop the details of the formal process, and that the agreements be memorialized in a document such as a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). 

As stated in Section V of this report, implementing these suggested actions is not without obstacles, and may not permanently resolve the issue.  Therefore, it is also recommended that within one year of Board approval of this report, the Board and DOC jointly prepare a report to their respective Agency Secretaries examining the effectiveness of the administrative actions described above.  Additionally, if a more permanent solution to duplication and overlap is desired, the option of consolidating all of the recycling functions discussed in this report into one agency should be explored further by the Administration and the Legislature.

Background

There have been a number of efforts in the past that explored and made recommendations concerning the recycling functions currently carried out by DOR in relation to the Board’s recycling mandates and programs.  On several occasions in the 1990s, either the Governor’s Budget or the Legislative Analyst’s Analysis of the Budget recommended the transfer of the recycling functions out of the DOC as described below:

· The 1992 Supplemental Report of the Budget Act stated the Legislature’s intent to transfer DOR to the Board effective July 1, 1993.

· The Legislative Analyst's Office, in its analysis of the 1993-94 budget, recommended the transfer of the beverage container recycling program to the Board largely because the Board is responsible for all other waste recycling programs, and “consolidation with the Board would improve coordination of the state’s recycling efforts.”

· The 1994-95 Governor’s Budget proposed eliminating DOC altogether and transferring all of the Board’s responsibilities and programs, along with the beverage container recycling program, into a new Department of Waste Management within the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA).
 

· In March 1994, the Little Hoover Commission report, Beyond Bottles and Cans: Reorganizing California’s Recycling Efforts, recommended that a new comprehensive recycling program be established in Cal/EPA to “bring both policy focus and program accountability to the State’s recycling efforts.”

· The 1995–96 Governor’s Budget proposed transferring the beverage container and litter reduction function from DOC to the Board.

· In its April 1996 Competitive Government report, the Wilson Administration proposed a new Department of Waste Control within Cal/EPA.  However, this proposal was never included in a Governor’s Budget Proposal.

None of these efforts resulted in the realignment of recycling responsibilities within State government. However, each of these analyses resulted in the recommendation that the recycling functions housed within DOC be joined in some fashion with the integrated waste management functions of the Board.

In February 1995, the Board and DOC entered into four Memorandums of Agreement (MOAs) designed to identify areas where duplication of effort existed and clarify roles and responsibilities in those areas.  The MOAs covered these areas, respectively: “Public Agency Buy Recycled Program,” “Environmental Education and Curriculum Development,” “Data Collection and Distribution,” and  “Recycling Hotline.” All of the specific tasks were completed and the MOAs subsequently expired January 1, 1996.

More recently, the 1999-2000 Governor’s Budget Summary includes the following language: “To maximize opportunities to streamline and simplify existing state-administered recycling programs to ensure maximum benefit and realize optimum efficiencies in the State’s limited landfills, the Administration intends to explore the potential of consolidating the Division of Recycling in the Department of Conservation with the recycling functions of the California Integrated Waste Management Board.”

Report Structure

In preparing this report, a thorough analysis was conducted of Board and DOR programs. This report is organized into five sections:
· Section I provides an introduction to Board and DOR programs related to recycling, and background information regarding the current mandates and missions of the two agencies.

· Sections II through IV contain descriptions and discussions of the three program areas specified in SB 332: public information and education, local government review and assistance, and recycled market development.  The discussion includes an identification of areas of duplication and overlap as well as opportunities for collaboration.  These sections also include recommendations for addressing duplication and overlap.

· Section V summarizes the findings and recommendations in the report.

Section I: Introduction

California Beverage Container Recycling and Litter Reduction Act (“Bottle Bill”) AB 2020, Margolin, Chapter 1290, Statutes of 1986
In the mid-eighties, environmental groups sought to enact a beverage container recycling program in response to public concern over litter and the visibility of soda and beer containers discarded on roadsides and in other public places. The result of those efforts was the passage in 1986 of the California Beverage Container Recycling and Litter Reduction Act.

The primary objective of the Bottle Bill is to divert beverage containers from landfills, stop the litter caused when containers are indiscriminately tossed on the side of the road, and reduce resource depletion and waste disposal costs through voluntary recycling of beverage containers. The Bottle Bill specified a minimum goal of an 80 percent recycling rate for all containers.

The beverage container program was established within DOC largely due to concerns on the part of the environmental community regarding placing this program within what was then the State Solid Waste Management Board.  The perception was that the Waste Board's primary focus was landfilling of solid waste rather than recycling.

California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 
AB 939, Sher, Chapter 1095, Statutes of 1989
Prior to the passage of the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (IWMA), the State Solid Waste Management Board’s efforts to protect public health and safety were focused primarily on the regulation of landfills and other waste management facilities.  At that time, almost 90 percent of California’s solid waste was landfilled.  Recycling received only a small portion of the Board’s attention.  Additionally, the State Solid Waste Management Board was seen as having a bias toward industry and relying almost exclusively on landfilling as a solution to what to do with the ever-increasing amount of waste Californians were generating.

This changed with the passage of AB 939, which created the new California Integrated Waste Management Board.  The Board was charged with the responsibility for ensuring implementation of a new hierarchy of waste management that included all of the following: reduce, reuse, recycle and compost, buy recycled and environmentally sound disposal of waste that cannot otherwise be diverted.  In other words, the newly created Board’s priorities were turned upside down from those of its predecessor. The Board became responsible for overseeing a wholesale shift in how solid waste was being viewed in California. As part of those responsibilities, the Board was charged with overseeing the effort to divert 50 percent of the state’s waste from landfills by the end of the year 2000.

Missions of the Board and the Department of Conservation

Both the Board and DOC have missions that address the wise use of California’s resources, the protection of public health and safety, the support of the state’s economy, and the enhancement of the environment.  Both agencies promote a hierarchy of "reduce, reuse, and recycle," designed to:

· Avoid landfilling whenever feasible.

· Work toward the conservation of natural resources and the extension of the life of landfills.

· Encourage Californians to reduce waste.

The Board’s mission includes not only the recycling of beverage containers, but the management of all materials toward their highest and best use; while DOR is responsible only for beverage containers, a small fraction of the waste stream.

The Board’s approach to diverting specific material types is similar to DOR’s approach to recycling of CRV bottles and cans.  As with the CRV program, some of the Board’s programs involve an up-front fee. For example, the used oil program administered by the Board is funded through a $0.04 per quart recycling incentive fee on all new lubricating oil sold.  (This fee funds a program designed to discourage the illegal disposal of used lubricating oil by the public through heightened awareness and increased collection opportunities at certified used oil collection centers.)

In addition the Board, like DOR, gives grants to local governments and nonprofit groups. The Board's grants are for used oil recycling (it also conducts a statewide education and outreach program, as does DOR in its beverage container recycling program).  Since the Board began its used oil program in 1992, the number of used oil collection centers has increased eight-fold and the amount of used oil collected from the public has more than doubled.

The Board has gained 14 years of experience in materials management since the creation of the CRV program in 1986.  It has overseen a change in management of the state’s resources from the landfilling of discards to a systems approach to the entire waste stream that has so far resulted in a tripling of the state’s diversion rate in less than 10 years.

This change in waste management demonstrates a paradigm shift in how materials are viewed.  The Board is seeking to move the public’s perception of materials from a "take-make-waste" system to one that is continually seeking to eliminate the generation of all waste, farther and farther “upstream.” This will require a continued shift in how the public views materials and its behavior toward them.

The Department of Conservation has also gained 14 years of experience since the creation of the CRV program.  More than 110 billion beverage containers have been recycled since 1987, with the vast majority of those containers reused to make new containers.  DOC has been working closely with manufacturing industries to ensure that redeemed beverage containers are remanufactured into products.

There are also striking similarities in the way the Board and DOC approach achievement of their respective goals and mandates.  Both the Board and DOR utilize public education and outreach, provide assistance to local governments and businesses, and implement actions designed to foster market development for recyclable materials.

However, the Board engages in a more comprehensive approach that includes waste prevention programs as well as programs designed to protect public health, safety, and the environment through regulation of waste management facilities, cleanup of abandoned and illegal dump sites, and   promotion of used oil and tire recycling. The Board’s public outreach, local government assistance, and market development activities target 100 percent of the waste stream, while DOR targets beverage containers, which comprise slightly more than 3 percent of the solid waste stream by volume. DOR's efforts do contribute toward achievement of the 50 percent diversion mandate.

Waste Reduction––Not Just Recycling

The Board has engaged in a decision-making process in the past that took into account waste type specific considerations and devised methods to divert the maximum amount of waste feasible.  Today, the Board is beginning to explore a sustainable materials management system that takes into account not only traditional “take-make-waste” impacts but also seeks to incorporate all long-term, direct and residual impacts of decisions.  In future decisions concerning how to increase today’s waste diversion and divert more of the future’s waste, the Board will be examining approaches that minimize dependency on the use of virgin materials, consider social equity issues, take into account cross-media environmental impacts, minimize pollution and discards, and safely manage unavoidable discards.

Funding of the Board and the Division of Recycling

The majority of Board programs are funded through a $1.34-per-ton tipping fee levied on waste that goes to landfills.  The used oil program is funded through a $.04-per-quart incentive fee levied at the point of sale.  The tire program is funded through a $1.00-per-tire charge (increased from $.25-per-tire on January 1, 2001, as a result of legislative action in 2000).  The used oil incentive fee is returned to the consumer upon return of the used oil for recycling purposes; however, the tire fee is not a refundable deposit program.

DOR’s program is funded through redemption payments made by beverage distributors on each beverage container sold to a store.  The product cost is passed on to consumers when they pay the CRV on purchased beverages.  The redemption payment revenues are deposited in the California Beverage Container Recycling Fund (CBCR Fund).  Monies in the fund are used to pay CRV to consumers when they redeem their empty beverage containers at certified recycling centers.  As directed by the Legislature, DOC uses unredeemed CRV monies to fund a number of programs designed to increase beverage container recycling and reduce the fees on beverage industries.

Section II: Public Information and Education

Integrated Waste Management Board Programs

The Board’s public information and education programs are administered by two distinct units—the Public Affairs Office and the Public Education and Assistance Section; however, every program administered by the Board has a separate education component.  The Public Affairs Office develops, establishes, and implements statewide information programs designed to increase public awareness of all aspects of integrated waste management, including waste prevention, reuse, and recycling. This office acts as the Board's liaison to the media and coordinates all public outreach activities.  It also promotes the knowledge of integrated waste management and the use of the Board's services to meet State mandates, analyzes the extent of public understanding of the programs administered by the Board, and suggests appropriate steps, if necessary, to increase that awareness.  Public Affairs Office staff members provide information to the general public and news media, prepare news releases, coordinate topical waste prevention media campaigns and events, maintain an extensive Web site which includes access to all Board publications, and promote Board programs at conferences, expositions, and fairs.

Previously the Board’s Public Affairs Office maintained its own hotline.  However, consistent with the majority of Cal/EPA boards, departments, and offices, the Board discontinued its own toll-free hotline in 1999 and now participates in the “Earth’s 911” 24-hour hotline at 1-800-CLEAN-UP or www.1800CLEANUP.org.  The ZIP code-driven automated hotline and Web site are available 24 hours a day and provide callers with an array of environmental information.  Locations of facilities where callers are able to recycle or dispose of each material type are available from this hotline as well as from the Web site.

The Board’s Public Education and Assistance Section has developed and implemented instructional programs to teach the concepts of integrated waste management at K–12 schools throughout the state.  The Board offers free workshops to California teachers on classroom curricula.  Since early 1995, the Board has conducted a total of 358 workshops with almost 4500 teachers participating.  As members of the California Environmental Education Interagency Network (CEEIN), which comprises all schools education staff in the Resources Agency, Cal\EPA, and the Department of Education, the Board and DOC participate in Disney’s Environmentality Challenge, a statewide environmental education contest for fifth graders.  Future education efforts at the Board will focus on effective marketing of the schools education program and on securing partnerships with public and private entities. 

Division of Recycling Programs 

Within the Division of Recycling, the Community Outreach Branch develops and establishes programs that provide a basic understanding of the law, educate youth and adults who purchase and use beverage containers, establish infrastructures such as curbside programs, and increase recycling awareness through grants, including to local community conservation corps. These programs include outreach activities targeted at children, such as Recycle Rex, a stand-alone costumed character who travels to school assemblies.  DOR participates in Disney’s Environmentality Challenge and in the CEEIN.  Outreach also includes a quarterly newsletter, a Web site, and a toll-free hotline (1-800-RECYCLE).  DOR’s hotline not only provides information to the public about the location of certified redemption centers, but it also provides information to processors and distributors concerning regulatory changes and other program-specific information.  The information concerning where the public can redeem beverage containers is also provided to Earth’s 911 by DOR.

DOR promotes its programs at the state fair, sporting events, and conventions.  DOR has devoted a staff position to work exclusively on sports marketing and is entering into partnerships with professional sports teams.  DOR relies on survey data and other market research material developed by a contractor to determine whom their public outreach programs are reaching.  Finally, SB 332 allocated $10 million to DOR to conduct a two-year public education and information campaign aimed at promoting increased recycling of beverage containers.  This public relations effort is managed by DOC’s public affairs office.

Findings

The Board believes duplication and overlap in the following areas have resulted in the public receiving a mixed message about recycling.

· Promotions at expositions, fairs, sporting events, conventions

· Media campaigns and events

· Interactions with educators

Promotions at Expositions, Fairs and Conferences: The Board and DOR routinely staff separate booths at major events and conferences, often in close proximity.  The result is confusion on the public's part about "who does what" concerning recycling.  Each booth contains information relative to each agency's program areas.  For example, at the Board’s booth, members of the public can browse the Board’s Web site, obtain information about various types of waste in the waste stream, review a publications list, and talk to staff. DOR’s booth contains information concerning recycling bottles and cans, and it also displays products made from recycled materials. It can be quite costly to appear at major events.  Not only are both agencies paying for the booth rental, but both agencies are also paying for additional items such as booth equipment, freight, travel expenses, and staff time. This is an area of duplication or overlap that should be addressed. 

Media Campaigns and Events: The Little Hoover Commission report of 1994 noted that the public is being sent a confusing message. On the one hand, DOR is congratulating the general public on the success of recycling bottles and cans and urging them to continue to do so.  On the other hand, the Board is sending the message that recycling bottles and cans is not nearly enough to stem the tide of waste that continues to go to landfills.  The recycling rate of plastic is steadily declining, as more plastic is being used and disposed by the public.  A significant factor contributing to this is the increased use of polyethylene terephthalate (PET) single-serve beverage containers.  In order to address these trends, a paradigm shift in the public’s behavior needs to occur.

SB 332 allocated $10 million to DOC for a two-year statewide public education and information campaign for the purpose of “promoting increased recycling of beverage containers.”  In response to DOC’s invitation, the Board participated at workshops, bidders’ conferences, and in review of contract proposals.  While DOC and the Board did coordinate, this serves as an example in which public resources could have been maximized.  As required by legislation, the focus and message of the $10 million campaign is to increase the recycling rate of CRV containers from 74 percent to 80 percent. While increasing the recycling rate of bottles and cans is laudable, an additional discussion of waste prevention could have been included without diluting the legislative intent for expenditure of those dollars. Likewise, when the Board has engaged in public campaigns, messages related to beverage container recycling could have been included.  This is a case of limited collaboration.
A further example of a missed opportunity is the existing DOR-sponsored gas station media campaign.  Last summer, a recycling opportunity was marketed on the radio alerting motorists that at specific gas stations, bottles and cans could be recycled instead of discarded.  If this program had been coordinated with the Board, the program could have been expanded to include other materials such as newspapers, mixed paper, cardboard, or other plastics.  In other words, when motorists clean out their automobiles while pumping gas, they often discard other recyclable materials in addition to bottles and cans.  This program could have been more comprehensive in nature had better coordination between the Board and DOR occurred.  This is an example of a missed opportunity for collaboration and maximization of resources to enhance program effectiveness.

In the past, both the Board and DOR have conducted market research involving surveys.  In order to be more cost-effective, the Board and DOR could have coordinated the development of these activities.  Recently, DOR conducted market research that could have resulted in the Board gaining valuable information at minimal cost to the Board, had it been afforded the opportunity to participate.  Lieberman Research Worldwide conducted market research on behalf of DOR designed to track advertising awareness among California consumers. This research found that, despite messages sponsored by DOR concerning how and where to redeem CRV containers, the “main message recalled from the advertising is generally related to environmental issues (i.e. keep the environment clean, recycling helps the environment, etc.).”

The research also discovered that the “key driving factors in influencing recycling are generally for environmental reasons, such as keeping the environment clean, preventing pollution, and saving natural resources.”
 Finally “the redemption value available to consumers has little impact on increasing general recycling habits.”
  It would have been of great benefit to the Board if the market researchers had asked a few more questions related to waste prevention, reuse, and other materials management issues. This is an area of missed collaboration.  The Board could have collaborated with DOR to maximize resources, thereby enhancing program effectiveness.

Interactions with educators: In general, it is in the area of education where the most formal coordination exists between the Board and DOR.  Both entities are members of CEEIN, which includes all education managers from Cal/EPA, the Resources Agency, and the California Department of Education.  The 1995 MOA between the Board and DOC on environmental education and curriculum development identified and addressed areas of overlap and duplication and to eliminate this, activities at both agencies were modified.

However, some areas of overlap still exist. While the Board is involved with developing curricula and teaching educators about the curricula, DOR is also involved with K–12 educators. Schools must communicate and coordinate with two separate entities on recycling education.  On the one hand, the Board has developed comprehensive integrated waste curricula and presents workshops to educators about it.  The Board also assists schools in developing an on-site recycling program.  On the other hand, when schools would like “Recycle Rex” to make an appearance at a school assembly to promote CRV beverage container recycling, they must deal with a separate agency.  This is an area of overlap that should be resolved. 
Conclusions

Diversion and recycling goals could be achieved in a more cost-effective manner if public outreach programs were coordinated more thoroughly or jointly managed.  Otherwise, as the Little Hoover Commission report indicated, having recycling managed by two distinct entities has allowed a mixed message to reach the public.
 DOR is emphasizing the success it has had in getting the public to return cans and bottles and is now engaging in a campaign that is designed to encourage the public to continue to do so, given that the recycling rate is on the decline.  At the same time, the Board is trying to persuade the public that recycling beverage containers is not enough and that consumers should make more thoughtful decisions about buying and throwing away materials. 

Earth’s 911 and the DOR hotline both disseminate information to the public concerning the location of redemption centers; however, DOR’s hotline also provides extensive information to its regulated community through its hotline.  Therefore, it appears that significant savings would not result in consolidation of a small part of DOR’s hotline with Earth’s 911.

In order to address the duplication, overlap, and opportunities for collaboration identified above, the following administrative and, where appropriate, legislative actions are recommended.
Promotions at Expositions, Fairs and Conferences: To address this area of duplication and overlap, a formal process could be developed and implemented whereby both the Board and DOR would communicate and coordinate attendance at conferences, expositions, and other events to ensure the two agencies do not fund and staff two separate booths at the same event.  As the costs associated with promotions at exhibitions, fairs, and conferences include staff time, booth rental, booth equipment, handout and display materials, travel, and per diem, eliminating duplicate attendance could result in significant cost savings for both agencies.
Annually, the Board’s Public Affairs Office attends approximately 16 large exhibitions, fairs, and conferences.  Additionally, staff from each division and program area attends more focused events targeting used oil, composting, recycled content, etc.  The number of these events varies annually, but is approximately 150 per year.

Media Campaigns and Events: The statewide public education campaign represents a prime opportunity to maximize resources through collaboration. The campaign to increase recycling of CRV containers would not be diminished, but could even be enhanced by including language about recycling additional material types.  The larger message of "Reduce, reuse, recycle, and buy recycled" could be incorporated into a campaign that includes recycling of CRV containers as its focal point.

Gas Station Campaign: The overall effectiveness of this program could have been enhanced and resources maximized without diluting the original purpose.  Through the involvement of both agencies charged with the responsibility of overseeing the state’s recycling efforts, the types and amounts of materials collected through this campaign could have been increased.  Coordination and communication between the two agencies would have been necessary, resulting in a combined effort to collect a larger array of materials.

Market Surveys: Resources could have been maximized in this area had the two agencies communicated, coordinated, and cooperated.  The Board and DOR could create a committee to oversee the development of both agencies’ surveys, market research, and public campaigns.  The agreements could be memorialized into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).  The MOA could also include the requirement that whenever practicable, surveys, market research, and public campaigns be jointly developed.  Finally, regular meetings and reporting could also be included in the agreement.

Interactions With Educators: The Board’s education outreach staff conducts over 100 teacher workshops per year.  DOR also interacts with the educational community.  To eliminate confusion over which State agency the educational community should contact regarding recycling, an MOA delineating roles and responsibilities of each agency with regard to educational activities could be developed and implemented resulting in the educational community having one point of contact.  The MOA could also include the requirement that both agencies continue to participate regularly in CEEIN.

Section III: Local Government Review and Assistance

Integrated Waste Management Board Programs

The IWMA requires each city and county to prepare a plan that when implemented would achieve the waste diversion mandates of 25 percent by 1995 and 50 percent by the year 2000.  On the disposal side of the equation, the IWMA also requires the plan to include a demonstration of how local jurisdictions would provide for 15 years of disposal capacity, the proper management of special wastes, and how household hazardous wastes would be kept out of landfills.  The primary responsibility of the Board’s Office of Local Assistance (OLA) and its State and Local Assistance Branch (SLAB) is to actively assist cities, counties, and State agencies in complying with these planning mandates.

In assisting local jurisdictions and State agencies, the Board’s OLA and SLAB staff members provide direct, hands-on planning and implementation assistance.  This assistance may take the form of responding to inquiries, attending local meetings, developing guidance documents, conducting instructional workshops, and implementing new diversion programs and/or improving existing ones.  OLA and SLAB staff members also review plans for statutory, regulatory, and technical adequacy, track and monitor progress in the implementation of waste diversion plans, and, review annual reports submitted by jurisdictions describing efforts to implement programs, including waste diversion results.

The Board does not have grant funds available to assist local governments in implementing activities designed to achieve the diversion mandates.  Instead, the Board administers grants to local governments to assist them in their efforts to ensure that waste materials such as used oil and household hazardous waste are not disposed in solid waste landfills.  However, as disposal of these materials in solid waste landfills is illegal, these materials are not included in the baseline from which diversion is counted.  Therefore, they are not counted toward achievement of disposal reduction mandates in the IWMA.

The Board also administers grants to local governments to assist them in a variety of solid waste-related problems.  Tire recycling; farm and ranch cleanup, and solid waste disposal and site cleanup grants are just a few of the program areas in which the Board assists local governments.

The IWMA does not require jurisdictions to adopt specific programs.  Instead, jurisdictions analyze their waste generation and select from a variety of component programs they believe would achieve the diversion mandates when implemented.  The overwhelming majority of jurisdictions in the state have included curbside recycling as a major program.  According to the Board’s Planning Annual Report Information System database, as of 1998, 346 jurisdictions were implementing residential curbside collection programs. Today, approximately 28 million Californians are served by curbside collection programs that pick up a variety of materials. Since 1990 Californians have diverted nearly 140 million tons of solid waste from landfills—enough to fill a line of garbage trucks that would circle the earth more than four times.

Division of Recycling Programs

The programs administered by DOR related to assisting local governments are focused on the following grant funding opportunities.

· Curbside Supplemental Payments—annual payments of $15 million to curbside collection programs and neighborhood drop-off programs

· Curbside Pilot Program—One-time project funds of $6.84 million to fund a curbside recycling program in the City of San Diego

· Keep California Beautiful—$300,000 annually until January 1, 2003, to fund a beverage container related campaign

· Local Conservation Corps—$15 million per year

· Grants for beverage container recycling and litter reduction programs - $500,000 per year

· Payments to Cities and Counties—$10.5 million per year for beverage container recycling and litter cleanup activities

DOR also administers a program designed to assist local government.  The division annually disburses a total of $10.5 million directly to cities and counties based upon population.  It also gives $15 million in annual curbside supplemental payments to curbside operators based on the CRV volumes recycled during a specific period.  However, DOR has discretion concerning how the $500,000 beverage container recycling and litter reduction grant funds are awarded and spent.  DOR has discretion in how these funds are spent and changes the focus annually.  Last year’s funds were targeted toward the development of multifamily dwelling diversion pilot projects.

Findings

In conducting an analysis of both the Board’s and DOR’s local government review and assistance programs, the Board found that overlap and duplication in local government review and assistance have resulted in decreased program efficiencies.  Two specific areas were identified in which program effectiveness could be increased and resources maximized through collaboration:

· Grant availability

· Curbside recycling information

Grant Availability: As previously discussed, the Board does not have grant funds available to distribute to local governments to assist them in their efforts toward implementing curbside collection programs, yet most local jurisdictions rely on curbside collection programs in the mix of diversion activities to achieve compliance with the diversion mandates of the IWMA.

DOC, however, administers $10.5 million in funds to cities and counties, $15 million in annual curbside supplemental payments, and $500,000 for pilot project development.  DOR’s pilot project focus last year was multifamily dwellings; while the Board was also working on increasing  diversion opportunities from the same sector, efforts of the two agencies were not coordinated.  Also, while the $10.5 and $15 million disbursement programs are based on a nondiscretionary, population formula, information from grant recipients would be beneficial to the Board.

While DOR requires that money given to local governments be tied strictly to the collection of CRV containers, it is commonly understood that curbside collection accounts for only 7 to 8 percent of redeemed containers, and these programs collect a variety of materials: newspapers, mixed paper, cardboard, green waste, non-CRV containers, other plastics, and cans.  These programs that receive DOR funds are essential for local governments to achieve the diversion mandates of the IWMA.  This is an area for potential collaboration to maximize resources to achieve an increase in program effectiveness.
Curbside Recycling Information: DOR keeps track of beverage container diversion tonnage and program information as well as the locations of curbside and buyback programs.  The Board frequently requests information from DOR on curbside and buyback programs, and also refers local jurisdictions to DOR for this information to assist them in tracking progress toward achieving and maintaining diversion mandates of the IWMA.  In conducting biennial reviews of local government program implementation, Board staff accesses the databases maintained by DOC to verify the existence of curbside programs and the types of materials each collects.

The Board and DOR have coordinated and communicated to assist local governments in their efforts to achieve the diversion mandates of the IWMA.  The Board coordinated with DOR in preparing a diversion study guide, which is used by local jurisdictions seeking to establish a new base year from which to determine compliance with the diversion mandates of the IWMA.  DOR provided assistance in the development of the guide by supplying a letter that local jurisdictions could use to submit to DOR to obtain buy-back and drop-off recycling information.  This information is crucial for local governments.

There is a statutory relationship between curbside collection programs, which DOR funds through grants to local governments, and the Board’s mandated Rigid Plastic Packaging Container (RPPC) program.  According to Section 42330(b)(1) of the Public Resources Code, the Board shall grant a waiver from all of the RPPC requirements if less than 60 percent of the single-family homes in California have curbside collection programs that include beverage container recycling.  In other words, if beverage container recycling were not available to enough homes, companies would not be required to comply with the requirements of the RPPC law.  DOR tracks this information, which is crucial to the Board.

Much of the information that DOR collects fulfills a vital function to local governments and the Board.  However, DOR is not required to share this information.  Currently, DOR informally supplies the information on curbside collection programs to the Board.  If DOR ceased supplying this information, a key component used to understand local governments’ success or failure in achieving the mandates of the IWMA would be lost. This is an area of potential collaboration that should be addressed.
Conclusions 

DOR administers grant programs which have a direct and beneficial impact on the ability of local governments to achieve the mandates of the IWMA.  While some of these programs are nondiscretionary, recipients’ reports of how the funds were spent would be useful to the Board.  Also, the Board and DOR could work together to maximize use of the discretionary grant funds.

DOR collects and maintains extremely useful information concerning the locations of curbside collection programs and certified recycling centers, as well as the tonnage diverted through these activities.  Local governments and the Board find this information extremely valuable.  To ensure continuance of the collection of this data, the Board could utilize its ongoing relationships with local governments to enhance DOR’s annual survey effort.  DOR has also undertaken the effort mapping all convenience zones, buy-back centers, and other facilities involved with collecting and processing CRV containers.  By working together, Board and DOR staff could develop a more comprehensive geographic information system that would provide increased value to each agency, and also to local government and the public.

In order to address the duplication, overlap, and opportunities for collaboration identified above, the following administrative and, where appropriate, legislative actions, are recommended.

Grant Availability: Grants administered by DOR to establish and fund curbside recycling programs should be awarded to communities where the most need exists and that are either working cooperatively toward, or complying with, the IWMA. The Board’s Office of Local Assistance is positioned to know where the greatest need in the state is for initiating curbside collection programs.  Therefore, grants to fund curbside collection programs and pilot projects should be jointly administered by the Board and DOR, including joint data collection, analysis and reporting.  The two agencies could create a committee to oversee the development of a formal process to ensure collaboration and coordination in this area.  The agreement reached could be memorialized through the use of an MOA.  If this process proved unsuccessful, these changes could be accomplished through a statutory change.

Curbside Recycling Information: The information that DOR collects and maintains is critical to the Board and its client jurisdictions.  The Board and DOR could create a committee to oversee the development of a formal process to ensure necessary data is collected and provided to each agency.  This process could be memorialized through the use of an MOA.  If this process proved unsuccessful, these changes could be accomplished through a statutory change.

Section IV: Recycled Materials Market Development

Integrated Waste Management Board Programs

The mission of the Board’s Waste Prevention and Market Development Division, as mandated by statute, is to promote resource conservation by providing a range of services from waste prevention to market development to enhance government and business waste reduction efforts.  The division administers a number of programs designed to create markets for recyclables, including the California Materials Exchange program (CalMAX), the recycling market development zone (RMDZ) program, the business assistance program, minimum content programs (trash bags and newsprint), and the RPPC program, which includes the Board's plastics clearinghouse. 

CalMAX, which was established in 1991, is a free service designed to help businesses find markets for materials they have traditionally discarded. CalMAX helps businesses, industries, and institutions save resources and money. The program results in the conservation of energy, resources, and landfill space by helping businesses and organizations find alternatives to the disposal of valuable materials or wastes. Since 1992, more than 650,000 tons of material has been diverted from landfills and over $5.5 million has been saved through CalMAX. 

The RMDZ program is a partnership of local governments and the Board that provides incentives to businesses using secondary materials from the waste stream as feedstock for their manufacturing processes. Recycling-based manufacturers located in RMDZs are eligible to apply for low-interest loans and other assistance provided by local zone administrators and by the Board's Recycling Business Team (R-Team). In addition to loans, the Board offers financial assistance, product marketing, and permitting assistance. 

The RPPC program promotes the use of postconsumer plastic in RPPCs and the reduction of virgin resin incorporated into new packaging.  More and more RPPCs are being used to package a wide variety of materials such as jam, motor oil, cosmetics, soda pop, and detergent. The law states that when the recycling rate for RPPCs is 25 percent or more, companies that use RPPCs are in compliance.  However, when the recycling rate falls below 25 percent, companies that sell products packaged in RPPCs must either use postconsumer resin or use less plastic in their containers.  Because the recycling rate has been less than 25 percent and is declining, the Board is enforcing the use of postconsumer resin by companies that have not been in compliance.

Division of Recycling Programs

DOR also engages in market development activities including conducting research, developing statistics, and facilitating the demand for recycled glass, plastic, aluminum and bimetal materials in beverage containers. Several rates or figures are developed and used in market development activities as well as to assure the proper payment of CRV. The rates and figures include the following:

· Commingled rate 

· Containers-per-pound Rates 

· Cost surveys 

· Redemption payment rates 

· Processing fees 

· Litter surveys 

· Participant share analysis 

· Characteristics of postfilled containers 

For a more complete description of each rate, see Appendix A.

DOR also provides a number of services designed to improve markets for recycled feedstock.  They provide beverage container material processing and end-use information to state and local government, private industry, and the public to inform recyclers and processors of the businesses that will buy their materials. Before processors can landfill any beverage containers, they must contact DOR.  DOR assists processors in finding markets for materials that they are about to landfill, thereby avoiding disposal whenever possible. DOR identifies and evaluates improved processing and manufacturing technologies used on recycled beverage container materials.  DOR also produces Market Connection, a free quarterly publication designed as a multipurpose compilation of recycled beverage container product information. Finally, DOR collaborates with other State agencies to encourage the establishment of new businesses in California that utilize recycled materials in the manufacturing of their products.

Additionally, DOR is responsible for:

· Minimum-content laws (glass and fiberglass).

· Determining the statewide recycling, redemption, and return rates for each beverage container material type.

· Determining statewide average disposal costs.

· Determining statewide scrap value for beverage container materials in its program.

· Analyzing food and drink container sales.

For a more complete description of these items, see Appendix B.

Findings

Overlap and duplication in market development have resulted in lost opportunities for sharing expertise that would maximize program effectiveness.  In analyzing both the Board’s and DOR’s programs, the following areas were identified in which duplication or overlap exists: 

· Market development

· Plastics clearinghouse

· Business assistance

· Rigid plastic packaging containers

Market Development: Both the Board and DOR are involved in market development; however, the Board is involved in a more comprehensive program to establish markets for all materials that would otherwise be destined for disposal.  Through CalMAX, the RMDZ program, minimum content programs, and the plastics program, the Board is engaged in activities designed to divert and promote the highest and best use of all materials.  DOR is engaged in market development programs targeting a small fraction of the waste stream. This is an area of duplication and overlap that should be addressed.

Plastics Clearinghouse: The Board conducts a plastics clearinghouse where members of the public, businesses, and local governments routinely call in to find out how and where to recycle plastic (CRV and non-CRV), as well as to determine what is recyclable.  Jurisdictions call to find out where they can take certain types of plastics that have been collected through curbside programs.  Additionally, staff members work with companies to locate supplies of plastics to use as feedstock.  The Board also promotes the services of a private company that acts basically as a plastics broker, locating markets for virtually all plastics. DOR is engaged in the same types of activities.  This is an area of duplication and overlap that should be resolved.

Business Assistance: The Board’s RMDZ program takes the lead in finding businesses to use feedstock derived from recycled materials.  Through this program businesses can obtain low interest loans and technical assistance.  Through a DOR program, businesses can receive grants.  For example, a local government has been awarded grant money to purchase a plastic pelletizer which processes plastic to be used as feedstock for product manufacturers. This is an area of duplication and overlap that should be resolved.

Rigid Plastic Packaging Containers: Both the Board and DOR have programs dealing with rigid plastic packaging containers or RPPCs.  The Board is responsible for gathering data and overseeing compliance with the RPPC recycling law. Virtually all of the plastic CRV containers that DOR regulates are RPPCs and comprise a small subset of the containers covered by the RPPC law for which the Board is responsible. In fact, the containers covered by the RPPC program amount to nine times the number of containers covered by the CRV program.  As a result of SB 332, DOR is gathering over 90 percent of the data needed by the Board to calculate the 

overall RPPC recycling rate. This is data the Board would otherwise be required to survey processors to obtain.  This is an area of duplication that should be resolved.
DOR produces a number of reports and listings concerning recycling of plastic and other materials that are directly related to critical Board programs.  The listings include the number of single-family homes served by curbside collection programs (including the material types accepted by the individual programs), the materials accepted in addition to CRV at certified recycling centers, and, a list of all certified processors sorted by the types of material they accept.  This information is further sorted in a variety of useful ways.  Appendix C includes a detailed explanation of each document’s role in the Board’s market development program.

These reports are vital for the Board to determine compliance with PRC Section 42330(b)(1). By law, there is a relationship between curbside collection programs, which DOR funds through grants to local governments, and the Board’s mandated RPPC program.  According to PRC Section 42330(b)(1), the Board shall grant a waiver from all of the RPPC requirements if less than 60 percent of the single-family homes in California have curbside collection programs that include beverage container recycling.  In other words, if beverage container recycling is not available to enough homes, companies do not have to comply with the requirements of the RPPC law. This is an area of duplication and overlap that needs to be addressed.

DOR’s Market Expansion Section and Rate Determination Branch assist processors in finding markets for materials they are about to landfill.  The Board also assists processors in finding markets for secondary materials.  When a processor claims to not have a market for recycled beverage container materials, they must request an authorization from DOR to dispose of redemption material before it can be landfilled.  DOR staff works with industry to avoid disposal; however, when a processor cannot sell collected materials, and DOR is also unable to find a market, DOR allows them to dispose of the material.  The costs associated with transporting and landfilling the materials are used in the calculation of the processing fee. It would be more prudent to house this program together with those staff charged with implementing programs to achieve the diversion goals of the IWMA. This is an area of duplication that should be resolved.

Conclusions 

In order to address the duplication, overlap, and opportunities for collaboration identified above, the following administrative and, where appropriate, legislative actions are recommended.

Market Development: Through the years, Board and DOC programs have overlapped one another with DOC responding by curtailing activities duplicative of the Board’s.  By statute, the Board is engaged in programs designed to prevent the creation of waste in the first place as well as to encourage the reuse of as much of the waste stream as possible, while DOR is responsible for programs concerning a small portion of materials.  It is difficult and confusing to determine the line between DOC responsibility for market development and the Board’s responsibility.  To have either the Board or DOR fail to address containers for fear of duplication of effort is not good public policy, but duplication is not good policy either.  An MOA could be developed between the Board and DOR to formally delineate activities related to market development so that collaboration and support of each other’s efforts occurs.

Plastics Clearinghouse: The roles and responsibilities related to a plastics clearinghouse could be addressed legislatively.  In the interim, the Board and DOR could develop and implement an MOA to delineate the roles and responsibilities for communicating types of plastics that are recyclable and where they can be recycled, as well as where companies can locate plastics for feedstock.  The MOA would need to include tracking and monitoring.

Business Assistance: The Board and DOR could negotiate and enter into an MOA to delineate roles and responsibilities for assisting businesses.
Rigid Plastic Packaging Containers: DOR is lending three staff to assist the Board in calculating the overall and PET RPPC recycling rates for 2000.  Specifically, DOR staff will be assisting the Board in determining the percentage of single-family homes that are served by curbside collection programs as well as the tons of PET, high density polyethylene (HDPE), and mixed resins that were recycled in 2000.  While DOR is assisting the Board this year in its efforts to meet the requirements to determine the RPPC all-container recycling rate, the Board is charged with the responsibility of determining these rates annually.  Because this information is vital to the Board to carry out its mandates, the Board needs to receive data consistently.  The Board and DOR could create a committee to explore the development of a mechanism to ensure the Board receives the critical data consistently.  The agreement reached through this process could be memorialized through an MOA.  However, clarification of the roles and responsibilities of each agency could also be accomplished through a statutory change.
One of the Board’s primary missions is to reduce the amount of material that is disposed.  DOR is in a position to approve the disposal of collected material.  The Board and DOR could create a committee to develop mechanisms to ensure that disposal of collection material does not occur.  This area could also be addressed through a statutory change.

Section V: Summary and Recommendations

As the Little Hoover Commission stated in its 1994 report, “A key policy question for the State is whether an orphan recycling program can be as effective and efficient as one that is an integral part of the state’s overall solid waste management program.”
 This report finds that while the recycling programs of the Board and DOC function, and in many cases function well, much could be done to maximize the State’s resources and enhance program effectiveness.

Additionally, the Little Hoover Commission report stated that a “rational structure to guide the integration of solid waste policies and to emphasize source reduction, reuse of products and recycling of used materials” has been created.
  However, the state’s major container recycling program was created before this structure was put into place, and continues to be housed in a separate entity that is not focused on integrated waste management.  Placement of this program in a separate entity has, at best, resulted in a fragmented approach to public education and information, local government review and assistance, and recycled materials market development—and, at worst, in lost opportunities for achieving the state’s ambitious recycling and diversion goals. 

While the issue of program consolidation was considered and discussed during the development of this report, the Board has chosen to address the duplication and overlap identified in this report by recommending a variety of administrative, and, where appropriate, legislative clarifications.  

As discussed in the first section of this report, the Board’s past approach to diversion of materials from the waste stream has been to select a specific waste type and devise a diversion strategy specific to it because each waste type has its own unique characteristics that need to be addressed.  The used oil, tire, newsprint, trash bag, plastics, and other waste type-specific programs have resulted in the diversion of what would otherwise be waste.  In the future the Board will be using this successful approach for additional waste types, such as e-waste, special wastes, and RCRA (federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act)-designated universal waste.

Much like the CRV program structure, some of the Board's programs involve an up-front fee. For example, the used oil program administered by the Board is funded through a $0.04-per-quart recycling incentive fee on all new lubricating oil sold.  This fee funds a program designed to discourage the illegal disposal of used lubricating oil by the public through heightened awareness and increased collection opportunities at certified used oil collection centers.  Much like DOR’s program, the Board gives grants to local governments and nonprofit groups and conducts a statewide education and outreach program.  Since the inception of the program in 1992, the number of collection centers has increased eight-fold and the amount of used oil collected from the public has more than doubled.

Following are findings and recommendations specific to the program areas specified in SB 332:

· Public information and education

· Local government review and assistance

· Recycled materials market development programs

Finding 1
Overlap and duplication in public education campaigns has resulted in the public receiving a mixed message.
DOR has spent millions of dollars conducting public education campaigns throughout the years.  All were designed to increase the rate of beverage container recycling.  While the campaigns highlight the importance of recycling and the mechanisms to recycle containers, according to DOR sponsored market research, the message the public hears and retains is primarily that “recycling is good for the environment.”

DOR efforts are focused on telling the public the details of the beverage container recycling program and, that the recycling program has been successful.  However, the public hears the broader message.  At the same time, the message from the Board is that there is still much more that needs to be done, which means that the public is hearing a confusing message.  California taxpayers would be better served if the two agencies involved in recycling conducted a more comprehensive, integrated effort.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to address the duplication, overlap, and opportunities for collaboration identified above, the following administrative and, where appropriate, legislative actions are recommended.

Promotions at Expositions, Fairs and Conferences

· Create a formal process to coordinate attendance at these events.

Media Campaigns, Events, and Market Surveys
· Establish a committee to jointly develop and manage surveys, market research and public campaigns, whenever practicable.
Interactions with Educators
· Develop an MOA delineating roles and responsibilities of each agency with regard to educational activities.

Finding 2 

Overlap and duplication in local government review and assistance has resulted in decreased program efficiencies.
While the Board oversees the efforts undertaken by jurisdictions throughout the state designed to achieve the 50 percent disposal reduction mandate, DOR is promoting the recycling of beverage containers through grants to local governments for curbside collection programs.  At best, this circumstance has led to decreased program efficiencies because staff that interact and assist local governments on a routine basis are not the staff charged with the responsibility of managing grants to local governments.

In order to address the duplication, overlap, and opportunities for collaboration identified above, the following administrative and, where appropriate, legislative actions are recommended.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Grant Availability
· Change statute to require that grants to fund curbside collection programs be jointly administered.

Curbside Recycling Information

· Change statute to ensure the necessary data is collected and provided to each agency.

Finding 3
Overlap and duplication in market development have resulted in lost opportunities for sharing expertise that would maximize program effectiveness.

There is a wealth of data and knowledge about market development issues currently housed in two separate agencies.  Program effectiveness would be enhanced by gathering together the technical experts from the container recycling program and the integrated waste management program.  Beyond increasing the effectiveness of the program and reducing the cost to in managing it, the sharing of technical knowledge gained through experience would result in learning opportunities for both staffs that may have a greater impact than just in the plastic container recycling program.

The Board’s program is responsible for the vast majority of plastic containers, and DOR is collecting virtually all the information the Board needs.  Also, the Board engages in market development activity for the entire waste stream, while DOR does so for bottles and cans.

The Board’s focus includes exploring a system of sustainable material management where long-term costs and benefits include all direct and residual impacts of the system's actions.  The Board, working through the context of an integrated waste management infrastructure, seeks to minimize dependency on the use of virgin materials, consider social equity issues, minimize pollution and discards, and safely manage unavoidable discards.  Consideration and response to cross-media environmental impacts and assessment of emerging needs and trends are all part of this transformed vision. These program goals would be better addressed through a delineation of roles and responsibilities, and through more structured collaboration.

In order to address the duplication, overlap and opportunities for collaboration identified above, the following administrative and, where appropriate, legislative actions are recommended.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Market Development
· Develop an MOA to formally delineate activities related to market development so that collaboration and support of each other’s efforts occurs.

Plastics Clearinghouse

· Clarify roles and responsibilities related to a plastics clearinghouse through a statutory change.

· Develop and implement an MOA to delineate the roles and responsibilities for communicating what types of plastics are recyclable and where, as well as where companies can locate plastics for feedstock.

Business Assistance
· Negotiate and enter into an MOA to delineate roles and responsibilities for assisting businesses.

Rigid Plastic Packaging Containers
· Develop an MOA to ensure data is provided consistently.

· Clarify the roles and responsibilities of each agency through a change in statute.

Conclusions

Based on the above findings, the Board has determined that duplication and overlap of services exists.  Past efforts to resolve this overlap have included the development of MOAs and other efforts focused on the Board and DOC working together in a collaborative effort.  Specific tasks were completed and the MOAs expired; however, they were not structured in such a way as to permanently eliminate duplication and overlap.

In order to immediately begin addressing the areas identified above, the Board recommends that all of the administrative actions be further developed and implemented as quickly as possible.  In doing so, it should be recognized that significant challenges and obstacles to success exist:

· There must be excellent communication and cooperation at various levels of both organizations.

· The impact of developing the structure for these administrative approaches on staff resources and workload will be substantial.  

· Both agencies must be truly committed to making these approaches a success, regardless of changes in leadership.

Because of the impact on staff resources, and the need to efficiently and effectively eliminate duplication and overlap, the Board recommends the following:

· Within one year of Board approval of this report, DOC and the Board should jointly prepare a report to their respective Agency Secretaries examining the effectiveness of these administrative solutions.

To take no action and continue the duplication and overlap of services would continue a needless expenditure of funds.  It would also result in a lost opportunity to maximize existing resources within both agencies, eliminate conflicting policies on recycling and waste, provide a clear state policy on recycling and waste, reduce program costs, and increase and enhance the services provided to all Californians.

If a more permanent solution is desired that addresses cost-effectiveness and program efficiency more directly, consolidating all of the recycling functions discussed in this report into one agency should be further explored by the Administration and the Legislature.

Appendix A

Rates and Figures Used by DOR in Market Development Activities

As excerpted from DOR employee program guide, 4/13/00

The Market Research & Rates Determination Branch is organized into two sections that are responsible for conducting basic research, developing statistics and facilitating the demand for recycled glass, plastic, aluminum and bimetal materials.
Field Surveys & Data Analysis Section
The Field Surveys & Data Analysis Section has 23 staff and is primarily responsible for determining several rates or figures that are used to assure the proper payment of CRV. The rates and figures determined by the Section include the following:

· Commingled Rate – A commingled load of recycled materials is a load that contains both CRV and non-CRV materials of the same material type. The commingled rate is the amount to be paid for the CRV material in a commingled load. Having a commingled rate enables a consumer to take a mixed load of recyclables to a recycler and get paid CRV without having to separate the CRV from the non-CRV materials. To determine the commingled rate, all types of recyclers are surveyed by staff to determine the average ratio of CRV to non-CRV materials in a load. A statewide average per-pound rate is then determined and used as the basis for payment by the Department for commingled loads. Curbside programs and drop-off and collection programs can request to use an individual commingled rate if they believe their rate should be different than the statewide average. Staff also surveys these programs to establish and monitor individual commingled rates.

· Containers Per Pound Rates – For each material type (aluminum, glass, plastic and bi-metal), the average number of containers per pound is determined. This rate is used for a variety of purposes, including determination of the redemption payment rate and the processing payment and fee.

· Cost Surveys – Staff perform surveys to determine the costs incurred to recycle each material type. Recycler’s annual tax records, financial statements and payroll schedules are evaluated to determine these costs. The results of the cost surveys are used for calculating the processing fee, which is paid by beverage manufacturers.

· Redemption Payment Rates – Recyclers typically pay the CRV to consumers based upon the weight of their materials rather than the number of containers in the load. The redemption payment rate calculated by this section is the amount of CRV per pound to be paid by the recycler for a fully segregated (100% CRV) load of materials.

· Processing Fees – Recyclers and processors make their profit from the scrap value they receive when they sell their materials. When the cost of recycling a beverage container exceeds the scrap value of that container, a processing fee is established for that container material type.

· The beverage manufacturer pays a processing fee to the Department and the Department uses those funds to make processing payments to processors. Typically, aluminum does not have a processing fee as its scrap value makes aluminum profitable. Since January 1, 2000, processing fees have been established on all other material types. The staff in this section determines the processing payments and processing fees to be assessed for each material type.

· Litter Surveys – These surveys are conducted periodically on the State of California’s infrastructure of roads to document the amount of roadside litter and to determine the beverage container component of the entire mass of litter. After the data has been collected, a litter study is published. This information is used to measure the effectiveness of our program and is also used by other state agencies such as CalTrans to measure the effectiveness of their programs.

· Participant Share Analysis – This analysis determines the percentage of beverage containers that are being recycled by the various types of recycling programs. The percentage of materials being recycled by each type of program is determined for each material type. This information is used to analyze the impact of proposed legislative changes and as a means of evaluating the effectiveness of the various types of recyclers.

· Characteristics of Postfilled Containers – Postfilled containers are non-CRV containers. Staff determines the characteristics of these such as their size, weight, and numbers per pound. This information is used in the calculation of the commingled rate as well as used to analyze the impact of proposed legislative changes.

Appendix B

Market Development Services and Programs of DOR

As excerpted from DOR employee program guide, 4/13/00

Market Research and Expansion Section

The Market Development Section includes 21 staff. They are primarily responsible for improving the markets for California’s recycled beverage containers; thus ensuring the economic viability of the State’s recycling program. They work to improve markets by offering the following services:

· Providing beverage container material processing and end-use information to state and local government, private industry, and the public. This information is used to inform recyclers and processors of the businesses that will buy their materials.

· Assisting processors in finding markets for their materials they are about to landfill. The Section receives requests for authorization to dispose of redemption material and works with industry to avoid disposal if possible.

· Identifying and evaluating improved processing and manufacturing technologies used on recycled beverage container materials. This information is used in creating new markets for our recycled containers.

· Collaborating with other state agencies to encourage the establishment of new businesses in California that utilize recycled materials in the manufacturing of their products.

In addition to the market development programs, the Section is also responsible for the following programs:

· Monitoring the minimum content laws for glass bottles and fiberglass insulation. Minimum content refers to a law that requires glass beverage containers to be made of at least 35% recycled glass (referred to as cullet) and fiberglass to be made of at least 30% cullet.

· Determining the statewide recycling rate, redemption rate and return rate. These rates are determined for each material type. They basically represent the percentage of the total number of beverages that were bought by consumers that actually gets recycled. They are used to measure the success of our Recycling Program as well as used in the calculation of other rates used by the program.

· Determining the statewide average disposal costs. When a processor cannot sell their collected materials, they dispose of them by taking them to a landfill.  The costs associated with disposing materials are determined by this section.  The costs, which may be borne by either the recycler or the processor, typically include the cost of transporting the material to the landfill from the participant’s yard and also the tipping fee charged by the landfill. These costs are used in the calculation of the processing fee.

· Determining the statewide average scrap value for aluminum, glass, plastic and bimetal beverage containers. Scrap value means the price paid in the market place for used beverage containers, after shipping and handling costs are deducted. It does not include the CRV. The scrap value is used in calculating the processing fee. When the cost of recycling a particular type of beverage container exceeds the scrap value of that container, the Department must assess a processing fee on that container type.

· Analyzing the food and drink container sales in California. This data is generally used for legislative analysis and forecasting future sales.

· Conducting the newly established quality glass incentive payment program. Manufacturers of glass products typically use one color of glass in their product and therefore cannot utilize glass that has several different colors of glass in it. Because many communities are collecting all recycled material types in a single container, the glass being shipped to manufacturers oftentimes is not color sorted or free of contaminants. The Division’s quality glass incentive payment program provides $3 million annually to curbside programs to encourage them to improve the quality of their glass loads. The program offers up to $25 per ton for loads of clean, color sorted glass.

Appendix C

DOR Documents Related to the Board’s Market Development Program

DOR produces documents that Board staff use for various reasons.  Following is a listing and explanation of each document’s role in the Board’s market development program.

1999 Curbside Population Totals, (Sorted by County and Agency)

This table is used for satisfying a section of the RPPC law, PRC Section 42330, 2(b)(1).  Board staff must calculate the number of single-family homes served by curbside collection programs, which include collection of beverage containers.  This publication provides:

· The total number of California curbside programs by county.

· The total county population served by curbside programs.

· The breakdown by population of these curbside programs for single-family homes, multifamily homes, and apartments.  Without this information, it would be difficult to calculate the statute referenced above.  The information is self-reported to DOC by the curbside programs and is therefore not audited.

Other Materials Accepted by Recycling Centers (Sorted by County and City)

This table is used by the Board's market development staff in the newsprint program, metal recycling program, and RPPC program, as well as in answering other waste prevention and market development questions.  The table lists all California certified recycling centers (approximately 5,000) sorted by county and city and the materials they accept besides beverage containers.

Information is gathered from forms filled out by recyclers when they want to certify their business with DOC.  They indicate by checking boxes on a DOC-provided form which of the following materials they collect:

· Newsprint

· White paper

· Computer paper

· Cardboard

· Other aluminum (large scrap pieces)

· Other glass (pane, tempered glass etc)

· Other plastics (#2 HDPE, #3–#7 plastic, film, engineering grade)

· Scrap metals (ferrous and nonferrous)

· Auto batteries

· Used oil

· Other materials

This information is self reported to DOC and therefore not audited.

One of the problems with this information is that it may be out of date.  For instance, a recycler may have been certified in 1992 and indicated on the certification form that the business would accept all CRV containers plus auto batteries and scrap metal.  However, the recycler may have subsequently found the business was taking a loss by accepting batteries and scrap metal, and decided to stop accepting those materials.  This information may not be updated in DOC’s database.  Therefore, staff takes this uncertainty into account when using this information for public contact questions by referencing several recyclers in a specified area to each customer.

Materials Collected by California Curbside Programs

This table lists all California curbside programs, sorted by county and city, and includes a listing of all materials accepted by the individual programs.  The information is helpful when members of the public call to request a place to take RPPC containers not covered under the Bottle Bill.  This table is used to determine if the program servicing a caller's community takes these materials.  Once again, this information is not audited and is self- reported, so it may not be accurate.

Certified Processors (Sorted by County, City and Zip)
Processors are not required to accept all CRV materials.  Therefore, this table is helpful in that it lists all certified processors sorted by the types of materials they accept: aluminum; glass; plastic; bi-metal; and OBC (other beverage containers).  This table is used for industry questions, especially those related to plastics.  The table is used to update the RPPC survey listing of businesses that bale plastics.  This table is updated each year by DOC staff.  Since all certified recyclers must send their CRV beverage materials to a certified processor, this table is updated each year.

Glossary of Acronyms

BCP
budget change proposal

Cal/EPA
California Environmental Protection Agency

CBCR Fund
California Beverage Container Recycling Fund

CEEIN
California Environmental Education Interagency Network

CRV
California Redemption Value

DOC
Department of Conservation

DOR
Division of Recycling

HDPE
high density polyethylene

IWMA
California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989

MOA
Memorandum of Agreement

OLA
Office of Local Assistance

PET
polyethylene terephthalate

RCRA
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

SLAB
State and Local Assistance Branch
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