April 8, 2016

Commissioner Rob Klee
Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106-5127
Re. American Chemistry Council Comments on Connecticut’s Draft Comprehensive Materials
Management Strategy
Dear Commissioner Klee,
The American Chemistry Council’s Plastics Division1 (ACC) is pleased to submit comments on
“Connecticut’s Draft Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy: 2016 Connecticut Solid
Waste Management Plan.” ACC’s Plastics Division represents leading manufacturers of plastic
resins and is a leader in promoting innovative plastics recycling2 and energy recovery programs,3
including educational and outreach programs to improve plastics recycling and recovery
nationwide. ACC has a strong interest in sustainable materials management, plastics
sustainability and recovery. We commend Connecticut for seeking to improve the performance
of its recycling system and to develop new waste conversion technologies. However, we are
concerned about the promotion of mandatory extended producer responsibility (EPR). Reliance
on EPR can lead to an overemphasis on recycling to the exclusion of source reduction, energy
recovery and the implementation of a true “sustainable materials management” system that uses
life cycle analysis to better understand environmental impacts. We welcome the opportunity to
work with Connecticut to grow plastics recycling and in that regard we encourage the state to:
1) Consider adopting a holistic sustainable materials management approach that
incorporates life cycle analysis and accounts for source reduction and energy recovery
along with recycling;
2) Fully enforce its existing mandatory recycling provisions before implementing new
schemes;
3) Maximize opportunities to increase the quality and quantity of recycled material through
programs like the ACC’s Wrap Recycling Action Program (WRAP), The Plastics
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Recycling Terms and Tools, The Recycling Partnership and the Grocery Rigid Plastic
Recycling Program; and
4) Update Connecticut’s regulations to encourage the growth of facilities that convert postuse, non-recycled plastics and other materials into valuable fuels and chemical
feedstocks, while also recognizing overall “diversion” from landfill.
Connecticut’s Department of Energy & Environmental Protection (DEEP) plan contains many
ideas that will enable Connecticut to more sustainably manage its post-use resources. Please
consider using the recommendations outlined in our detailed comments below as DEEP
implements its final strategy. ACC can be a partner in your work to help reduce waste by source
reduction, recycling and recovery.
Sincerely,

Stephen Rosario
Senior Director, Northeast State Affairs
American Chemistry Council
11 North Pearl Street
Albany, NY 12207
(518) 432-7835
steve_rosario@americanchemistry.com
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ACC’s Detailed Comments on
Connecticut’s Draft Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy

Plastics Contributions to Sustainable Materials Management
Plastics help us to do more with less in many ways. Because they’re durable, lightweight, and
versatile, plastics can help reduce waste and consume less energy. Lighter packaging can mean
that lighter loads or fewer trucks and railcars are needed to ship the same amount of product,
helping to reduce transportation energy, decrease emissions and lower shipping costs. 4
Plastics Recycling Today
ACC applauds Connecticut’s initiative to increase its recycling of valuable commodities and
divert more valuable post-use resources from landfill. Plastics’ recycling creates economic and
environmental value. In fact, the pounds of plastic bottles collected for recycling has increased
for at least 25 consecutive years.5 The 2014 United States National Postconsumer Plastics Bottle
Recycling Report found that the total pounds of plastic bottles collected for recycling in 2014
increased to over 3 billion pounds.6 The two main types of bottles that are recycled are
polyethylene terephthalate (PET) and high density polyethylene (HDPE). PET is often found in
water and soda bottles and HDPE is often found in milk jugs and detergent bottles.
ACC also tracks the recycling of plastic wraps, film, and bags. This category of plastics includes
commercial shrink wrap, plastic wrapping around consumer products such as paper towels and
bathroom tissue, protective packaging such as bubble wrap, and ordinary plastic shopping bags.
The 2014 National Postconsumer Plastic Bag & Film Recycling Report found that 1.17 billion
pounds of postconsumer plastic film was recovered for recycling in 2014.7 This represents a 79%
increase since 2005.8 Film, bags, and wraps can become contaminated when mixed with other
materials, so are best not collected curbside. These materials can be collected at 18,000+
locations including most major grocery stores and retailers. In fact, EPA data can be used to
show that the polyethylene film recycling rate has gone from 5% in 2003 to 17% in 2013.9
Several years ago, ACC formed the Flexible Film Recycling Group (FFRG) to work to increase
the recycling of polyethylene film. Its goal is to double polyethylene film recycling by 2020.
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Finally, ACC tracks the collection of non-bottle rigid plastics collected for recycling. Non-bottle
rigid plastics can be found in many forms such as tubs, containers, lids, cups and clamshells as
well as larger “bulky” items such as buckets, crates, toys, and laundry baskets. The 2014
National Postconsumer Non-Bottle Rigid Plastic Recycling Report found that over 1.28 billion
pounds of postconsumer non-bottle rigid plastic was recovered for recycling.10 Non-bottle rigid
plastic recovered has quadrupled since 2007.11 The emergence of many domestic markets for
non-bottle rigid plastics has led to an increasing number of cities and counties collecting these
plastics for recycling. The Plastics Recycling Collection National Reach Study: 2012 Update
found that over 60% the United States population has some form of access to recycle of nonbottle rigid containers.12 Further, increasingly consistent supply of this material to the
marketplace has driven increasing reclamation capacity in the United States.13
Programs to Increase Plastics Recycling
ACC commends Connecticut for focusing on diverting more valuable post-use resources from
landfill. DEEP’s strategy lists three specific objectives:




Improving the performance of municipal recycling systems and increasing compliance
with mandatory recycling provisions.
Developing and improving recycling and waste conversion technologies.
Implementing a mandatory product stewardship program for packaging and printed
paper.

ACC’s programs and activities intersect with the first two objectives. We believe Connecticut
could benefit from leveraging ACC’s and our partners’ education, outreach and technical
assistance programs. Below are some recommendations on programs that can deliver results for
increasing plastics recycling.
1) Pursue sustainable materials management as the long term goal.
ACC is pleased that Connecticut recognizes source reduction as an important tool to increasing
its diversion rate from landfill. Plastics are an important component to preventing wastes, such as
food waste, from materializing. We recommend that the state consider an approach known as
“sustainable materials management” that is consistent with the approach the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) recently adopted.14 Sustainable materials management utilizes a
holistic approach, such as life cycle analysis, as a tool to evaluate the full range of potential
10

2014 National Postconsumer Non-Bottle Rigid Plastic Recycling Report.
https://plastics.americanchemistry.com/Education-Resources/Publications/2014-National-Report-on-PostConsumer-Non-Bottle-Rigid-Plastic-Recycling.pdf
11
Ibid.
12
Plastic Recycling Collection National Reach Study: 2012 Update,
http://plastics.americanchemistry.com/Education-Resources/Publications/Plastic-Recycling-Collection-NationalReach-Study-2012-Update.pdf
13
2014 National Postconsumer Non-Bottle Rigid Plastic Recycling Report.
https://plastics.americanchemistry.com/Education-Resources/Publications/2014-National-Report-on-PostConsumer-Non-Bottle-Rigid-Plastic-Recycling.pdf
14
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Sustainable Materials Management. http://www.epa.gov/smm
americanchemistry.com ®
700 Second St., NE | Washington, DC 20002 | (202) 249.7000

environmental impacts (e.g., greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, energy, water, etc.) attributed to
material use. ACC’s life cycle inventories on plastics packaging,15 including flexible coffee
packaging,16 tuna packaging,17 and high density polyethylene (HDPE) milk jugs18 provide
examples of how source reductions from plastics packaging can lead to important environmental
benefits even if these packages are not mechanically recycled. Additionally, focusing on just the
recycling rate can be counterproductive. For example, composting or anaerobic digestion of
organic waste is often counted as recycling. And, because a large portion of organic waste is
landfilled, increased diversion of organic material is often viewed as a prime opportunity to
increase diversion rates. However, ACC encourages Connecticut to explore the fact that a truly
sustainable materials management approach recognizes the critical role that sophisticated
packaging plays in preventing food from being wasted in the first place. It also recognizes the
greater environmental benefits from preventing food waste compared to the environmental
benefits of treating organics after foods have already spoiled.19
2) Enforce existing laws and regulations and pursue collaborative policy approaches.
DEEP’s draft report indicated that many stakeholders identified enforcement gaps at both the
state and local level as a leading challenge. Closing enforcement gaps for existing recycling laws
and regulations should be pursued before new regulatory powers are enacted. Connecticut’s
bottle deposit law also presents an opportunity to support recycling broadly. However, unlike
many other states, unclaimed bottle deposit receipts are not specifically earmarked to support
local recycling programs or other statewide environmental programs. Instead these funds go
directly to Connecticut’s general fund and are spent on unrelated programs. Funding was listed
by stakeholders as an acute challenge for enforcement activities. ACC recommends that
Connecticut look to earmark its unclaimed bottle deposits to recycling activities before seeking
out new sources of funding.
Brand owners, retailers, materials manufacturers and recyclers share many of the same objectives
as the Connecticut DEEP. Brand owners and retailers want to include more recycled content in
their products and packaging. Their customers want to be buy packaging and products made with
recycled content and brand owners are working to meet that demand. Additionally, materials
manufacturers want to improve the sustainability profile of their materials, and recyclers want
more quality post-use materials for their operations. To increase recycling, there are many policy
opportunities where industry and other stakeholders agree. For example, pay-as-you-throw
legislation or other variable pricing schemes that incentivize recycling and disincentivize
landfilling is widely supported. Additionally, with density growing in major cities, there needs to
15

Impact of Plastics Packaging on Life Cycle Energy Consumption & Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the United
States and Canada. http://plastics.americanchemistry.com/Education-Resources/Publications/Impact-of-PlasticsPackaging.pdf
16
LCI for Eight Coffee Packaging Systems. http://plastics.americanchemistry.com/LCI-Summary-for-8-CoffeePackaging-Systems
17
LCI Summary for Six Tuna Packaging Systems. http://plastics.americanchemistry.com/LCI-Summary-for-6Tuna-Packaging-Systems
18
LCI Summary for Four Half-Gallon Milk Containers. http://plastics.americanchemistry.com/LCI-Summary-for-4Half-Gallon%20Milk%20Containers
19
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Sustainable Management of Food. https://www.epa.gov/sustainablemanagement-food/food-recovery-hierarchy
americanchemistry.com ®

700 Second St., NE | Washington, DC 20002 | (202) 249.7000

be a discussion about requiring new multi-family living complexes as well as the commercial
enterprises to provide access to recycling. And finally, state support and direction on technical
assistance, common terms, and setting goals are critical. However, it will be difficult to move
these initiatives forward while industry and DEEP are engaged in more divisive issues such as
EPR.
3) Maximize opportunities to increase the quality and quantity of recycled material
through programs like WRAP, The Plastics Recycling Terms and Tools, The Recycling
Partnership, and the Grocery Rigid Plastic Recycling Program,
ACC is pleased that Connecticut has decided to become a WRAP partner. Increasing the
recycling of plastic film, wraps and bags represents a major opportunity to help Connecticut
meet its objectives. Clean polyethylene film is a valuable feedstock for manufacturers and most
major retailers in the United States collect post-consumer plastic wraps, bags and film at frontof-store locations. These plastics are combined with the large amount of shrink wrap generated
behind the store and are backhauled to stores’ suppliers. ACC’s Flexible Film Recycling Group
created its “Wrap Recycling Action Program” (WRAP) to leverage this existing supply chain.
The WRAP program promotes brand owner adoption of the Sustainable Packaging Coalition’s
(SPC) “How to Recycle Label” and can provide DEEP with free resources to educate consumers
on the tremendous opportunity to recycle their bag and film plastics at major retailers.
Confusion about what plastics are recyclable in community recycling programs remains a
significant barrier to increasing plastics recycling. ACC worked with a large group of plastics
stakeholders and leading plastics recycling consultants to develop The Plastics Recycling Terms
and Tools.20 The Plastics Recycling Terms and Tools, along with many other useful resources for
community recycling coordinators and recycling professionals, can be found at
RecycleYourPlastics.org.21 State and municipal recycling coordinators can use this free online
tool and its royalty-free images to develop communications materials for their residents. The
U.S. EPA recently adopted these standard plastics terms in its state data measurement project and
these terms have also been integrated with the Re-Trac Connect™ system used by the state of
Connecticut. DEEP’s encouragement of community adoption of The Plastics Recycling Terms
and Tools could increase collection of post-use plastics and align with its goal of generating
more reliable tracking and measurement data.
Communities in Connecticut could benefit from two significant multi-million dollar initiatives
led by the private sector. These initiatives are directly investing in communities and recycling
systems across the country. For example, The Recycling Partnership (TRP), of which ACC is a
funder and board member, has partnered with diverse communities in Ohio, New Jersey,
Georgia, South Carolina, Virginia, Alabama, Illinois, Massachusetts, and New Mexico to
increase access and the efficacy of their recycling programs. TRP also recently partnered with
the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) to reduce contamination and
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drive the collection of more and better material for recycling.22 TRP currently reaches 1.2 million
U.S. households, has supplied more than 165,000 of them with new, large recycling carts
resulting in 248,000 tons of additional recyclables collected and 568,000 metric tons of carbon
dioxide avoided.23 These carts replace smaller bins that previously limited the amounts and types
of materials that could be collected. Another important organization is the Closed Loop Fund
(CLF), which was founded by Walmart and nine major global brands to provide no interest loans
to communities and low interest loans to private entities. The Closed Loop Fund recently
provided important investment capital for a new plastics recovery facility (PRF) in Baltimore,
Maryland.24 DEEP should explore a direct partnership with TRP and encourage its communities
to apply for grants or loans from TRP or CLF.
Lastly, Connecticut should support the Grocery Rigid Plastic Recycling Program.25 Research has
shown that grocery store delis, bakeries, fish markets, and pharmacies use significant quantities
of high-value rigid plastics every day. These plastics are often larger, bulkier items that contain
things like cake batter, frosting, and fish fillets. Growing the total supply of non-bottle rigid
plastics available for reclamation in Connecticut could potentially help establish markets for
smaller communities as well. The Association of Plastic Recyclers (APR) and ACC created a
website, www.RecycleGroceryPlastics.org, with resources, case studies and videos that can help
Connecticut grocery stores recycle more of their valuable post-use plastics and increase its
diversion rate.26
4) Update Connecticut’s regulations to encourage the growth of facilities that convert
post-use, non-recycled plastics and other materials into valuable fuels and chemical
feedstocks
Encouraging new recovery technologies should aid Connecticut as it works to increase its total
diversion rate from landfill. Unfortunately, many states have yet to recognize the growing range
of technologies available to convert post-use resources into useful products and materials. As a
result, entrepreneurial manufacturers who seek to convert post-use materials into valuable
products often are forced into regulatory schemes for recycling or disposal, when neither is an
appropriate fit. Consider pyrolysis, an oxygen free process that can convert post-use, nonrecycled plastics into fuels, chemical feedstocks or other petroleum products. Many state waste
and recycling regulations were promulgated before these pyrolysis technologies were
commercially viable, and as a result these facilities often are miscategorized as waste disposal.
However, these facilities receive a feedstock, in this case post-use plastics, and produce a
marketable commodity. These are manufacturers, not waste disposal facilities. ACC developed a
“Regulatory Treatment of Plastics-to-Fuel Facilities” document to provide permitting guidance
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to state and local regulators.27 It includes a checklist of the typical federal, state, and local
permits that are required to operate these facilities. ACC recently worked with the Governing
Institute to help educate policymakers and regulators about the potential of these technologies
and how classification as waste disposal is a significant barrier to investment.28
Furthermore, Connecticut should promote that it currently landfills only 8% of the post-use
waste it produces each year.29 Connecticut landfills a lower percentage of waste than the other 49
states and District of Columbia. It accomplishes this via a combination of recycling, composting,
and traditional waste-to-energy. While source reduction, reuse, recycling and composting are
higher on the solid waste hierarchy than energy recovery, it is still an impressive feat.
Connecticut should also recognize the considerable environmental benefits of waste-to-energy
compared to landfill.30 The U.S. EPA concludes that per unit of energy produced, municipal
solid waste (MSW) combustion facilities generate less GHGs than coal or oil.31 As Connecticut
crafts its strategy for the next 10 years, it should recognize that it needs to integrate all the
various tools of materials choice, source reduction, and post-use resource management to achieve
its objectives.
ACC appreciates the opportunity to comment on Connecticut’s “Draft Comprehensive Materials
Management Strategy.” DEEP’s plan contains many solid ideas that will help Connecticut
achieve its goal of more fully utilizing its post-use resources. As DEEP looks to implement its
program, please consider using the various resources and recommendations we have outlined. As
with the WRAP Partnership, ACC would be pleased to be a partner with DEEP to help reduce
waste and then recycle and recover more of Connecticut’s post-use plastics.
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AF&PA Comments on the 2016 Draft Comprehensive Materials
Management Strategy (CMMS)
April 13, 2016
The American Forest & Paper Association (AF&PA) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the 2016 Connecticut Solid Waste Management Plan (Plan) as drafted by
the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection.
AF&PA supports voluntary paper and paper-based packaging recovery efforts that seek
to improve upon the existing recovery and recycling programs in Connecticut and the
United States. The voluntary recovery of paper and paper-based packaging is a
recycling success story.
AF&PA is the national trade association for the forest products industry, representing
pulp, paper, packaging, tissue, and wood products manufacturers, and forest
landowners. Our companies make products essential for everyday life from renewable
and recyclable resources that sustain the environment. The forest products industry
accounts for approximately 4 percent of the total U.S. manufacturing GDP,
manufactures approximately $210 billion in products annually, and employs nearly
900,000 men and women. The industry meets a payroll of approximately $50 billion
annually and is among the top 10 manufacturing sector employers in 47 states.
In Connecticut, the industry employs more than 3,500 individuals, with an annual payroll
of over $290 million. The estimated state and local taxes paid by the forest products
industry totals $37 million annually.
AF&PA’s Comments on the Plan
AF&PA has offered and continues to offer background and technical information on the
paper and paper recycling industries to the state of Connecticut, including during the
Joint Committee of the Environment hearing on March 4th on Raised Senate Bill 233,
the Act Concerning a Reduction of Consumer-based Packaging Materials. Any program
impacting business practices should, at the least, include communication and outreach
to stakeholders impacted. We are concerned that this plan suggests a number of
foregone conclusions before the stakeholder process has even begun.
While the state does have extended producer responsibility (EPR) programs currently in
place for certain products, the consumer interaction with those products and the end of
life practices for those products is remarkably different from that of paper and paperbased packaging. Effective recycling options for paper and paper-based packaging are
already widely available in Connecticut.
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The state has a goal of 60 percent diversion from disposal by 2024. In order to achieve
this goal, one of the objectives suggested by the Plan is to require corporations that
design, produce, and market products to “share responsibility for stewarding the end of
life of those materials in an environmentally sustainable manner.” The Plan would
develop new programs “to relieve the financial burden of recycling programs on
municipalities and to share responsibility for stewardship with the producers of
materials.” With consistently high recovery rates and the paper industry’s ongoing
efforts to promote increased recovery, it is unnecessary to impose recovery mandates
like EPR on paper and paper-based packaging.
Imposing a state-specific EPR scheme for a globally traded commodity like paper and
paper-based packaging is impractical, and would put Connecticut manufacturers and
brand owners who do business in the state at a competitive disadvantage. The life path
of paper-based packaging is not contained in one state. For instance, a box could be
made in one state and then breakfast cereal put into that box in a second state. The
cereal is sold in a third state to a consumer living in a fourth state.
Eventually, the practical ceiling for recovery of paper and paper-based packaging for
recycling will be achieved without an extended producer responsibility program. Some
things cannot be recycled– printed paper used for library books or documents that are
archived, paper used in construction applications such as wallboard, and many tissue
products. To impose an EPR scheme in hopes of marginal gains could redirect
resources toward recovering products that will yield only nominal additional recovered
material.
AF&PA believes market forces should guide paper and paper-based packaging
recycling and recovery systems in order to promote waste reduction. AF&PA supports
the continued development and promotion of proven best practices that will leverage the
existing investments in recovery. Widespread adoption of these best practices for
recovery (including efficient collection systems, an optimized processing infrastructure,
effective education and communications, and appropriate support mechanisms) will all
contribute to the recovery success sought. At a minimum, the state should implement
recovery best practices before any consideration is given to approaches such as EPR
that will disrupt existing recovery programs that Connecticut communities and their
private sector partners have already built.
Paper is a Leader in Voluntary Recovery and Recycling
Paper can be a model for other industries in terms of performance and attitude. The
paper and paper-based packaging industry has set and met goals established on a
voluntary basis, and publicly reported on performance. The industry remains open to
working with others in the private and public sectors to maximize paper recovery, which
has been part of our thinking as we have nearly doubled our recovery rate in the last 20
years. Governments can help support this market success by avoiding mandates and
arbitrary rules that disrupt the current recovery system.
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The paper and paper-based packaging industry’s commitment to maximizing recovery
of its products for recycling is real and longstanding. In 1990, the recovery rate was a
little more than one-third (33.5 percent) of the paper consumed in the United States. By
2014, thanks to voluntary industry initiatives and the millions of Americans who recycle
at home, work and school every day, the recovery rate has nearly doubled. In 2014,
65.4 percent of all paper consumed in the U.S. was recovered for recycling, and the
recovery rate has met or exceeded 63 percent for the past six years. According to the
Environmental Protection Agency, more paper (by weight) is recovered for recycling
from municipal solid waste streams than glass, plastic, steel and aluminum combined.
In 2014, 96 percent of the U.S. population had access to community curbside and/or
drop-off paper recycling services. Paper recovery is an environmental success story,
saving an average of 3.3 cubic yards of landfill space for each ton of paper recycled.
Paper recovery has fostered a dynamic marketplace that allows recovered fiber to find
its highest-value end use in manufacturing new paper and paperboard. That, in turn,
helps to encourage more recycling.
Every Connecticut resident enjoys access to curbside and/or drop-off recycling
programs within the existing paper and paper-based packaging collection infrastructure.
According to the 2014 AF&PA Community Access Survey conducted by the Louis
Berger Group, Inc., 100 percent of Connecticut’s residents have access to curbside
recycling and 100 percent of the state’s residents have access to drop-off recycling.
We are concerned that imposing an EPR scheme will disrupt the markets and voluntary
efforts that have delivered measurable and impressive results in recovery of paperbased packaging.
Recovered Fiber Markets
Recovered fiber markets are complex, dynamic and efficient and are not served by
regulations or prescriptive approaches to specify the use of recycled fibers, dictate how
recyclable paper should be collected or what amount or type of recovered fiber is used
in products.
In recent decades, papermakers have looked for ways to use more recovered fiber. In
fact, industry analyst Resource Information Systems Inc. (RISI) recently published data
projecting the growing gap between recovered paper demand and total
paper/paperboard output from 2015-2029.
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Global Demand for Recovered Paper (2015-2029)
Global Recovered Fiber Demand vs. Paper and
Paperboard Output
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With the growth rate in the demand for recovered paper exceeding the growth rate for
manufactured paper and paperboard, the paper industry will be focused on collecting
more mill-quality recovered fiber. Accordingly, artificial incentives or recovery schemes
like EPR are not necessary to increase the recovery of paper and paper-based
packaging.
Conclusion
We urge you to consider promoting increased participation by residents in the existing
community recycling programs as an alternative to the proposed plan. With 100 percent
citizen access to recycling programs within the existing infrastructure, the recovery rate
increases stand to be gained by increased participation, not a state-specific EPR
program or more industry funded programs. The paper industry continues to meet and
exceed voluntary recycling goals for our products. We hope that by sharing this
information, the plan drafted to regulate the production and use of paper-based
packaging will be based on sound policy to the benefit of the environment and best
practices for doing business in the state.
We look forward to continuing our work with the state of Connecticut. Please feel free to
contact Abigail Turner, Manager, State Government Affairs, AF&PA at (202) 463-2596
or abigail_turner@afandpa.org for further information.

March 16, 2016
Attn: Lee Sawyer
Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106-5127
Dear Mr. Sawyer,
The American Institute for Packaging and the Environment (AMERIPEN) is pleased to submit
comments on Connecticut’s Department of Energy & Environmental Protection’s (DEEP) draft
“Comprehensive Material Management Strategy: 2016 Connecticut Solid Waste Management
Plan.”
AMERIPEN – the American Institute for Packaging and the Environment – is a coalition of packaging
producers, users and end‐of‐life materials managers dedicated to improving packaging and the
environment. We are the only material neutral packaging association in the United States. Our
membership represents the entire packaging supply chain, including materials suppliers, packaging
producers, consumer packaged goods companies (CPGs) and end-of-life materials managers. We
focus on scientifically developed data to define and support public policy positions that improve
the recovery and recycling of packaging materials. Our comments are based on this rigorous
research approach and are rooted in our commitment to achieving packaging that benefits society,
the economy, and the environment.
AMERIPEN supports DEEP’s objectives to reduce waste generation and divert resources from
landfill. We appreciate the challenge DEEP is faced with in meeting the legislated goal of 60 percent
diversion and we believe DEEP’s shift towards sustainable materials management is a proven and
effective framework under which to achieve this outcome.
AMERIPEN understands sustainable materials management (SMM) as a framework designed to
explore the impact of materials on the environment and across their entire lifecycle. This requires a
shift from focusing on ‘end-of-pipe’ waste management to looking ‘upstream’ and more
comprehensively at how materials can be more sustainably managed. SMM encourages the
consideration of embedded energy and economic value of materials, as well as minimizing the
generation of greenhouse gases and other pollutants. Informed by lifecycle impacts, SMM
promotes the idea that after initial use a material should be recovered for its next highest and best
use. With this understanding, AMERIPEN requests DEEP consider the following recommendations
in its final report:
1833 Centre Point Circle Suite 123,
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1. The DEEP Waste Management plan must move beyond discard management should it wish to
adopt a comprehensive materials management approach.
DEEP notes the strategies outlined within the “Comprehensive Materials Management
Strategy” (CMMS) are focused on meeting Governor Malloy’s goal to achieve 60 percent
diversion of solid waste from disposal by 2024. In addressing this goal, DEEP notes, the CMMS
strategy has three objectives:
i. Connecticut must improve the performance of municipal recycling systems and
increase compliance with mandatory recycling provisions
ii. Connecticut must develop and improve recycling and waste conversion technologies
iii. Corporations that design, produce and market products must share responsibility for
stewarding those materials in an environmentally sustainable manner.
While we agree on an overarching level with these objectives, we could not help but be struck
in noting that all three objectives are tied to recycling and recovery methods. None of the
objectives directly support a movement up the waste hierarchy towards source reduction (a
goal clearly stated within the report), nor do they support the SMM concept of evaluating
lifecycle impacts to inform next highest and best use waste material management. Two State
peers we believe have developed promising approaches in their adoption of SMM to their
waste management frameworks include Oregon and Minnesota. We would encourage DEEP to
evaluate their frameworks and objectives as they seek to finalize their plan1.
2. Consider and identify goals for all levels of the waste hierarchy and tie incentives to these
goals.
DEEP notes that current recovery and waste metrics are tied to tonnage volumes and that this
permits for the best opportunity to benchmark against peer states. While we recognize tonnage
is a common approach by the states, we note there is increasing recognition that this approach
fails to account for shifts in the packaging stream—including source reduction efforts. Either
does this approach help us better understand sustainable consumption patterns or recovery
and reuse approaches. We encourage DEEP to develop general metrics which would give
greater insight into recovery, reuse and the ability to decouple waste from economic growth.
We would also encourage DEEP to identify goals for each level of the hierarchy so that the
Department can accurately measure and track their advancement towards more sustainable

1

Minnesota Pollution Control Action’s “2015 Solid Waste Report” & Oregon’s Department of Environmental Quality’s
“Materials Management in Oregon: 2050 Vision and Framework for Action”
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materials management2. Greater insight into how DEEP plans to measure source reduction and
reuse will help inform better practice.
AMERIPEN will be launching a working group in June 2016 to explore new metrics for recovery
which could help DEEP with this process; we would encourage you to consider joining us in this
effort.
Additionally, as DEEP sets goals for advancement up the hierarchy, we believe the Department
needs to better define the incentives and actions to achieve this. Although the plan recognizes
that more focus on source reduction will help drive overall waste reduction, we do not see any
comprehensive actions outlined which would support this.
Financially, there is little offered in terms of incentivizing desired behavior and discouraging
undesired. For example, in a previous DEEP report3 it is noted that the state could play a strong
role in supporting pay-as-you-throw (PAYT) policies. Tying economic incentives to disposal
supports recycling and reuse strategies—moving consumers’ behavior further up the waste
management hierarchy4. Additionally, the plan suggests that material producers can be
encouraged to invest in optimization as a result of implementing producer responsibility
programs, yet research into product stewardship has demonstrated that the practice of
charging producers a fee acts, instead, as an economic disincentive to material optimization5.
We encourage DEEP to examine and include a full range of economic incentives which could be
tied to shifting focus up the hierarchy.6
Considering that organic waste is the largest percentage of material waste within the state, we
encourage DEEP to recognize the significant role packaging can play in reducing food waste. We
2

We encourage DEEP to review Minnesota’s recently released “2015 Solid Waste Report”
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/lrw-sw-1sy15.pdf to explore how they plan to address metrics. As well as,
Oregon’s: “Materials Management in Oregon: 2050 Vision and Framework for Action”
http://www.deq.state.or.us/lq/pubs/docs/sw/2050vision/MaterialsManagementinOregon.pdf for details on their reporting
shifts.
3
Municipal Solid Waste Management Services in Connecticut (2010).
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2009/pridata/Studies/PDF/MSW_Services_Final_Report.pdf
4
Waste Management stats demonstrate a 20-40% increase in the collection of recyclables after the implementation of a
PAYT program per: Robinson, Susan, Presentation to AMERIPEN 2013 “Recycling Best Practices: Results of 2013 SERA Study
for Waste Management”.
5
Sachs, Noah, “Planning the Funeral at the Birth: Extended Producer Responsibility in the European Union and the United
States”. Harvard Environmental Law Review Vol. 30 (2006).
http://www.law.harvard.edu/students/orgs/elr/vol30_1/sachs.elreuroexperiment.pdf
6
We encourage DEEP to review Minnesota’s “2015 Solid Waste Report”
https://www.pca.state.mn.us/sites/default/files/lrw-sw-1sy15.pdf to explore how they plan to address this. We also
recommend a review of AMERIPEN’s paper: “Analysis of Strategies and Financial Platforms to Increase the Recovery of Used
Packaging”. August 2013. http://www.ameripen.org/files/AMERIPEN_Recovery_White_Paper_Final_August_27-2013.pdf
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note that the manufacturing and transportation of food has a more significant environmental
impact than its discard. From an SMM perspective, addressing food waste at its source rather
than emphasizing waste collection will result in greater environmental impacts. Packaging can
offer significant value in reducing food waste. For example, in the developed world, the bulk of
food waste occurs primarily at the point of consumption. Thus, packaging helps reduce food
waste in the United States by enhancing freshness, portion control, and safety. Thus, we
caution that a singular focus on packaging reduction and minimization may inadvertently
penalize innovations and opportunities to reduce food waste—a much greater source of total
tonnage and GHG emissions7.
3. Research and explore best use for materials and understand where greatest opportunity for
impact may lie.
A key understanding of a sustainable materials management framework is directing materials at
the end of their life towards their highest and best use. In some cases this may mean that not
all material is destined for recovery. DEEP takes a comprehensive approach to waste
management, and we appreciate the State’s emphasis on encouraging new technologies for
material recovery, but we also note that the Department maintains a steadfast commitment to
recovering existing curbside materials. Significant research is currently being undertaken by
State peers8, the USEPA and private companies9 to evaluate best use and to ascertain if broadscope curbside collection is still appropriate, or if the system may be better served by
redirecting specific materials towards other end-of-life options.
AMERIPEN further notes, that the state identified a need for product stewardship, and
references a product stewardship priority list generated by an earlier working group,10 but DEEP
has not provided information on how these priorities were evaluated, or how they relate to the
SMM focus on highest and best use of materials. We encourage DEEP to provide
comprehensive and transparent documentation towards demonstrating the how, why, and
lifecycle analysis of any future product stewardship plans.
Lastly, with a focus on a material’s highest and best use, packaging needs to be viewed as
individual materials not as a collective whole. As noted within the DEEP report, glass has
7

Plastics Packaging and the War on Food Waste. https://www.plasticsmakeitpossible.com/plastics-at-home/food/prepstorage/plastic-packaging-and-the-war-on-food-waste.
8
Reclay StewardEdge & Cascadia Consulting. “Oregon Plastics Recovery Assessment” 2015.
http://www.deq.state.or.us/lq/sw/docs/ORplasticRecovery.pdf
9
See Waste Management’s “Project Spectrum” (available for webinar review upon request).
10
Connecticut, Department of Energy and the Environment, “Final Report of the Governor’s Modernizing Recycling Working
Group”.
http://www.ct.gov/deep/lib/deep/waste_management_and_disposal/solid_waste/transforming_matls_mgmt/gov_recyclin
g_work_group/report_dec_27_2012.pdf
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different environmental and economic impacts and opportunities than plastics or paper. The
recovery value and environmental impact of each of these materials will differ as will their
upstream impacts. Identifying materials based upon their lifecycle impacts, and not commercial
use, will provide greater insight into environmental opportunities and challenges.
4. Further evaluate the impact of producer responsibility programs on stated goals.
DEEP states the development of new product stewardship programs will help them:
i.

Shift the costs of material management from taxpayer-funded programs to
manufacturers and consumers
ii. Provide incentives to producers to incorporate environmental considerations into
the design of their products and packaging.
Respectfully, we have to note that to-date there are no comprehensive studies which correlate
the relationship of EPR programs for packaging in achieving either of these goals.
Waste collection systems operate independently and often face a multitude of contractual
obligations, as a result, there has been no comprehensive study to date to ascertain
effectiveness. Even within the European Union, the extent to which producer responsibility fees
cover net operational costs are highly variable.11 Additionally, Europe also engages a myriad of
additional policy initiatives embedded within their different approaches—policies such as PAYT,
landfill bans and mandatory recycling. As these programs all act as a collectively towards
increased recovery, it becomes difficult to ascertain the exact impact of each initiative. The
broad range of approaches further challenges the ability to benchmark and assess
performance.
In the 1980s, the Resource Conservation Committee, a congressionally authorized taskforce,
analyzed the potential of a national disposal charge similar to today’s extended producer
responsibility (EPR). The taskforce voted against the proposal partly because of a lack of data to
prove program coordination, enforcement and awareness would reduce overall system costs12.
Further, if we look more recently at take-back programs for electronics, we are witnessing an
increase in fees and unanticipated costs13 partly as a result of fluctuations in commodity pricing.
What started as a promising solution is now becoming a cost-burden on both states and
manufacturers.
11

http://www.globalpsc.net/european-experience-on-extended-producer-responsibility-epr/
United States, Resource Conservation Committee, “Choices for Conservation: Final Report to the President and Congress”
p. 113-120, (EPA 1980).
13
Robinson, Susan “The State of Electronic Waste in the U.S.” (March 2016) Waste Management White Paper.
https://www.greenbiz.com/article/too-much-good-thing-hobbles-best-buys-e-waste-recycling
12
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The effectiveness of EPR on promoting green design is unproven14. Noah Sachs notes that “the
‘collective’ approach to product stewardship ‘pools’ products and fees and therefore
independent actors have no incentive to design differently than their peers”. It is difficult to
assess the role of EPR on green design in the EU, as they also apply a toolkit of approaches to
encourage environmental product design15. Furthermore, according to US EPA data, there has
been an 11 percent decrease in per capita packaging generation in the U.S. since 2000 16.
During the same time period, per capita packaging generation has remained relatively constant
in Europe, in spite of their EPR and other programs.
5. Evaluate and identify existing industry-funded voluntary measures as tools to reach DEEP’s
goals.
In relation to its stated goals and objectives, AMERIPEN encourages DEEP to explore three
significant initiatives led by the private sector and designed to help increase recovery and
finance recycling systems across the country:
The Recycling Partnership17 works to increase access and efficacy of municipal
recycling programs. It also offers financial support to place large recycling carts in
communities. These carts have been proven to increase the amount of recyclables
collected18. As the State seeks to increase access to single stream recycling, and
improve the quality of material collected, the Recycling Partnership can be an
effective resource in identifying best practices and funding support.
ii. Funded by a consortium of private brands, The Closed Loop Fund19 provides nointerest loans to communities and States, and low-interest loans to private entities.
Funds are designated to help increase the capacity of recycling systems. The Closed
Loop Fund is also currently exploring a future proposal to fund the development of
an organics collection infrastructure. We believe they may offer a valuable funding
source to assist DEEP with their desire to increase sortation capacity within the
State.
iii. The American Chemistry Council and the Sustainable Packaging Coalition jointly
developed the WRAP Program20. WRAP helps create and support the infrastructure
needed for plastic film collection and drop-off systems. Developing collection
i.

14

http://www.globalpsc.net/european-experience-on-extended-producer-responsibility-epr/
Additional tools applied to incent green design include: REACH & The Essential Requirements for Packaging
16
“Municipal Solid Waste Generation, Recycling, and Disposal in the United States: Facts and Figures for 2012”. U.S. EPA
2013. https://www3.epa.gov/epawaste/nonhaz/municipal/pubs/2012_msw_fs.pdf
17
http://recyclingpartnership.org/
18
“A Guide to Implementing a Cart-Based Recycling Program”. The Recycling Partnership. 2015.
http://tools.recyclingpartnership.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/digital_carts_guide.pdf
19
http://www.closedloopfund.com/
20
http://www.plasticfilmrecycling.org/
15
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infrastructure for plastic films may help DEEP with their diversion goal and at the
same time, reduce contamination and equipment damage at municipal recycling
facilities.
All programs are demonstrating significant impacts on increasing recovery within an aging and
challenged recovery system.
AMERIPEN appreciates the opportunity to comment on DEEP’s draft “Comprehensive Material
Management Strategy: 2016 Connecticut Solid Waste Management Plan”. We believe a shift
towards sustainable materials management is a promising step which will offer the citizens of
Connecticut a comprehensive solution for many environmental and waste management
challenges.
We ask that you please consider our recommendations as DEEP moves towards a final strategy.
We would be pleased if you would consider AMERIPEN to be a valued partner in your efforts to
increase packaging recovery and recycling.
Sincerely,

AMERIPEN
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April 22, 2016
Lee Sawyer
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
MMCA
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106
Via E-mail: DEEP.CMMS@ct.gov
Re:

Proposed Updates to the 2006 Solid Waste Management Plan

Dear Mr. Sawyer:
The Association of Home Appliance Manufacturers (AHAM) would like to comment on the
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection’s Draft Comprehensive Materials
Management Strategy – 2016 Connecticut Solid Waste Management Plan (Draft Strategy). We
do not believe the Draft Strategy should include “implementation of an EPR system to cover
packaging and printed paper.”
AHAM represents manufacturers of major, portable and floor care home appliances, and
suppliers to the industry. AHAM’s membership includes over 150 companies throughout the
world. In the U.S., AHAM members employ tens of thousands of people and produce more than
95% of the household appliances shipped for sale. The factory shipment value of these products
is more than $30 billion annually. The home appliance industry, through its products and
innovation, is essential to U.S. consumer lifestyle, health, safety and convenience.
I.

EPR is Not a Proven Solution to Waste Management Challenges

AHAM disagrees with the premise of the Draft Materials Management Strategy regarding the
efficacy of adopting a policy of Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR). The Draft Strategy
states that there are two related “features” of EPR:
1. shifting financial and management responsibility, with government oversight, upstream
to the producer and away from the public sector; and
2. providing incentives to producers to incorporate environmental considerations into the
design of their products and packaging.
We offer a different interpretation of the purported benefits of EPR. AHAM understands that the
intent of EPR is to require producers to pay for the public sector’s cost of waste disposal or
recycling. In practice, however, there is no actual shift in financial responsibility to the

producer. Instead, the additional tax or costs to pay for an EPR stewardship program may well
be passed through by product manufacturers and wind up being placed on the residential
household. While this result would likely reduce costs to the municipality, there should be an
offset of reduced waste and recycling fees charged by the municipality. However, we have yet to
see municipalities lower those fees in jurisdictions where EPR has been mandated. Instead, the
municipalities or other solid waste and recycling entities continue to charge the public the same
amount for their services as they did prior to implementation of an EPR program. Absent any
offsetting reductions in their municipal solid waste and recycling fees, consumers are caught in
the middle and often wind up paying more.
To make matters worse, what EPR programs actually do is create a disincentive through these
increased costs. The cost increase from EPR could deter consumers from purchasing new
appliances that are more energy and water efficient, more sustainable and safer. It is a
mischaracterization to suggest EPR somehow shifts the financing of waste and recycling from
the public sector to the producers. If the DEEP includes EPR as a possible actionable strategy,
then it should be accurately characterized as a new tax or cost on consumers or state that any
responsibilities that are removed from the public sector must be accompanied by a corresponding
reduction in municipal waste and recycling fees.
In addition, EPR attempts to insert a product manufacturer into the waste and recycling stream of
commerce, but the manufacturer has no authority or ability to influence entities that are
managing waste and recycling, nor are manufacturers able to change consumer behavior
regarding recycling. In reality, EPR often results in a new fee or tax that is by and large used to
pay for the administration of a stewardship organization and the government agency that is
providing oversight. In Canada, Ontario, Manitoba and Quebec currently have mandatory EPR
programs for packaging and many products. This resulted in so many stewardship agencies that
the governments were required to create an entity charged with overseeing all the stewardship
organizations – yet a third bureaucracy to fund through the increased fees. This is hardly a
model of efficiency.
Regarding the second “feature” of EPR cited in the DEEP Draft Strategy, these policies actually
offer no incentive for producers to incorporate environmental considerations into the design of
their products and packaging. This is an oft-stated and incorrect aspect of EPR. Appliance
manufacturers are already driven to make high quality, sustainable products for their customers.
Manufacturers continually evaluate materials that are used in the development of their products
and packaging and over the years have consistently increased the sustainability of both. In fact,
AHAM is a leader in this area with its proactive work in publishing bi-national sustainability
standards for its products with UL and the Canadian Standards Association. AHAM members
are for-profit companies and look to minimize costs in the packaging that ultimately gets
discarded by the consumer so they can focus on investments in the product. However, this
packaging needs to be robust so the product does not get damaged in the warehouse where large
appliances like refrigerators can be stacked three high, or in trains, or with forklifts lifting them
up from the sides. It also needs to be strong enough to protect the product in varying weather
conditions.
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The Draft Strategy asserts that forcing all manufacturers to pay fees for their products will
provide them an incentive to incorporate environmental considerations into the design of a
product, but charging every manufacturer an arbitrary fee per product whether it is made out of
more recyclable material or not provides no financial incentive in this area. Further, what is a
“good” package? Is it lighter, or less volume, or more recyclable material? Imposing an
additional fee on every product may simply raise the cost of the product for consumers.
Therefore, given that the Draft Strategy includes EPR as a policy option based on two flawed
rationale, EPR should be removed from the final strategy.
II.

Appliance and Their Packaging Should Not Be Included in Any EPR Program

No state has ever mandated an EPR program for appliances -- and for good reason, as predicted
recovery rates are often greatly overestimated. The expectations should not be too high for the
recovery of products by producers because they are not part of the waste stream of commerce
and have no authority over those who are.
Examples of real recovery rates from EPR policies currently exist. The Canadian province of
British Columbia (BC), for example, has attempted to create a small appliance stewardship
program. Although it is in its early stages, the initial recovery rates within BC’s EPR-type
program are well below 10 percent, despite over 100 recycling sites and millions of dollars spent
on advertising. Similarly, the European Commission (EC) had to revise its Waste Electrical and
Electronic Equipment (WEEE) recycling directive to reduce its goals for recycling rates as the
original goal was far too high. But even by revised assessments, the EC was only able to
establish a target of 65 percent product recycling by 2016, which clearly falls short of the actual
90 percent recycling rate already being reached in the United States for major appliances. This
success was achieved even without inserting a traditional EPR-type program into the recycling
process. Furthermore, a UN University Institute for Sustainability and Peace study stated that
the 65 percent target was “ambitious” and that compliance is “uncertain.” 1 Moreover, a 2008
U.N. University review of the WEEE directive states major appliances should not be part of any
EPR program, precisely because of the high recycling rate of such appliances.2
It is not appropriate to include appliances in an EPR program. Appliances have significantly
longer lives than many other consumer products and are often passed on or sold to others for
reuse. Packaging for major appliances by and large does not even end up as residential waste or
recycling. These products are usually delivered and installed in a home, and the packaging is
taken by the delivery agent who then recycles the material that has value. Thus, durable products
and their packaging do not enter the waste stream at the rates of some other products, so they are
a very small percentage of waste generation. Some major appliances have life-spans that
average 20 years or more. Many portable and floor care appliances have life-spans that are well
above 10 years. These products do not constitute a priority impact on existing solid waste
streams because they are such a small part of waste generation and have recyclable material that
1

United Nations University Institute for Sustainability and Peace (UNU-ISP), WEEE recast: from 4kg to 65%: the
compliance consequences, Bonn, March 2010
2
United Nations University, 2008 review of Directive 2002/96 on Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment
(WEEE), August 2007
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minimizes the material that ends up in a landfill. Many portable and floor care appliances have
valuable metals and other materials that enter the recycling stream through the “general”
category of materials. Therefore, it may not be known how much exactly is recycled because
there are many smaller products with high value material that are separated out by a waste
recycler and processed for return to the base substances.
In Connecticut, according to DEEP, most packaging (~70%) enters the recycling stream and that
100% of the households in Connecticut have access to recycling. DEEP should not create an
inefficient, flawed program such as EPR to address a minority of the packaging that does not
enter the recycling stream. EPR would increase costs by paying for stewardship organizations
administrative activities, but would have no impact on whether someone decides to throw a
package in the trash can versus the recycling bin. Instead, DEEP should focus on maximizing
the existing infrastructure and recycling faculties
One source of data that the DEEP may find informative is from the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). The latest EPA Materials Management Report from the June 2015
Waste Audit indicates that small appliances are only 0.8 percent of solid waste generation.
Regarding major appliances, they continue to be recycled in market-based systems at rates above
90 percent because of their high-value metal content and they are generally delivered, installed,
and the packaging removed from the home. Therefore, appliances and their packaging do not
represent a major component of the solid waste stream and should not be within the scope of this
Strategy.
It is also important to note that even though appliance packaging is a minimal portion of the
waste or recycling tonnage, this packaging also is comprised mostly of paper and wood,
materials that are highly recyclable. A study done on appliance recycling by R.W. Beck and
Weston Solutions dismantled appliances and analyzed their material composition.3 This study
found the following results for major appliance packaging:





46 percent was wood crates or pallets
40 percent was corrugated cardboard
8 percent was other types of paper
6 percent was polystyrene and other plastics

3

R.W. Beck & Weston Solutions, Recycling, Waste Stream Management, and Material Composition of Appliances,
December 2005
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Regarding small appliances, R.W. Beck and Weston Solutions found the following composition
of packaging material:
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The report also found that most U.S. and Canadian local governments surveyed for the study
indicated that residents and businesses have access to recycling programs for corrugated paper
(cardboard). Also, approximately 40 percent of the local governments surveyed for the report
said that wood recycling programs are available and 67 percent of U.S. local governments
surveyed had access to boxboard and/or mixed paper recycling.
Therefore, because EPR recovery rates are greatly overestimated, and appliances do not
contribute significantly to the waste or recycling tonnage and the material in appliance packaging
is mainly recyclable material, there is no need to include appliances in any potential paper and
packaging EPR program. The recycling objectives of such programs are already being achieved
in the absence of EPR requirements.
III.

Food Waste Need Not Be A Waste or Recycling Problem

The Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) 2015 Waste Characterization
Study shows that the two largest contributors of waste are paper (23.1%), and food waste
(22.3%) - neither of which needs to be a concern for DEEP.
Paper is used in packaging for appliances, but paper is highly recyclable. According to the
American Forest & Paper Association, more than 60 percent of paper consumed in the U.S. has
been recovered for recycling in each of the last three years, exceeding 66 percent in 2011, and
annual paper recovery has nearly doubled since 1990.4
Food waste disposers are an affordable and highly effective solution to the problem of food
waste. Food scraps average 70 percent water and diverting them from landfills to wastewater
treatment plants is a proven disposal option.
According to the Water Environment Research Foundation (WERF), utilizing a food waste
disposer in the residence and sending the output to a wastewater treatment plant operating with
anaerobic digestion is the least costly option for addressing food waste.5 PE Americas conducted
a comparative life cycle assessment of multiple food waste management systems. Twelve endof-life disposal options were modeled to represent the majority of food waste pathways in the
U.S., including:





8 wastewater treatment plant systems
1 incineration system
2 landfill systems
1 composting system

This assessment found that using a food waste disposer in conjunction with any of the eight
wastewater treatment systems results in lower global warming potential than either landfilling
option. For a community of 30,000 households, using any of the eight wastewater treatment
4

Paper Recycles, http://www.paperrecycles.org/recycling-resources/paper-recycling-a-true-environmental-successstory, last visited on February 11, 2016.
5
Water Environment Research Foundation (WERF), Cost Effective, Sustainable Alternatives to Landfills for
Managing Food Waste: Sustainable Food Waste Evaluation (OWSO5R07e), April 2012
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options to dispose of food waste instead of landfilling on average would reduce the carbon
footprint by 1.9 million kg, the equivalent of driving 4.6 million fewer miles.

This is not just a theoretical solution. Philadelphia recently tackled the challenge of diverting
household food scraps from the trash by requiring in-sink food waste disposers for any new
residential construction. Food waste disposers can effectively prevent food waste from going to
landfills. We encourage DEEP to consider these effective and cost efficient products to reduce
landfill tonnage.
IV.

Conclusion

As DEEP updates its Solid Waste Management Plan to provide Connecticut’s “vision and
roadmap to transform Connecticut’s aging material management infrastructure,” this Strategy
should not include an “actionable strategy for the implementation of an EPR system to cover
packaging and printed paper.” Appliance packaging is mainly comprised of highly recyclable
paper and wood. It is recycled based on a market-driven system that government interference is
more likely to disrupt and create complications that could reduce recycling rates. Experiments
with EPR in Canada and Europe have fallen far short of their objectives. In both cases, recovery
rates were grossly overestimated and costs were significantly underestimated. The current system
for appliances and appliance packaging works, and it should be allowed to continue on its
successful path.
In addition, AHAM recommends a realistic and impactful solution to diverting food waste from
landfills. Food waste is about a quarter of Connecticut’s waste, and we would welcome the
opportunity to work with DEEP on installing food waste disposers in homes to divert this
tonnage from landfills.
AHAM appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Comprehensive Materials
Management Strategy and would be glad to discuss further these important public policy issues.
Please contact me or Kevin Messner at (530) 309-5629, kmessner@politicalogic.net with any
questions.
Sincerely,

Robert D. McArver
Vice President, Policy & Government Relations
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April 15, 2016
Lee Sawyer, MMCA
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106
Subject: Comments on the draft Connecticut Comprehensive Materials
Management Strategy
Dear Mr. Sawyer,
I’m writing to provide Carton Council comments on the draft Connecticut
Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy (CMMS). The Carton Council is
composed of four leading carton manufacturers, Elopak, SIG Combibloc,
Evergreen Packaging and Tetra Pak, as well as an associate member,
Weyerhaeuser. Formed in 2009, the Carton Council works to deliver long-term
collaborative solutions in order to divert valuable cartons from the landfill.
Through a united effort, the Carton Council is committed to building a sustainable
infrastructure for carton recycling nationwide and works toward their continual
goal of adding access to carton recycling throughout the U.S. In part due to our
efforts, more than 58 percent of all U.S. households have access to carton recycling
today, up from 18 percent just four years ago, and carton recycling is growing
nationally.
The draft CMMS prepared by the Connecticut Department of Energy and
Environmental Protection (DEEP) is a bold plan that lays a foundation for
advancing recycling in Connecticut. In particular, the Carton Council strongly
supports the proposed actions described under Objective I, which are aimed at
improving the performance of municipal recycling systems and increasing
compliance with mandatory recycling provisions. These Objective I proposed
actions are exactly what is needed to ensure continued growth and vibrancy of
comprehensive local recycling services in Connecticut, including:
•
•
•
•

Stronger enforcement of existing mandates;
Promoting unit-based pricing and best management practices for local
recycling programs;
Expanded, statewide education and outreach programs (preferably with a
goal of harmonizing programs and messaging); and
Stronger reporting and data analysis systems.

We also support the proposed actions under Objective II, especially the need to
assist local MRFs and collection programs in adapting to changing material
streams and markets. Combined, the proposed actions under Objectives I and II
provide a sound, effective strategy to advance Connecticut recycling in coming
years.
We are concerned, however, that the CMMS does not address the critical need for
stable, consistent state funding to support DEEP’s efforts. The Carton Council is
supportive of an increase in the current disposal surcharge to meet this need, along
with its extension to cover all disposed waste (not just waste-to-energy in
Connecticut as is currently the case).
Regarding Objective III, we believe there are many important issues and concerns
that must be analyzed and addressed prior to considering EPR for packaging and
printed paper. The Carton Council believes that what is appropriate at this time is
voluntary, constructive dialog among all stakeholders with an interest in expanding
and strengthening recycling systems, to identify effective strategies that can be
widely supported.
Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions at: 847 955 6280.
Sincerely,

Elisabeth Comere
Carton Council and Tetra Pak, Inc.

April 22, 2016
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Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Attn. Lee Sawyer
Project Manager, Bureau of Materials Management and Compliance Assurance
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106
Re:

CTA Testimony on 2016 Draft Connecticut Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy
April 13, 2016 Hearing

Commissioner Klee and Mr. Sawyer:
The Consumer Technology Association™ (CTA) appreciates the opportunity to express concerns to the
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) over the 2016 Draft Connecticut
Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy (CMMS or Strategy), in particular the proposal for an
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) program packaging.
CTA, formerly the Consumer Electronics Association (CEA)®, is the premier trade association
representing the U.S. consumer technology industry. Eighty percent of CTA’s more than 2,200
companies are small businesses and startups; others are among the world’s best known manufacturing
and retail brands. Our member companies have long been recognized for their commitment and
leadership in innovation and sustainability, often taking measures to exceed regulatory requirements on
environmental design, energy efficiency and product and packaging stewardship. In fact, according to
EPA, consumer electronics is now the fastest-declining portion of the municipal solid waste stream.
CTA supports Connecticut’s interest in identifying and evaluating additional opportunities for the
sustainable management of materials in its waste streams. Our comments today focus on lessons
learned from CT’s EPR program for electronics recycling from the perspective of the affected industry,
and concerns with the Strategy’s proposed EPR program for packaging materials. CTA is a member of
the Product Management Alliance (PMA), and supports PMA’s testimony before the Department today.
Extended Producer Responsibility In the U.S. Is Problematic: The Strategy relies heavily on the
principle of Extended Producer Responsibility, which in theory, shifts some or all of end-of-life costs
from municipalities/collectors to product manufacturers. Also in theory, the cost to recycle the given
product or its packaging is transferred from the municipality (programs supported by taxpayers via local
taxes or waste disposal fees) to the producer (via a visible fee or cost internalization paid for by the
consumer). In all cases, the cost is ultimately borne by the consumer and it is inaccurate to tout such an
EPR program as “no cost to the taxpayer,” (CMMS, page 36), since for products that are widely sold, the
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cost is paid for by the same individuals via another method. As proposed in the CMMS, EPR for
packaging would shift the cost of all packaging recycling from municipalities to producers, but the draft
Strategy fails to acknowledge that not all packaging has a cost to recycle - in fact much packaging has
intrinsic value in the recycling stream, thus the relatively high recycling rates for packaging by retailers
and by consumers when given the opportunity.
The consumer electronics industry has more than a decade of experience with state-level EPR
electronics recycling laws in the U.S. – an experiment spread across Connecticut and 24 other states,
plus DC and Puerto Rico, with a patchwork of laws that has proven very costly and very inefficient across
jurisdictions. Problems and unintended consequences experienced in EPR states are due to multiple
factors, including but not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Inherent unfairness of allocating costs across products and materials that have very different
recycling values and environmental concerns
Volatility of the commodities market, which affects prices and demand for recycled metals,
plastics, glass, etc.
Inability of these state laws to accommodate rapid changes in product technologies and
materials
Inability to internalize the cost of recycling heavy legacy electronic devices – such as cathode ray
tube (CRT) televisions and monitors – whose production predates U.S. EPR laws, but whose
presence dominates the weight of incoming products for recycling
Lack of end markets for recycled CRT glass in the U.S.
Lack of harmonization of programs across states (i.e., registration dates, fees, scope, etc.)
High administrative costs for state programs
High cost burdens to manufacturers – both for actual recycling costs and
administrative/oversight fees paid to states
Many manufacturers’ tendency to work with large/national third-party certified recyclers for
reliably safe recycling and cost optimization, often mismatched with municipalities’ and
counties’ preference to work with a local vendor of choice
The unintended consequence of putting extreme pressure on local recycling markets – adverse
effects on local markets have had a negative effect on the long-term sustainability of local
“green” recycling jobs
When coupled with mandates such as rates/dates and/or disposal restriction, local governments
have been unintentionally signed up as players in the global commodities market

The CMMS touts a variation of EPR ideology that posits “By shifting the costs of materials management
from taxpayer-funded government programs to manufacturers and consumers, EPR laws provide for
equitable alternative funding sources, which are needed to expand and sustain product end-of-life
management programs without depleting scarce government resources. However, EPR does not simply
shift costs from the public sector to the private sector; it seeks to minimize costs through economies of
scale, product design, and other market forces,” (CMMS, page 36). However, CTA’s members’
experience with the CT electronics recycling program indicates otherwise, as there are no economies of
scale or effect on product design, and no market forces in CT as the industry has no control over the
selection of vendors.
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For the record, CTA wants to make clear that CT’s EPR program for electronics recycling on a per
pound basis is the most costly state program in the country. With no market forces, CT recycles
roughly half the volume of electronics at double the cost of comparable jurisdictions. This is due in
part to the fact that CT’s system is not market-based – the state has sole control over selecting
participating recyclers, the state sets the price for recycling, and then recyclers bill manufacturers at
non-competitive rates blessed and mandated by the state.
The CMMS also states an EPR myth that “EPR systems provide a direct financial incentive for producers
to reduce material use and increase recyclability of their products and packaging through design change.
When manufacturers are financially responsible for the collection, transportation, and proper recycling
of these products, companies have a natural incentive to design their products and packaging to
minimize the costs of end-of-life management and maximize the value of the material once collected. As
manufacturers take these factors into account, another goal of EPR is for companies to reduce the use
of toxic materials,” (CMMS, page 36). However, manufacturers’ direct experience over many years has
demonstrated no evidence that product design has been influenced by EPR programs in CT or any other
state with an EPR program for electronics. Ironically, the past two decades have shown remarkable
achievements in improved design with the elimination of leaded glass and more recently mercury in
displays, yet these improvements were wholly due to advancements in technology and business
innovation – not government policy.
We are open to talking more in depth at the Department’s request about the lessons learned from EPR
for electronics recycling, as there are important parallels on economic costs, externalities, and market
disruptions that must be considered prior to delving into EPR proposals for packaging and printed paper,
such as those in the CMMS. For example, the Strategy does not account for a potential and very likely
shift in purchasing behavior by CT consumers, where they might cross state borders to purchase goods
elsewhere if costs in CT are higher due to a visible or invisible tax on packaging. Should this typical
consumer behavior pattern of tax/cost-avoidance emerge, it would have negative effects on CT’s
revenues from state sales taxes lost to neighboring states, would likely increase transportation
emissions from additional miles driven for purchasing consumer goods – in direct contrast to the state’s
greenhouse gas emissions goals, and would have a negative impact on local CT jobs if businesses find it
too costly to operate in CT.
Before further consideration of the provisions in this Strategy, CTA strongly encourages the Department
to investigate the range of potential economic impact of EPR for packaging to consumers, the state,
producers and retailers in Connecticut, as well as a more thorough analysis of possible unintended
consequences from EPR for packaging. The wrong policy will turn healthy and sustainable package
recovery activities – that should be encouraged – into burdensome compliance costs.
Many Consumer Technology Manufacturers and Retailers Already Utilize Innovative and Sustainable
Packaging: Many consumer technology manufacturers and retailers already recognize that
environmentally-responsible packaging represents a worthwhile opportunity to reduce the use of
resources, cut emissions, reduce waste and lower economic costs. Many consumer technology
manufacturers and retailers already take a deliberately innovative approach to their packaging design
choices – voluntary decisions and programs that reduce size and weight, increase the amount of
recycled and renewable content, and enhance the recyclability and compostability of boxes, cushions,
bags and other packaging materials. Further, many consumer technology manufacturers and retailers
already have educational awareness programs on the importance for consumers to recycle their product

Amended CTA Testimony on CT Draft Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy
Delivered April 13, 2016 - Hearing Before the CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
packaging. Several real world examples of successful sustainable consumer technology packaging
stories can be found in CTA’s 2015 Sustainability Report and attached to this testimony.
Packaging for consumer technology runs the gamut in terms of size and material, and manufacturers
and retailers of consumer technologies need flexibility in choosing appropriate materials for packaging
their products to avoid situations that cause product breakage and damage during transport, as well as
deter theft of smaller items from retail establishments. Many packaging options for consumer
technologies are already easily recycled by consumers at curbside, which is readily available to
consumers in Connecticut. Even packaging for large consumer electronics – such as flat screen TVs – can
often be hauled away with relative ease after delivery for responsible recycling by the retailer/installer,
or be broken down by the consumer for curbside recycling. Unfortunately, the CMMS fails to recognize
the existing sustainable packaging and recycling efforts already in use by the consumer technology
industry, and moving forward with the Strategy as drafted would likely restrict choice and flexibility for
the sector’s manufacturers and retailers and impede innovation in sustainable packaging and its
recycling.
CTA Opposes Broad Authority to Create EPR For Packaging Via Regulation: Parallel and pertinent to
discussion on the CMMS, CTA opposes Connecticut-specific legislation that would grant broad authority
to the Department to develop regulations regarding product stewardship and recycled content
standards, among other provisions, for all types of consumer packaging used for commercial, wholesale
or retail purposes in the state. Legislation of this kind promises to be extremely costly to CT consumers,
manufacturers, and employers. CTA remains open to working with DEEP and other stakeholders to
identify additional market-based opportunities and public education strategies for packaging, building
upon our industry’s existing packaging recycling efforts.
Conclusion: CTA appreciates the opportunity to provide this testimony to the Department of Energy
and Environmental Protection regarding the Draft Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy. We
welcome the opportunity to work with the Department to identify other economically viable, proinnovation and consumer-friendly approaches to our shared goal of reducing waste and increasing
opportunities to recycle consumer technology packaging. If you have any questions regarding these
comments, please contact me at 703-907-7631 or aschumacher@CTA.tech.
Sincerely,
THE CONSUMER TECHNOLOGY ASSOCIATION
/s/
Allison Schumacher
Director, Environmental Policy and Sustainability
Enclosures

The Corporation for Battery Recycling
355 Lexington Avenue, 15th Floor
New York, NY 10017
212-297-2122
www.RecycleBattery.org

April 20th, 2016
Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Re:

Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy Draft

Dear Commissioner Klee,
The Corporation for Battery Recycling (CBR) respectfully requests this letter be submitted as written
comments concerning the Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy draft dated 2.5.16 that is to
be finalized in July of this year. CBR’s members manufacture and distribute the majority of batteries sold
in Connecticut and the US market.
CBR is an organization formed to work with retailers, recyclers, environmental groups, and governments
across the country to encourage programs and legislation that promotes the removal of spent batteries
from the waste stream in a fair and financially sustainable manner.
CBR opposes the current draft language and extended producer responsibility (EPR) program as
proposed and instead favors a comprehensive recycling program for primary and rechargeable batteries
that is not included in the draft plan. CBR, the National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA)
and the Rechargeable Battery Association (PRBA) have worked together to successfully craft a
comprehensive model program for primary and rechargeable battery recycling. We have since spent the
past two years with the Department, leadership of the Environment Committee, and other stakeholders
discussing and improving upon this model program.
CBR is ready to work with DEEP to craft a comprehensive battery recycling program that will:
•
•
•

Meet the growing consumer demand for responsible recycling mechanisms for household
batteries;
Reduce the financial and administrative burden placed on municipal governments in the course
of properly recycling of batteries; and
Minimize administrative costs to the state and the burden on Connecticut taxpayers.

CBR supports several core principals as part of a comprehensive program and encourages DEEP to work
closely with us to craft a program that encompasses them:
•

Level playing field (i.e., all suppliers included – everyone paying their fair share)
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•
•
•
•
•

Responsible management/processing of collected batteries
Shared responsibility and financial sustainability
A positive impact on the environment
Appropriate oversight role for the state
Preemption of local/municipal ordinances

Since CBR and other battery stakeholders are ready and willing to work with DEEP to develop a
stewardship program based on the principals above for batteries we propose the timeline for Objective
III: Action III (b): for batteries be prioritized ahead of tires, carpet, and other materials to a 2016 – 2017
timeframe so a comprehensive program can be brought before the Connecticut Legislature in 2017.
Thank you for your consideration of our comments. If the Department has any questions or requests for
information please contact CBR Staff: Zach Koser at zkoser@kellencompany.com | 212-297-2137.
Respectfully,
Marcus Boolish
President
Corporation for Battery Recycling (CBR)
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2200 WILSON BOULEVARD
SUITE 310
ARLINGTON, VA 22201
WWW.ENERGYRECOVERYCOUNCIL.ORG

April 11, 2016
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Attn: Lee Sawyer, MMCA
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106
RE: Draft Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy (2016 Connecticut Solid Waste
Management Plan)
Via email at DEEP.CMMS@ct.gov
Dear Mr. Sawyer,
The Energy Recovery Council welcomes the opportunity to submit our views on the draft
Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy. We believe that the waste-to-energy (WTE)
sector is a significant reason why Connecticut is one of the most sustainable states in the country
with respect to waste management. However, while the draft strategy correctly identified the
issues that the waste-to-energy industry faces, it fails to propose any policies or programs to
support the continued viability of the existing waste-to-energy facilities that have made
Connecticut successful. With these comments, we urge the Department to support and
strengthen its waste-to-energy sector as a means to sustainably and responsibly manage solid
waste, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, promote local job creation, and reduce reliance on fossil
fuels for electric generation.
The Energy Recovery Council is the national trade association representing companies and local
governments engaged in the waste-to-energy sector. There are 77 waste-to-energy facilities in
the United States, which produce clean, renewable energy through the combustion of municipal
solid waste in specially designed power plants equipped with the most modern pollution control
equipment. America’s waste-to-energy plants have a baseload electric generation capacity of
more than 2,700 megawatts. These important facilities process approximately thirty million tons
of trash per year, enabling them to send more than 14 million megawatt hours of electricity to the
grid, as well as export steam to local users. In addition, waste-to-energy facilities recover and
recycle more than 700,000 tons of metals per year. In Connecticut, the five waste-to-energy
facilities in Bridgeport, Bristol, Hartford, Lisbon, and Preston process more than two million
tons of trash per year and generate more than 1.2 million megawatt hours of renewable
electricity.
While there is much to commend about Connecticut’s vision implemented through the draft
comprehensive materials management strategy, it suffers from its glaring apathy toward the
existing waste-to-energy facilities which have allowed Connecticut to landfill less waste than any

renewable energy from waste

other state in the nation. In the very first section, it states that the strategy envisions
“maintaining greatest preference for source reduction, reuse, recycling, and composting, while
concurrently focusing on state-of-the-art and emerging waste conversion technologies, including
but not limited to anaerobic digestion, gasification, plasma arc gasification, pyrolysis, and
hydrolysis/fermentation (waste-to-ethanol).” In essence, the draft commits to all strategies with
the exception of waste-to-energy, which has served the state so well and which must continue to
be a critical part of the Connecticut’s waste management strategy until recycling rates have
increased or alternative technologies become commercially viable on a scale to supplement the
existing waste-to-energy facilities.
The draft plan states on page 5 that “Moving up the Hierarchy will conserve natural resources,
reduce toxins in the environment, generate clean energy, boost industries associated with
material management, and mitigate the greenhouse gases (GHGs) associated with the
management of waste, virgin material extraction, and product manufacture.” Waste-to-energy
offers all of these benefits, yet the plan seeks “to accelerate a transition from Connecticut’s
heavy reliance on combustion-based resource recovery.”
We encourage DEEP to adopt a technology-neutral approach to energy recovery in the draft
strategy. There is no proven basis on which to favor some energy recovery technologies over
others. We believe that all energy recovery technologies can play a vital role in the future of
solid waste management and that there is no justification for choosing one technology over
another. Connecticut’s existing waste-to-energy facilities have a long track record of
commercial-scale operations, emissions reductions, high boiler availability, reliable service and
success in promoting safety. While other waste conversion technologies have promise, there are
no commercially operating waste conversion facilities in the United States operating solely on
mixed municipal solid waste.
The Energy Recovery Council believes that Connecticut’s materials management strategy would
have a much better chance of succeeding if it supported the existing waste-to-energy facilities
with policy changes , such as restructuring Connecticut’s the renewable portfolio standard to
increase pricing for waste-to-energy RECs or the state entering into direct contracts to purchase
power from waste-to-energy facilities.
Connecticut’s current renewable portfolio standard does not provide monetary support for the
state’s own plants and, in fact, supports existing out-of-state renewable facilities to the detriment
of in-state waste-to-energy facilities. As DEEP itself noted in its report titled “Restructuring
Connecticut Renewable Portfolio Standard, dated April 26, 2013, [u]nder the current RPS
structure, Connecticut ratepayers’ investments in clean energy are going largely to older, out-ofstate and not-very-clean biomass and landfill gas facilities”.
In contrast, because of the RPS structure, there is an oversupply of RECs from waste-to-energy
facilities in Connecticut resulting in a price of less than $1/MWH per REC. Clearly one way to
support waste-to-energy facilities in Connecticut is to restructure the RPS to redirect some of the
investment to in-state waste-to-energy facilities that are cleaner that than the out-state facilities
where the investment is now going. The RPS policy is particularly unjust because landfills are a
major source of methane emissions and CT RPS policy is awarding them with valuable Tier 1
2

credits, while the towns that use Connecticut’s waste to create energy in the state receive Tier 2
credits, which have no value.
The difficult market conditions created by the low price of wholesale electricity and the low cost
of landfilling will be felt equally (if not more) by emerging technologies. By “accelerating a
transition from…combustion-based resource recovery” without the means to achieve the 60%
recycling goal or develop a new waste conversion industry from whole cloth, the state risks
accelerating the transition to increased landfilling, which will be the result if more waste-toenergy facilities close before the materials management infrastructure envisioned by the draft
strategy has been developed. This would leave Connecticut towns at the mercy of out-of-state
landfill price fluctuations with little control over those costs.
Supporting the existing waste-to-energy facilities in Connecticut will ensure that the state
continues to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the waste sector. Recently, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency recognized in the Clean Power Plan the benefits of waste-toenergy in reducing greenhouse gases from the fossil-fuel fired electric generating units. Wasteto-energy facilities (no matter whether they are combustion, gasification, anaerobic digestion,
pyrolysis, etc.) are eligible to generate emission rate credits so that affected sources can use to
reduce their greenhouse gas rate. This technology-neutral approach recognizes that an avoided
megawatt hour of fossil electricity or an avoided ton of waste landfilled can be achieved by any
energy recovery technology as long as it meets the government’s requirements for safe and
environmentally-friendly performance.
WTE Reduces Greenhouse Gases
The greenhouse gas story of Connecticut’s waste-to-energy sector is quite compelling. EPA
scientists, in a prominent peer reviewed paper, concluded WTE facilities reduce GHG emissions
relative to even those landfills equipped with energy recovery systems.1 In addition, many other
governmental and nongovernmental organizations have formally recognized WTE for its role in
reducing world-wide GHG emissions including the:
 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (“IPCC”) called WTE a “key GHG
mitigation technology”,2
 World Economic Forum (WEF) which identified WTE as one of eight renewable energy
sources expected to make a significant contribution to a future low carbon energy
system,3
 European Union, 4,5
1
Kaplan, P.O., J. DeCarolis, S. Thorneloe, Is It Better to Burn or Bury Waste for Clean Electricity
Generation? Environ. Sci. Technol. 2009, 43, 1711-1717. http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es802395e
2
WTE identified as a “key mitigation measure” in IPCC, “Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report.
Contribution of Work Groups I, II, and III to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change” [Core Writing Team, Pachauri, R.K and Reisinger, A. (eds.)]. IPCC, Geneva,
Switzerland, 104 pp. Available at:
http://www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/publications_ipcc_fourth_assessment_report_synthesis_report.
htm
3
WTE identified as a key technology for a future low carbon energy system in World Economic Forum.
Green Investing: Towards a Clean Energy Infrastructure. January 2009. Available at:
http://www.weforum.org/pdf/climate/Green.pdf
4
EU policies promoting WTE as part of an integrated waste management strategy have been an
overwhelming success, reducing GHG emissions over 72 million metric tonnes per year, see European
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U.S. Conference of Mayors, which adopted a resolution in 2005 endorsing the U.S.
Mayors Climate Protection Agreement, which identifies WTE as a clean, alternative
energy source which can help reduce GHG emissions. As of September 30, 2013, 1,060
mayors have signed the agreement.
Clean Development Mechanism of the Kyoto Protocol,6
Voluntary carbon markets,7 and
Center for American Progress, which promotes the use of WTE as an important waste
management method that can decrease greenhouse gases by reducing emissions that
would otherwise occur from landfills and fossil-fuel power plants.8

WTE GHG reductions are quantified using a life cycle assessment (LCA) approach that includes
GHG reductions from avoided methane emissions from landfills, WTE electrical generation that
offsets or displaces fossil-fuel based electrical generation, and the recovery of metals for
recycling. According to U.S. EPA, life cycle emission analysis show that WTE facilities actually
reduce the amount of greenhouse gases expressed as CO2 equivalents (GHGs or CO2e) in the
atmosphere by approximately 1 ton for every ton of municipal solid waste (MSW) combusted.9
WTE is a Cost-Competitive Source of Renewable Energy
The U.S. Department of Energy’s Energy Information Administration (EIA) uses Levelized Cost
of Energy (LCOE) to measure the competitiveness of a particular energy resource. EIA defines
LCOE as:
“Levelized cost is often cited as a convenient summary measure of the overall
competiveness of different generating technologies. Levelized cost represents
the present value of the total cost of building and operating a generating plant
over an assumed financial life and duty cycle, converted to equal annual
payments and expressed in terms of real dollars to remove the impact of
inflation. Levelized cost reflects overnight capital cost, fuel cost, fixed and
variable O&M cost, financing costs, and an assumed utilization rate for each
plant type.”
Based on the assumptions and EIA formulae, the average LCOE from a new WTE facility is
approximately $85 per megawatt hour. This places WTE higher than combined cycle natural gas;
Environment Agency, Greenhouse gas emission trends and projections in Europe 2009: Tracking
progress towards Kyoto targets http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/eea_report_2009_9
5
European Environmental Agency (2008) Better management of municipal waste will reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. Available at:
http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/briefing_2008_1/EN_Briefing_01-2008.pdf
6
Clean Development Mechanism Executive Board: “Approved baseline and monitoring methodology
AM0025: Avoided emissions from organic waste through alternative waste treatment processes.”
Available at: http://www.cdm.unfcc.int/methodologies/DB/3STKBX3UY84WXOQWIO9W7J1B40FMD
7
Verified Carbon Standard Project Database, http://www.vcsprojectdatabase.org/ See Project ID 290,
Lee County Waste to Energy Facility 2007 Capital Expansion Project VCU, and Project ID 1036
Hillsborough County Waste to Energy (WtE) Facility 2009 Capital Expansion Unit 4.
8
Center for American Progress (2013) Energy from Waste Can Help Curb Greenhouse Gas Emissions
http://www.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/EnergyFromWaste-PDF1.pdf
9

U.S. EPA Office of Solid Waste, Air Emissions from MSW Combustion Facilities,
http://www.epa.gov/osw/nonhaz/municipal/wte/airem.htm#7
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comparable to onshore wind, hydro, and geothermal; and less than off‐shore wind, solar,
biomass, coal with carbon capture and storage, and nuclear. This is comparable to other recently
published values for WTE’s levelized cost, including those in a recent peer‐reviewed article by
Duke University scientists ($94 / MWh)10 and a 2014 report coauthored by Bloomberg and the
Business Council for Sustainable Energy ($48 ‐ $130 / MWh).11
WTE Provides Green Jobs and Boosts Local Economies
The revenues, employment, and labor earnings derived from managing waste, producing energy,
and recycling metals are the direct economic benefits of WTE.12 In addition, these activities
generate indirect impacts as well as induced impacts. Total sales revenues at the six WTE
facilities in 2011 was $248 million. The total state economic impact of these revenues is $428
million. The WTE industry directly employs more than 400 people in the state. The WTE sector
also creates an additional 600 jobs outside of the sector for a total of approximately 1,000 jobs.
Employees at WTE plants are technically skilled and are compensated at a relatively high
average wage. Employees in Connecticut’s WTE sector receive about $36 million in annual
salary and benefits. The effect of this direct spending on employee compensation generated
another $31 million of compensation for workers across various associated industries. In
addition to the revenues generated by the sector, WTE facilities provide stable, long-term, wellpaying jobs, while simultaneously pumping dollars into local economies through the purchase of
local goods and services and the payment of fees and taxes.
WTE is Compatible with Recycling
Statistics compiled for more than two decades have proven that waste-to-energy and recycling
are compatible despite many attempts by naysayers to conclude otherwise. Since research on the
subject began in 1992, communities that rely upon waste-to-energy maintain, on average, a
higher recycling rate than the national EPA average.
Communities that employ integrated waste management systems usually have higher recycling
rates and the use of waste-to-energy in that integrated system plays a key role. There are several
factors why the recycling rates of communities with waste-to-energy facilities would be higher
than those without. First, communities with waste-to-energy plants tend to be more
knowledgeable and forward thinking about recycling and MSW management in general. Second,
communities with waste-to-energy plants have more opportunities to recycle since they handle
the MSW stream more. Third, the municipal recycling program can be combined with on-site
materials recovery at the waste-to-energy plant (e.g. scrap metals recovered at a waste-to-energy
plant post-combustion usually cannot be recycled curbside and would otherwise have been
buried had that trash been landfilled).
In a paper entitled, “A Compatibility Study: Recycling and Waste-to-Energy Work in Concert,
2014 Update,” Eileen Berenyi with Governmental Advisory Associates studied the recycling
10

Chadel, MK, G Kwok, LB Jackson, LF Pratson (2012), The Potential of waste-to-energy in reducing
GHG emissions, Carbon Management (3)2, 133-144.
11
Global levelized cost range, estimated from figure 18 of Bloomberg New Energy Finance, Business
Council for Sustainable Energy (2014), Sustainable Energy in America Factbook,
http://www.bcse.org/sustainableenergyfactbook.html.
12
Berenyi, E. “Nationwide Economic Benefits of the Waste-to-Energy Sector.” Governmental Advisory
Associates, Inc. August, 2013.
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characteristics surrounding 80 waste-to-energy facilities in 21 states. Recycling data was
obtained from 700 local governments, as well as statewide data from the 21 states covered in the
report. The report shows that communities with waste-to-energy have an average recycling rate
of 35.4%. This is favorable to the 34.9% rate of the 21 states in which facilities are located,
although they track very closely. The national average for recycling as estimated by EPA is
estimated at 34.7%, while Columbia University 2013 report estimated it to be 28.9 %.
Berenyi concludes that waste-to-energy does not have an adverse impact on recycling rates. The
most influential factors that affect these rates appear to be state policies and the proactive stance
of a municipality. Communities using waste-to-energy have recycling rates that are slightly
above the national average and above the aggregate recycling rate of the states in which they
operate. Therefore, it can be concluded that recycling and waste-to-energy are compatible waste
management strategies. They form part of a successful, integrated waste management approach
in many communities across the United States.
In conclusion, the waste-to-energy sector has served Connecticut extremely reliably for several
decades. It has allowed the state to be one of the most sustainable states with respect to waste
management as it relies on landfilling less than any other state in the nation. Along with
recycling, that success is due in part to Connecticut’s development of a strong waste-to-energy
presence. We urge the state to modify its draft comprehensive materials management strategy to
identify specific initiatives it will pursue to ensure a robust future for energy recovery, including
the existing facilities. Ignoring the present will ensure a regressive future that does not comport
with Connecticut’s stated vision for materials management.
Sincerely,

Ted Michaels
President
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Attn: Lee Sawyer
MMCA
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106

April 22, 2016

VIA EMAIL: deep.cmms@ct.gov
Dear Mr. Sawyer,

The Local Search Association respectfully submits the following comments to the Department of
Energy and Environmental Protection’s Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy
(CMMS).
We believe that the priority placed by CMMS on EPR with a focus on packaging and printed
paper as a solution to increasing diversion is misplaced. Data from the MSW Composition study
show that only 9.4% of recoverable materials remaining in disposed MSW is recyclable fiber and
4.8% is recyclable containers.
On the other hand, compostable organics makes up 40.3% of recoverable materials in MSW.
The CMMS itself recognizes that compostable organics represents the largest opportunity to
increase Connecticut waste diversion.

Further, paper recovery rates already exceed the diversion rate goal. Statistics from the AF&PA
state that paper recovery rates nationally were at 65.4% in 2014, reflecting the existing system
for paper recovery works. Regulation of a working system risks hurting more than helping.

Use of paper, especially printed paper, is also in decline. Trying to achieve a 2024 diversion goal
by focusing on increasing recovery of a product whose contribution to MSW is being reduced
will result in diminishing returns.

Rather than imposing producer responsibility regulation on a highly recyclable product with
robust recovery systems in place, other solutions focused on affecting consumer behavior would
likely see better results. Pay-as-you-throw regulation or disposal bans would take advantage of
and maximize existing infrastructure and collection systems. Yet the CMMS appears to only
consider such solutions for toxic waste.
In closing, we appreciate and support the state’s efforts to boost sustainable materials
management. However, we do not believe EPR legislation is an effective way to accomplish it.
Most sincerely,

Wesley K. Young
VP Public Affairs
820 Kirts Blvd., Suite 100, Troy, Michigan, 48084 │ 214.407.9348 │ 248.244.0700 (f) │ wes@thelsa.org

April 22, 2016
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Attn. Lee Sawyer
MMCA
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106.

Mr. Sawyer,

On behalf of the members of the Product Management Alliance (PMA), we appreciate the
opportunity to express the Product Management Alliances’ position on the Department of Energy
and Environmental Protection’s Draft Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy.
My name is Kevin Canan, and I serve as the Executive Director of the PMA. By way of
introduction, the PMA is a coalition comprised of trade associations and corporations that
represent a broad array of consumer products. Our mission is to support market-based extended
producer responsibility (EPR) efforts, as well as voluntary incentives for increased recovery and
sustainable products and package design.
PMA’s members have long strived to voluntarily recover the products that they manufacture.
The PMA understands and appreciates Connecticut’s desire to seek ways to improve the
recovery rates of goods as contemplated in the draft Comprehensive Materials Management
Strategy. However, we believe that expanding current EPR programs and adding additional EPR
programs for additional products, specifically the carpet industry and paper and packaging
enumerated in the contemplated in the Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy report,
would simply add costly and unnecessary mandates for both the state government to implement
and run this program; as well as for retailers and manufacturers in Connecticut. These costs will
ultimately be borne by taxpayers and consumers.
Additional EPR programs would set up a confusing and bureaucratic system of recovery for the
residents of the state with similar types of products having very different end-of-life recovery
schemes. In addition, these types of restrictive programs would likely to have a chilling effect on
manufacturers and retailers doing business in Connecticut, and as a result business very well
could be lost to neighboring states.
PMA members and businesses utilize sophisticated programs in place that continue to increase
the amounts of products recovered and recycled through voluntary initiatives. Today recovery
rates are at record levels, and they are continually striving to increase these numbers. The
existence of these efforts illustrate that new mandates on producers are not necessary to reduce
waste and increase recycling and the use of recycled content.
The members of the PMA, and the industries they represent, recognize the desire of the public
and policymakers for environmentally responsible business practices. That is why our member
companies are voluntarily involved in waste recovery programs, and support recycling where it

is economically and logistically feasible. Thus, we urge the DEEP and the legislature to strongly
examine voluntary, market-based recovery efforts for increased recovery of products and
oppose any further expansion of EPR in the state.
We hope to have a positive and constructive working relationship with you.

Sincerely,

Kevin C. Canan
Executive Director

Product Management Alliance
1000 Potomac Street, NW
Suite 200
Washington, DC 20015
(888) 588-6878
info@productmanagementalliance.org
www.productmanagementalliance.org

