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PUBLIC RECORD

Advisory Commission on Rents

To: Director of Housing, Leslye Krutko December 9, 2008

From: Steve Wincor, Chairman, Advisory Commission on Rents

Re: Advisory Commission on Rents 2008 Annual Report

The commission started the 2008 year with a cost assessment of the Advisory Commission on Rents "ACR".
This analysis was performed by the City as a part of a larger assessment of the commissions in San Jose.
The presentation included estimated costs which were based on staff cost with direct responsibilities and
non-personal cost including mailing and copying absorbed by the Housing Department. The commissi6ners
reflected that the ACR has a long history of running smoothly and very efficiently, but lacked qualified
candidates to replace outgoing members. Furthermore, it was reflected that the role played by the ACR was
unique amongst the City Commissions. Results from the City’s overall Commission review has yet to be
reviewed by the ACR.

Throughout 2008 the ACR was involved with the Housing Department on outreach of Renters Insurance
information. This effort focused on "getting the word out" about the inexpensive renters insurance option for
apartment owners. This inexpensive option can saves renters thousands of dollars on loss of personal effects
and property. The California Apartment Association has also performed outreach events, and published
documentation in support of this effort. This outreach effort is ongoing and Will be reviewed in future annual
reports. Numerous other outreach events were held during 2008 all being highly successful.

2008 also brought an in depth review of the potential merging of the ACR with the Mobile Home
Commission. ,am offsite workshop was set up by the Housing Department to review commonalities and
challenges between the two Commissions. The ACR members voiced.strong concerns about this potential
merger. The Mobile Home Commission, from observations and discussion atthe offsite, appeared to be
rather dysfunctional. It was felt that merging a highly successful team with a dysfunctional team would not
lead to a cohesive working team. Besides the teaming issues it was felt that the uniqueness of the ACR
(Scope, Participants ((Landlords & Tenants)), and the Ordinance) would cause insurmountable challenges
for a merged organization. Post the offsite the Housing Department did inform the ACR that the merge of
the Commissions would not occur. This review was a very hot issue over this past year.

Related to the offsite, but a topic of ongoing discussion for the ACR over numerous )iears has been the issue
of C6mmission Member termsl replacement, and qualifications, It has long been held by commissioners that
appointments need to be year round, and that the associated recruiting needs to be year round as well. In
addition, the candidate review screening may include the diversity review, but must also include specific
qualifications for the particular Commission. We also identified many creative ways for the City Clerk’s
Office to broaden its outreach for potential candidates. Some of the ideas included broadened web visibility,
attendance at public ev.ents, outreach through public service announcements. The Housing Department
Director understood the Commission’s concerns and was going to see what actions she could take as a result
of our challenges. A letter was submitted by the Chair reflecting these concemsand potential solutions.

The Housing Department Quarterly Report.has been updated and refined during 2008 to better reflect
comparisons from past years to current year data. Along with other recommended improvements to the



Advisory Commission on Rents
report the outcome has resulted in a clearer report .for the users of ~he information. The ACRalsoreviewed
potential alternatives to the Real Facts report. Alternatives were considered as the Real Facts report does not
look at rental units smaller than 50 units.

The ACR also heard many presentations throughout the year. These included reports on Affordable
Housing, Green Housing, New Construction by the Housing Department, and many others. These reports are
invaluable to the knowledge of the Commissioners.

A major topic that will still be an open item for next years Commission is to work the concept of expanding
the scope of responsibilities for the Commission. The Commission has a very limited area of responsibility,
and while the Commission has often been tasked with reviewing areas that are related to our area of purview
our actual legal area of scope is limited from a decision or recommendation viewpoint. The ACR scope
often encroaches on the area currently contained in the scope of the Housing and Community Development
Commission. It is believed that a niche area of concern can be identified by the Housing Department for the
ACR’s expanded scope. It is expected that changing scope will not only require adoption by the City
Council (and associated legal changes), but will also require process changes. The ACR Commissioners are
composed of a talented and dedicated group of people that have a great deal of knowledge and expertise in
the area of housing. Leveraging this group of people is in the best interest of the Housing Department. We
feel that adjustingthe scope can afford the Housing Department an additional talent pool to work on Housing
related concerns.

At the end of 2007 several long term members left our Commission. This included Larry Hull and Dan
Wagner. Once again two long term members leave the Commission in 2008, Chair Steve Wincor and
Vidtoria Peters Holtzman. These commissioners have served over 7 years on the ACR. This is an example
of the dedication to this Commission, the Housi.ng Department, and the City of San Jose. We also recognize
this year as the final year for our Council liaison Nora Campos. She has played a vital role in the vision for
this Commission. Her team has supported the ACR throughout its every step. We thank Councilmember
Campos for her and her staffs time and efforts on behalf of the ACR.

Lastly I would like to take this opportunity to thank the ACRs Housing Department liasons and staff. It is
one of the finest and hard working group of people any of us know. Their tireless support of this
Commission is a core component of our success,

Please accept this report as the Advisory Commission on Rents Annual Report. Should questions arise from
this report please contact the Chair of the ACR.

Steve Wincor, Chair
Advisory Commission on Rents



January 23, 2009

David S. Wall

The Honorable Arnold Schwarzenegger
Governor of California
State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: The Raccoon’s Rump of Merced County

My publie service on Martin Luther King’s Holiday (Monday, 01.19.2009) at the Romero Visitor’s
Center at San Luis Reservoir was to report to Mayor Reed and the San Josd City Couneil about the bad
news concerning the extremely low water level at the reservoir. The task left me famished. Nothing like
public service to whip up an appetite, but you know about that already.

Before I left the Romero Visitor Center, I asked Mr. Howard Berman; Guide II Historical
Monument Specialist if he knew of any good restaurants in Los Bafios. The town of Los Bafios, California
is but a few minutes from San Luis Reservofl’.

Mr. Berman rattled off every restaurant in Los Bafios saying that they were all "good restaurants, but
the 6t~ Street Diner has the biggest cheese burger". You would think Mr. Berman worked for the local chamber
of commerce from his detailed knowledge of the restaurants in the area, but he does not, he is just extremely
helpful. The 6th Street Diner is just a couple of blocks from the Post Office.

After I deposited my post cards to Mayor Reed, Councilmember Liccardo and several postcards to
friends of mine, I went to the 6th Street Diner,

Everything on the menu is big, cheese burgers included. Upon seeing the generously large portion
sizes of other patron’s lunches, I voiced concern to our waitress that my wife and I could not eat so much.
So, atthe behest of Rosa, she told us to order just one hamburger and she would cut it in two. We all
agreed and Rosa darted off into the kitchen.

While waiting for lunch to arrive I looked around at all the objects that were hung on the walls of
the diner. There was a guitar and a banjo and many other eye catching objects. But, there is one item that
catches everyone’s attention, the "stuffed rump of a raccoon" on a wooden plaque hanging on the wall.

The art of taxidermy usually concerns itself with a dead fish or the head of a wild beast immortalized
by being preserved and mounted on a plaque. However, at the 6th Street Diner, the stuffed rump of a raccoon,
with its’ tail standing straight up revealing its’ rather large diameter.., was mounted on a plaque of wood
hanging on the wall a couple of feet above a bust of the "King" (Elvis Presley not Martin Luther King).

This caused me to chuckle, because it reminded me of another animal’s rump that would be more
reflective and suitable as to the caliber of the decisions made by Mayor Reed and the San Jos~ City Council
permitting the building of housing projects despite not having a sustainable water supply,

The 6th Street Dinner." 925 6th Street, Los Ba~os, California 93635, (209) - 826 - 1128.
Great food to soothe any appetite, especially an appetite whipped up by public service!

Respectfully submitted;

Cc: Mayor and Council-City of San Jos~ / Aanestad, Sam / Alquist, Elaine / Ashburn, Roy
DeSaulnier, Mark / Dutton, Bob / Hancock, Loni / Leno, Mark / Romero, Gloria / Steinberg, Darrell

Wiggins, Patrica / Yee, Leland / Hollingsworth, Dennis / Harman, Tom / Bass, Karen / Saldafia, Lori
Torrico, Alberto / Krekorian, Paul / Ma, Fiona / Hall, Isadore / P~rez, John A. / Villines, Michael

Michael Genest
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SENIOR CITIZENS COMMISSION

January 25, 2009

Mayor Chuck ReeH
Members of the ~/Jos~ City Council
City Hall    l/
200 East Santa/~lara Street
san Jos ,

5730 Chambertin Drive
San Jose, California 95118

Tel: ~t~8) 979-q9~5
Fax: N__~) 979-~6

Dear Honorable Mayor Reed and City Council:

On behalf of the San Jos6 Senior Citizens Commission, we would like to request that a letter be sent
to Governor Schwarzenegger asking him to please reconsider reinstating funds to the Ombudsman
Program. The State budget cuts have seriously impacted the operations of this advocacy program for
the elderly. Many of these senior citizens, without friends or family, have no other voice to speak for
them. They are in desperate need of our continued support and the help and assistance of these
dedicated Ombudsman advocates. Without crucial funding this program may cease to exist.

If you should require any additional information, the former Chair of the Senior Commission, Mary
Lou Cristina, has a wealth of background knowledge on the Ombudsman Program and works closely
with Catholic Charities. Thank you for your serious consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Constance Langford,
Chair, Senior Citizens Commission

cc: Pete Constant, Councilmember, Dist. 1
Debra Figone, City Manager
Albert Balagso, PRNS Director



bcc: City Clerk /
Khoa Nguyen
Meghan Revolinsky
Angel Rios
Diane Lindberg
Dan Wax
Correspondence Binder



January 28, 2009
Zi] q JAi"! 28 P 3: l q

Mayor Reed and Members San Jos6 City Council
200 East Santa Clara Street
San Jos6, California 95113-1905

Re: THE GHETTO LIFE: UPDATE ON THE SCEP

Today, Wednesday, (01.28.09) approximately 0826 hours, I ventured over to North Tenth
Street @ Homing Street to "take the pulse" of the SCEP (Shopping Cart Entitlement Program). I arrived
on station and found fifteen (15) stolen and abandoned shopping carts. A 15% increase of theft of shopping
carts from last Monday is hereby recorded

The breakdown of ownership of the stolen and abandoned shopping carts is as follows;

Target (2), Safeway (2), DaI Thanh Supermarket (2), WalMart (1), Toys "R" Us (1),
FoodMaxx (1), Payless (1), Trader Joe’s (1), Cho Senter Market (1), Smart & Final (1), Mi Pueblo (1),
and CA Pala Market (1).

***special note*** the overall cleanliness of Shopping carts in stores should be addressed by some
government agency. Unsuspecting customers may use excrement coated shopping carts without knowledge.

For a historical perspective, thh i~ the first time in recorded SCEP history where garbage is
present, but negligible when one considers this section of Ghetto San Jos~.

Welfare Check of Shanty Town Residents undertaken. Shanty Town rebounds.

A "welfare check" to establish the status of any and all occupant(s) of the previous Shanty town along
the railroad tracks; that had been earlier razed to the ground from a military style operation by the railroad
company, proceeding Northbound from Taylor Street to North Tenth Street @Horning Street, was initiated
and carried out. One (1) hooch has returned in true pioneer spirit 40-60 yards along the railroad tracks North
of North Tenth Street @ Homing Street.

This well engineered hooch belongs to "Hector" and is illustrative of a defiant vigor reminiscent of
those that fought at the Alamo in Texas some years ago.

Hector’s hooch was comprised &wooden pallets, end on end tied together by "ropes" made of plastic
grocery bags. The roof was a 4X8 piece of weathered particle board. I recall the floor was of two pallets.
There were personal articles, bedroll and a tarp. A metal table outside the hooch had a plastic see-through bag
full of chile reyenos. Of course, there is a distinct garbage and litter trail towards and from Hector’s hooch.
Hector was not at home at the time of this report.

There was one interview this week.
Now it’s fair to ask, "How did You know it was Hector’s hooch?" Well, Steve, a recently displaced

resident of the rail road track Shanty Town, South of this locale but slightly North of Taylor Street told me so.
Now this is a different "Steve" from the other one mentioned in previous SCEPs.

Steve was a little bit apprehensive of me taking notes while he was downing his tall can of Cobra
Malt Liquor and nibbling on a chile reyenos. He was afraid that I was with the railroad company and I told
him that I was not and was just conducting a welfare check. I asked Steve if he needed anything and he just
said he needed some clothes. I referred him to the Salvation Army on Stockton Avenue.

Respectfully submitted,

Co: City Attorney / Auditor / City Manager / Chief of Police
Director PBCE



PUBLIC RECORD,

From: Patrick Donohue 
Sent: Thursday, January 29, 2009 12:21 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: The first letter sent to President Obama

Dear Lee ,

We made history last week: As you can see in today’s newspaper article (.Click here.),
below is the first letter sent to President Barack Obama at 12:01 p.m. on the day of
his Inauguration!

We also displayed the First Draft of the National Pediatric Acquired Brain Injury Plan
on our website www.TheBrainProject.org, which was a culmination of over 1,000
years of collective experience in the field of pediatric acquired brain injury (PABI). As
you know, PABI is the # 1 leading cause of death and disability for children and
young adults (up to age 25) in the United States.

We are asking every stakeholder in the field of PABI (e.g., doctors, educators,
parents, therapists, public policy experts, business and political leaders, social
workers, faith-based and social service organizations) to read through the PABI Plan
and offer their comments, proposed edits/additions and suggestions by February 6,
2009, through our website. Once these changes have been approVed by our National
Advisory Board we will release the final version of the PABI Plan. This is the most
collaborative effort in the history of health care reform!

At that point, The Sarah Jane Brain Foundation will work with Congress to establish
the PABI Act of 2009 which will fund, follow and fulfill the National PABI Plan. We are
planning on President Obama signing this historic peice of legislation by Sarah Jane’s
fourth birthday party on June 5, 2009. You will receive a formal invitation to the
birthday party once the details are finalized (save the date).
All the best,

Patrick

P.S. Some day this letter will be displayed.in the Smithsonian Museum as the first
letter sent to President Obama on such a historic day!

The Sarah Jane Brain Foundation
181 Broadway - Suite 300

New York, NY 10007
(212) 201-0599

www.TheBrainProiect.orq

LETTER VIA FACSIMILE/EMAIL: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 @ 12:01 p.m.

President Barack Obama
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:



Like all Americans, I want to congratulate you and wish you much success. It is very
appropriate that the first letter sent to you as President addresses one of the most
critical issues facing your new Administration: catastrophic health care reform.

Not only am I writing to you asour President, but I am writing to you as a father.

My three-year-old daughter, Sarah Jane, was violently shaken by her baby nurse
when she was only five days old, breaking three ribs, both collarbones and causing a
severe brain i.njury. Since that day, our family has joined the millions of other
families across the country whose child suffers from a pediatric acquired brain injury
(PABI).

As you may know, PABI is the #1 leading cause of death and disability for
children and young adults in the United States, and the adolescent brain doesn’t
finish developing until age 25. PABI is caused by traumatic events such as motor
vehicle accidents, sports-related accidents, blast injuries from war, assaults/child
abuse as well as falls, along with non-traumatic causes such as strokes, brain
tumors, pediatric AIDS, meningitis, infection, substance abuse and many others.

Until today, there has never been a National Pediatric Acquired Brain Injury Plan. The
Sarah Jane Brain Foundation (named after my daughter) recently assembled the
nation’s leaders in PABI, and together they co-authored the First Draft of the
National PABI Plan. With over 1,000 years of combined experience, these experts
outlined the current national health care crisis dealing with PABI along with its
problems and proposed solutions. As of 12:01 p.m. today, you can view the National
PABI Plan on our website at www.TheBrainProject.org. We are calling upon every
stakeholder in the field of PABI from around the world to comment and make
suggestions to this document by February 6, 2009.

Once the National PABI Plan has been finalized following the public comment period,
we will be drafting the Pediatric Acquired Brain Injury Act of 2009. The PABI Act will
ask Congress to establ’ish Centers of Excellence in every state to ensure this National
PABI Plan is funded, followed and fulfilled.

¯ If I were to tell you the United States Department of Defense does not have a
specific plan distinguishing the veterans with traumatic brain injury whose
brains are still developing (up to age 25) from those who have adult brains;
you would say not in MY America,

¯ If I were to tell you a child who was shaken at seven weeks old would not
receive a medical evaluation for therapy services for nine months; you would
say not in MY America.
If I were to tell you high school football players have died on the field playing
the sport because of an undetected brain injury; you would say not in MY
America.

¯ If I were to tell you the top 20 Pediatric Neurosurgery Departments in.our
nation do not have a common, evidenced-based methodology for treating a
child who suffered a head trauma; you would say not in MY America.

¯ If I were to tell you there has never been a best-practices study or a
longitudinal study in our nation for treating children and young adults with
PABI; you would say not in MY America.

This is just the tip of the iceberg in OUR America for children/youth and their families



suffering from PABI. Over 3,000,000 children/youth suffer from a PABI each year
with most of them going undetected and therefore untreated. Tens of thousands are
permanently disabled and thousands of our most innocent Americans die annually
due to PABI.

Passing and implementing the PABI Act of 2009 is not only the compassionate and
proper action to take, but it will also address many of your significant health care
reform items along with the issues listed above. The financial savings from passing
such catastrophic health care reforms will be in the billions. The emotional savings
are immeasurable.

I look forward to working with you and your Administration in dealing with the
national health care crisis called Pediatric Acquired Brain Injury. Please let me know
with whom in your office we should coordinate our efforts.

Most respectfully yours,
Patrick B. Donohue, Esq.

Founder of The Sarah Jane Brain Foundation and father of Sarah Jane Donohue

P,S, We are planning a very large birthday party for Sarah Jane on June 5,
2009, to celebrate the passing of the PABI Act and it would be an honor to
have you sign this historic piece of legislation at her party!

P.P.S. There are those who tell me we cannot get this done before June 5, 2009.
I am inspired and follow our nation’s new leader in saying, "Me$ we can!"

CC: Vice-President
The Honorable
The Honorable
The Honorable
The Honorable
The Honorable
The Honorable

Joseph Biden
Thomas Daschle
Harry Reid
Nancy Pelosi
Mitch McConnell
Steny Hoyer
John Boehner

The Honorable Rahm Emanuel
Deputy Director Jeanne Lambrew

Please click here to unsubscribe from the Sarah Jane Brain Foundation ListServ.



PUBLIC RECORD

From: Karie Bennett, Founder, Atelier 
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2009 10:35 PM

¯To: 
Subject: PLEASE Stop the Bag Tax!!!

To our local Council Member,

Please say, "NO" to the new bag tax.

As a small business owner in San Jose, I strongly object to your proposal to increase
taxes on citizens in our city.
I own and operate two Aveda salons at Santana Row. Aveda is our primary product
brand, and stands for environmental leadership and responsibility. The corporation that
manufactures our hair, skin, and body care products is one of the single largest purchasers
of Wind Power in the United States to make the products as well as the packaging. They
have a tote bag they sell to the consumer to use if they.wish. We also recommend
reusing all bags. We are the forerunners in all things environmental in our industry. And
I appreciate your efforts to continue to move forward to further this cause. But this "Bag
Tax" isn’t the answer. It creates MORE problems than it solves.

We all want to preserve the environment, but raising taxes in the middle of the worst
economic downturn in decades is ridiculous, and voters won’t stfind for it.

I don’t need to point out that this new tax hits the people who can least afford it: seniors
on fixed income, the working class, the unemployed and others just trying to survive.
This is simply foolish. It isn’t working elsewhere, and it certainly won’t work here, where
it’s already extremely expensive to live here.

Is it really necessary to create a new government bureaucracy just to deal with grocery
bags? And if the idea is to get people to stop using grocery bags, how will you raise
.revenue if people stop using bags and nobody is paying the tax? This program makes no
sense and is completely out of touch with today’s real problems.

A new tax? No way. I’m sure you are creative enough to come up with a better way to
increase the use of reusable shopping bags and promote recycling.

Let’s put our heads together and find a new solution.
In the meanwhile, please vote NO on this silly idea.

At your service,
Karie Bennett, CEO

com



2008 Global Salon Business Award winner,
judged by UCLA Anderson School of Business

THIS E-MAIL IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE ADDRESSEE(S) AND MAY
CONTAIN CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION. IF YOU ARE NOT THE INTENDED
RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY USE OF THIS
INFORMATION OR DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF THIS E-
MAIL IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS E-MAIL IN
ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY THE SENDER IMMEDIATELY BY RETURN E-MAIL
AND DELETE THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE.
THANK YOU.
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Chavez
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PUBLIC RECORD

 [ewelry DesJgn

Ja~nuary23, 2009

Mayor Chuck Reed
City Counc~3 of San Jose
200 E. Santa Clara Street
S~n Jose, CA 95113

Facsimile:408-292~6423

Dear Mayor Reed and Court.c{1 members:

I understand that a new retail tax oat cons~tmers in Santa Clara County is being proposed, at a time
when businesses-and consumers are already hurting economically and can least afford it.

Each city is considering a $0.25 tax on paper and plastic bags. Tb_Js tax wottld not only impact
grocery stores but all businesses using plastic and paper shopping bags, For small businesses ILke
mine, that means a new set of regulations for shop owners and a new government bureaucracy.

PIetghborhood markets, restaurants, convenience stores, ~Joutiqlaes, grocery stores, and mall stores are
already feeling a pinch in these tough times; ~ am sure they would joha me in strongly opposing this
ordinance, More important, California. already has a comprehensive, s~ttewide program to promote
p’lastic bag recycling at.large groeery stores and pharmacies, which renders this measure another
’redundancy as well as conflicting.

Communities who have tax~d’<~r banned the use of plastic grocery bags found that their efforts to help,
the environxaent actually had the opposite ~ffect, San Francisco’s ban on plastic grocery bags caused
shoppers s’.maply to sw[toh to paper bags, which neither decreased fitter nor saved the taxpayers any
mor~ey. No doubt mast Santa Clara County residents will be clever enough to fred ways to avoid this
new tax, so we will have .eoNpended funds to create a new program, one whlelx will generate almost rto
re, cenue, Cities arid co~fies who really want to help the environment should support the statew~de
recycling program,

In a state where it’s proving difficult for businesses to survive, adding one more pttr~tive tax and
coun~rproductive bttreauc~acy will be detrimental for consumers and for shop owaers.

Linda
Taxpayer

I

.TC~N-24-2009 16:16 408 272 3191 94Y, P.Oi
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Silicon Valley -
Association of Republican Women

Mayor Chuck Reed
200 East Santa Clara Stceet
San Jose, CA 951 !3

PUBLIC

Dear Mayor Reed;

The Silicon Valley Association of Republican Women strongly supports your
leadership and admires your fiscal responslblllty. Ithas come to our
attention that the City of San 3ose is considering a $.25 fee on each single
use plastic and paper bag. We view this plan-as being fiscally Irresponsible
at this time,

Mayor Reedr the 200 members of our organization strongly Oppose
what: amountsto ,an additional tax on each purchase In the city.
Many of members, live in San 3ose and the rest ultimately shop there,

With our rapidly escalating economic crisis, SVARW views this plan as being
conceived without the best interest of our families and b0sinesses in mind
because:          "

1) It is a hidden hike in garbage/recycle rates. Last year garbage
rates were raised significantly despite protests by residents, The
average garbage rate paid by our members, who live in San Jose is $32
per month. An average family of 4 can easily accumulate 16 single

¯ use pages per week, At $.25 bag that equates to $20a month raising
the monthly garbage/recycle bill to $52,,,a whopping 60°/o increase!

2.) Increases IBureaucraey, The current economlc conditions dictate
streamlining government to balance budgets, yet this proposed
measure would .require the assignment of staff t:o manage the program,

3) Places burden on businesses. In these challenging economic times
when re~:all stores are trying to stay in business why would the City of
San ~lose place the additional burden of having to track and report on
how many bags they gave away? ~ WheLher larger chains have to pay
for additional programming to add the bag charge or small businesses.
have to figure out how to track this by hand, the i:ity ls forcing them to
use funds that could be used to keep staff,

On behalf of our organtzatton, I hope you will strongly consider opposing this
~ax.

Regards, . i

President

P.O, Box 3194
Saratoga, CA95070
www,$VARW.com



Pimentel, Nora

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PUBLIC RECORD 

City Clerk
Wednesday, January 28, 2009 11:38 AM
Pimentel, Nora
FW: NO to the new bag tax.

For the public record?

..... original Message .....
From: thu nguyen 
Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2009 8:31 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: NO to the new bag tax.

NO to the new bag tax.
I strongly object to your proposal to increase taxes on citizens in our city.

We all want to preserve the environment, but raising taxes in the middle of the worst
economic downturn in decades is ridiculous, and voters won’t stand for it.

What’s worse, this new tax hits the people who can least afford it: seniors on fixed
income, the working class, the unemployed and others just trying to survive. This is
simply unfair. It’s already extremely expensive to live here - and you want to make it
worse?

Is it really necessary to create a new government bureaucracy just to deal with grocery
bags? And if the idea is to get people to stop using grocery bags, how will you raise
revenue if people stop using bags and nobody is paying the tax? This program makes no
sense and is completely out of touch with today’s real problems.

A new tax? No way. Surely you are creative enough to come up with a better way to
increase the use of reusable shopping bags and promote recycling.

Go back to the drawing board and start again.

Regards,

Thu 



From: Save The Plastic Bag [mailto:savetheplasticbag@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, January 29, 2009 10:04 AM
To: City Clerk; john.stufflebeam@sanjoseca.gov; ESD - Webmaster; Doyle, Richard
Subject= Legal.objections to proposed carryout bag fee ordinance

PUBLIC RECORD

To the City of San Jose:

I am hereby serving the attached legal objections on the City of San Jose, the Mayor, the City
Council, the Director of Environmental Services, and the City Attorney.

.Regards,

Stephen L. Joseph, Counsel
SaveThePlasticBag.com

Phone: (415) 577-6660
Fax: (415) 869-5380
Website: www.savetheplasticbag.com
E-mail’. savetheplasticbag@earthlink, net

85% of plastic bags used in the United States are manufactured in the United States. Taxing or
banning plastic carryout bags will result in the direct loss of approximately 4,000 American
jobs, including in California. In addition,.there will be thousands of resin and distribution
company job losses. Destroying an American manufacturing industry based on myths and
misinformation is irresponsible, absurd, and tragic.

Most reusable bags are made in China, including those sold by Trader Joe’s, Safeway and
Whole Foods.

PLEASE NOTE: The information in this e-mail is confidential. If you have received this e-mail in
error or are not the intended recipient, you may not use, copy or disclose this message or any
information contained in it. Please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message. Thank
you.

1/29/2009



LAW OFFICES

STEPHEN L. JOSEPH, ESQ.
P.O. BOX 221

TIBURON, CA 94920-0221

Admitted in California and the Distn’ct of Columbia

TELEPHONE: (415) 577-6660
FAX: (415) 869-5380

E-MAIL: sljoseph.law@earthlink.net

January 29, 2009

City of San Jose
200 East Santa Clara St.
San Jose, CA 95113
Attention:
Mayor and City Council
Director of Environmental Services
City Attorney

BY FAX TO:
(408) 292-6207
(408) 292-6211
(408) 998-3131
BY E-MAIL TO:
cityclerk@sanjoseca.gov
johmstuffiebeam@sanjoseca.gov
esdwebmaster@sanjoseca.gov

¯ richard.doyle@sanj oseca.gov

Proposed plastic bag ordinance; CEQA demand; legal objections; notice
of intent to file lawsuit

Dear Mayor, City Council, Director and City Attorney:

I represent SaveThePlasticBag.com ("STPB"), an association of plastic bag
manufacturers and related businesses and individual citizens who are concerned about the
environment in the public interest and the enforcement of public duties.

The City of San Jose (the "City") is considering the imposition of a fee on plastic
carryout bags. Some of the members of STPB supply plastic bags to businesses in the
City and will lose sales if a plastic bag ban or fee ordinance is adopted. Other STPB
members who are individual citizens are also concerned about the negative
environmental consequences of the proposed ordinance and any violation of the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

STPB hereby objects to the proposed ordinance under the CEQA, as the City and
Santa Clara County have failed to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). STPB
will file an action for writ of mandate in the Superior Court in the event that the City fails
to comply with the strict requirements of CEQA before passing an ordinance, including
but not limited to preparation of an EIR.
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STPB has already filed lawsuits against Los Angeles County and the City of
Manhattan Beach for failing to prepare EIRs before banning plastic bags. The cases are
pending in the Los Angeles SuPerior Court.

On December 18, 2008, the Los Angeles Superior Court granted STPB’s motion
for preliminary injunctii)n against the City of Manhattan Beach after determining that
STBP is likely to succeed on the merits. A copy of the court’s ruling is provided herewith.

Further, as discussed on pages 12 and 13 of this letter in the section entitled "AB
2449 prohibits a fee on plastic bags," the city Attorney believes that the proposed
ordinance would violate the prohibition on imposing fees on plastic bags in AB 2449. It is
incredible that the City would continue to move forward with a fee, knowing full well that
it is illegal

Background

Every manufactured product has a negative environmental impact of some sort.
Plastic bags are no exception. The difference between plastic bags and other products is
that plastic bags have been singled out for intense and unprecedented scrutiny and are
being held to a standard of environmental perfection that no manufactured product could
ever satisfy.

Plastic bags are as environmentally benign as any product available today. They
have a tiny impact compared to other products and activities. However, this has not
prevented them from becoming a negative symbol for some environmental activists and
politicians who have become obsessed with eliminating them from the marketplace.

In the following statement, the British Government admitted that plastic bags are
a symbol and that politicians are pandering to public opinion.

They are a potent symbol of our throwaway society and
public opinion recognizes this. Of course, these bags
contribute only a small part of the waste that leads to
climate-changing emissions, but we need to change the
small things as well as the large and to work with the grain
of public opinion.

See www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/global/article3532326.ece.

Plastic bags have also been caught up in a broader "all plastic is evil" sentiment
propagated by extremists, which is simplistic, unrealistic and absurd.
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A London Times editorial states:

Many of those who have demonized plastic bags have
enlisted scientific study to their cause. By exaggerating a
grain of truth into a larger falsehood, they spread
misinformation and abuse the trust of their unwitting
audiences.

Myths and misinformation about plastic bags pervade the Internet. They have
found their way into city and county reports, because staffs have failed to check facts.
The reports are regarded as true by their unwitting audiences, including well-meaning
politicians who rely on the reports.

STPB’s primary objective is to provide the true facts about plastic bags to
decision-makers and. the public, thereby dispelling the myths and misinformation. STPB
has created an information website at www.savetheplasticbag.com. The website cites
only to studies prepared by governmental organizations and independent environmental
groups. No plastic industry studies are cited.

Despite STPB’s best efforts to disseminate the facts, we are finding that many
lawmakers and their staffs are still hearing only what they want to hear, including myths
and misinformation, and persistently disregarding or refusing to believe any information
that interferes with their preconceived views about plastic bags. This is called
"confirmation bias." See http://en.:vvikipedia.org/wiki/Confirmation bias.

STPB is determined to ensure that lawmakers arrive at their decisions about
plastic bags with the benefit of accurate and comprehensive factual information.

An American manufacturing industry and iobs under threat

85% of plastic bags used in the United States are manufactured in the United
States. Approximately 4,000 employees in the United States, including in California,
manufacture plastic bags. When lawmakers take action to eliminate plastic bags, they
eliminate American jobs. These are jobs held by real people with real families who are
routinely ignored by California politicians.

All lawmakers, including the members of the San Jose City Council, have a
profound responsibility to all the people of this nation and to our manufacturing
industries. They cannot ignore the effects of their actions beyond the City’s borders.

Destroying American jobs based on myths and misinformation would be
irresponsible and tragic. Doing so just when we are entering the worst economic crisis
since the Great Depression would be heartless. The thousand of American workers who
manufacture plastic bags are not at fault for wanting to support themselves and their
families.
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Most reusable bags are made in China, including those sold by Trader Joe’s,.
Safeway and Whole Foods. It is incredible that any public official in this country would
even think about exPorting American jobs without doing due diligence. However, that is
exactly what is happening.

For the protection of American jobs at this critical time, it is imperative that the
members of the City Council recognize that they have a duty to take the special care in
their fact-finding and decision-making about plastic bags. They must ensure that
prejudice and passion against plastic bags do not affect their decision malting.

Public opinion

A poll was conducted by Fairbank, Maslin, Maulin and Associates through a
telephone survey of California registered voters between June 28 and July 2, 2008. The
sample population was 700 and the margin of error +/- 3.7 %. According to the poll, 58%
of Californians oppose a proposed 25 cent tax on plastic bags. More than two-thirds of
those polled in Los Angeles and San Diego oppose the tax.

The results of the above opinion polls and others can be viewed at
www.savetheplasticbag.com!ReadContent650.aspx.

At a time when many people in the City of San Jose are in dire economic straits
and every penny counts, they will not appreciate a tax on shopping.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is designed to ensure that
accurate environmental information is presented to lawmakers before they make their
decisions. CEQA requires the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
before any ordinances or other "projects" are adopted that may have a significant
negative effective on the environment.

In People v. County of Kern (1974) 39 Cal. App. 3d 830, 842, the court stated:

Only by requiring [an agency] to fully comply with the
letter of the law can a subversion of the important public
purposes of CEQA be avoided, and only, by this process
will the public be able to determine the environmental and
economic values of their elected and appointed officials,
thus allowing for appropriate action come election day
should a majority of the voters disagree.
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The Oakland lawsuit

In July 2007, the City of Oakland adopted an ordinance banning plastic bags. A
coalition of plastic bag manufacturers (including three STPB members) filed a petition
for writ of mandate against the City of Oakland, because the city had failed to prepare an
EIR pursuant to CEQA. Coalition To Support Plastic Bag Recycling v. City of Oakland,
et al., Alameda Superior Court, Case No. RG07-339097.

In May 2008, the Alameda County superior Court issued a writ of mandate
invalidating the Oakland ordinance. It found that there was a possibility that the
ordinance would have a significant environmental impact, because paper is worse for the
environment and banning of plastic bags would result in increased paper bag usage. The
decision was not appealed and the Oakland ordinance has been revoked.

A copy of the Alameda County Superior Court decision can be downloaded on
our website litigation page at www.savetheplasticbag,com/ReadContent541.aspx.

The Los Angeles County lawsuit

In January 2008, Los Angeles County adopted a program to reduce the number of
plastic bags by 30% by 2010 and 65% by 2013. The failure to achieve either goal will
trigger an ordinance banning plastic bags.

In July 2008, STPB filed a petition for a writ of mandate. Save The Plastic Bag
Coalition v. County of Los Angeles, et al, Los Angeles Superior Court, Case No.
BS 115845. The ground for the petition is that the county failed to prepare an EIR prior to
adopting the program. 1

The case is pending. Copies of the primary documents filed by STPB can be
viewed at www.savetheplasticbag.com!ReadContent541 .aspx.

The Manhattan Beach lawsuit

In July 2008, the City of Manhattan Beach adopted an ordinance banning plastic
bags. In August 2008, STPB filed a petition for a writ of mandate. Save The Plastic Bag
Coalition v. City of Manhattan Beach, et al, Los Angeles Superior .Court, Case No.
¯ BSl16362. The ground for the petition is that the city failed to prepare an EIR prior to
adopting the ordinance.

The case is pending. Copies of the primary documents filed by STPB in the case
can be viewed at www.savetheplasticbag.corn/ReadContent54 t .aspx.

I STPB filed the lawsuits in the name of Save The Plastic Bag Coalition, an alternative name that it uses for
litigation purposes.
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As noted above, on December 18, 2008 the court granted STPB’s motion for
preliminary injunction against Manhattan Beach. The court ruled that STPB is "likely to
succeed on the merits of its claim that an EIR is required in the circumstances of this
case." The court noted that STPB had cited studies regarding the environmental impact of
the Manhattan Beach plastic bag ban ordinance that conflicted with the City of
Manhattan Beach’s environmental .conclusion. The court stated that the "solution
required by CEQA in such cases is to publicly air the dispute between the experts by
ordering an EIR, rather than ignoring or suppressing ~he existence of such a dispute." A
copy of the court’s ruling is pr6~ided herewith.

The environmental impact of paper bags

In 2005, the "Scottish Government" issued an environmental impact assessment
on the effects of a proposed plastic bag levy in Scotland (the "Scottish Report"). The
report states:

Page vi: If only plastic bags were to be levied .... then
studies and experience elsewhere suggest that there would
be some shift in bag usage to paper bags (which have worse
environmental impacts).

Page 31: [A] paper bag has a more adverse impact than a
plastic bag for most of the environmental issues considered.
Areas where paper bags score particularly badly include
water consumption, atmospheric acidification (which can
have effects on human health, sensitive ecosystems, forest
decline and acidification of lakes) and eutrophication of
water bodies (which can lead to growth of algae and
depletion of oxygen).2

~: Paper bags are anywhere between six to ten times
heavier than lightweight plastic carrier bags and, as such,
require more transport and its associated costs. They would
also take up more room in a landfill if they were not
recycled.

The Scottish Report (at page 23) contains the following comparison of the
environmental metrics of plastic bags and paper bags. The report takes into account the
fact that a paper bag holds more than a plastic bag. According to the report, paper bags
result in:

2 "Eutrophication" means the process by which a body of water becomes rich in dissolved nutrients,

thereby encouraging the growth and decomposition of oxygen-depleting plant life and resulting in harm to
other organisms,
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¯ 1.1 times more consumption of nonrenewable primary energy than plastic
bags.

¯ 4.0 times more consumption of water than plastic bags.
¯ 3.3 times more emissions of greenhouse gases than plastic bags.
¯ 1.9 times more acid rain (atmospheric acidification) than plastic bags.
¯ 1,3 times more negative.air quality (ground level ozone formation) than

plastic bags.
¯ 14.0 times more water body eutrophication than plastic bags.
¯ 2.7 times more solid waste production than plastic bags.

The Alameda County Superior Court relied upon the Scottish Report in malting its
decision to invalidate the Oakland plastic bag ban ordinance. The report is available at
www,scotland.gov,uldResource/Doc/57346/0016899.pdf. A copy of the report is
provided herewith by e-mail.

In March 2008, ULS (www.use-less-stuff.com) issued a report analyzing the
types of paper bags required under San Francisco’s plastic bag ban ordinance (the
"March 2008 ULS Report"). The March 2008 ULS Report includes the following
findings:                                                  ’

¯ Plastic bags generate 39% less greenhouse gas emissions than uncomposted
paper bags, and 68% less greenhouse gas emissions than composted paper
bags.

¯ Plastic bags consume less than 6% of the water needed to make paper bags.
¯ Plastic bags consiame 71% less energy during production than paper bags.
¯ Paper sacks generate almost five times more solid waste than using plastic

bags.
¯ After four or more uses, reusable plastic bags are superior to all types of

disposable bags -- paper, polyethylene and compostable plastic -- across all
significant environmental indicators.

The March 2008 Report concludes as follows (at page 5):

Legislation designed to reduce env.ironmental impacts and
litter by outlawing grocery bags based on the material from
which they are produced will not deliver the intended
results. While some litter reduction might take place, it
would be outweighed by the disadvantages that would
subsequently occur (increased solid waste and greenhouse
gas emissions). Ironically, reducing the use of traditional
plastic bags would not even reduce the reliance on fossil
fuels, as paper and biodegradable plastic bags consume at
least as much non-renewable energy during their full
lifecycle.
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The Alameda County Superior Court relied upon the March 2008 ULS report in
making its decision to invalidate the Oakland plastic bag ban ordinance. A copy of the
March 2008 ULS report can be downloaded at www.use-less-stuff.com, A copy of the
report is provided herewith by e-mail.

Banning or imposing a fee on plastic bags would increase paper ba~ usage

In 2007, the City of San Francisco passed an ordinance banning non-compostable
plastic carryout bags in supermarkets and grocery stores with more than $2 million in
annual sales and chain pharmacies. The ordinance requires the use of paper bags,
compostable plastic bags, or reusable bags.

To determine the impact of the ordinance, ULS observed store and customer bag
usag~ in San Francisco. A total of 25 retail stores were visited from September 14 to 17,
2008. Stores were walked through, store personnel were questioned, checkout activities
were observed, and customers’ bagging preferences were reviewed.

ULS found that all food chains affected by the ordinance had switched to paper
bags only. ULS also found that "very few people" brought reusable bags to the store -- no
more than in other cities. ULS concluded as follows in a report issued in September 2008:

If reducing environmental impact is the objective of the
Ordinance, results to date do not indicate it will be
successful. First, little use of reusable bags was observed.
Second, the replacement of plastic by paper and the return
to double bagging may actually increase environmenta!
impact, as many peer reviewed lifecycle studies indicate
that paper bags use more energy, produce more waste, and
generate more greenhouse gas emissions than do plastic
bags.

The September 2008 ULS Report can be downloaded at www.use-less-stuff.com.
A copy of the report is provided herewith by e-mail.

The Scottish Government also concluded in the Scottish Report (at page vi) that
banning or imposing a fee on plastic bags only would result in a substantial boost in
paper bag usage.

The environmental impact of reusable bags

If plastic bags and paper bags are banned or subjected to a fee, then a boost in
reusable bag usage will occur. Like any other manufactured product, reusable bags have a
negative environmental impact. However, we have found that lawmakers and their staffs
act as if reusable bags have no negative environmental impact whatsoever, which is
unrealistic and untrue.
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An EIR is necessary and demanded to determine the following:

¯ Metrics of consumption of nonrenewable energy to produce reusable bags.
(An article in the Wall Street Journal (An Inconvenient Bag, Sep 26, 2008)
states: "Many of the cheap, reusable bags that retailers favor are produced
in Chinese factories and made from nonwoven polypropylene, a form of
plastic that requires about 28 times as much energy to produce as the plastic
used in standard disposable bags and eight times as much as a paper sack,
according to Mr. Sterling, of Natural Capitalism Solutions.")

¯ Metrics on emissions of greenhouse gases in the production of reusable
bags.

¯ Metrics on consumption of water to produce reusable bags.
¯ Metrics on creation of acid rain (atmospheric acidification) in the

production of reusable bags.
¯ Metrics on creation of negative air quality in the production of reusable

bags
¯ Metrics on water pollution or eutrophication in the production of reusable

bags.
¯ Metrics on the consumption of nonrenewable energy to transport reusable

bags. (Most reusable bags are made in China and have to be shipped to the
United States and then transported by truck, Reusable bags are more
voluminous and heavier than plastic bags, thereby requiring more diesel
fuel to transport.)

¯ Metrics on the reusability of plastic carryout bags for bin liners, pet waste
and other uses, which are not uses for "reusable" bags.

¯ Recyclability of reusable bags. (Most reusable bags are made from
nonwoven polypropylene, which is not recyclable.)

¯ Metrics on solid waste production caused by disposal of plastic bags.
¯ Metrics on the extent to which reusable bags are actually reused. (The

above-mentioned Wall Street Journal article referenced above states:
"Earlier this year, KPIX in San Francisco polled 500 of its television
viewers and found that more than half -- 58% -- said they almost never take
reusable cloth shopping bags to .the grocery store.’’3

The "common sense" exemption

CEQA § 15061(b)(3), lcnown as the "common sense exemption," states: "Where it
can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may
have a significant effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA.’’4

3 STPB is highly averse to relying on newspaper reports for environmental data. However, the Wall Street

Journal article shows the need for a Life Cycle Analysis on reusable bags, rather than an automatic (and
clearly erroneous) assumption that ?eusable bags have no significant environmental impact.

4 14 Cal. Code. Regs, Ch, 3 is referred to herein as "CEQA."
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The California Court of Appeal has held: "If legitimate questions can be raised
about whether the project might have a significant impact and there is any dispute about
the possibility of such an impact, the agency cannot find with certainty that a project is
exempt." Davidon Homes v. City of San Jose (1997) 54 Cal.App.4th 106, 117.

There is such a legitimate dispute about the negative environmental impacts of
boosting usage of paper bags and reusable bags.

Categorical exemptions

No categorical exemptions are available to the City under CEQA §15300. The
Alameda County Superior Court in the Oakland case noted that CEQA §15300.2(c)
contains an exception to the categorical exemptions when there is a "reasonable
possibility" that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to
"unusual circumstances." The court ruled that a shift in consumer use from one
environmentally damaging product to another constitutes an "unusual circumstance" of
an activity that would otherwise be exempt from review under CEQA as activity
undertaken to protect the environment.

Cumulative effects

CEQA §15065(3) states that an EIR must be prepared if "the project has possible
environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable."
CEQA §15065(3) states that "cumulatively considerable" means that the "incremental
effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects
of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects."

CEQA §15355 defines "cumulative impacts" as "two or more individual effects
which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts." CEQA §15355(b) states that "[c]umulative impacts can result
from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of
time."

In Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002)
103 Cal.App.4th 98, the court stated:

Cumulative impact analysis is necessary because the full
environmental impact of a proposed project cannot be
gauged in a vacuum. [Footnote] One of the most important
environmental lessons that has been learned is that
environmental damage often occurs incrementally from a
variety of small sources. These sources appear insignificant
when considered individually, but assume threatening
dimensions when considered collectively with other
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sources with which they interact. [Id. at 114.]

From Kings County and Los Angeles Unified, .the guiding
criterion on the subject of cumulative impact is whether
any additional effect caused by the proposed project should
be considered significant given the existing cumulative
effect. [Id. at 118.] (Emphasis added.)

The court stated that the agency must "focus on the combined effects of these
impacts." 103 Cal.App.4th at 121.

CEQA §15064(f) specifically addresses the kind of evidence that an agency
may and may not rely upon in determining whether there will be a significant effect:

Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or
narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or
erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not
constitute substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall
include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon
facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.

CEQA §15064.7(a) states that an agency may develop "thresholds of
significance." A threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or
performance level of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which
means the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and
compliance with which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than
significant. CEQA § 15064.7(a)

Santa Clara County and the City have not developed any such thresholds of
significance.

Based on the foregoing, in determining whether the common sense or any other
exemption applies, the City is required by law to view its own proposal in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects, including but not limited to the following:

¯ The Santa Clara County model plastic bag ban ordinance
¯ The San Francisco plastic bag ban ordinance adopted in 2007
¯ The City of Malibu plastic bag ban ordinance adopted in 2008
¯ The City of Manhattan Beach plastic bag ban ordinance adopted in 2008
¯ The Los Angeles County single use bag reduction program adopted in

January 2008
¯ The proposed City of Santa Monica plastic bag ban ordinance
¯ All other plastic bag ordinances and projects that are being considered in

California and outside California
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Demand for EIR

If the City proposes to ban or impose a fee on plastic bags only, then STPB
demands that an EIR be prepared pursuant to CEQA that determines and evaluates the
environmental impact of paper bags. It is indisputable that paper bags may have a
significant negative effect on the environment and that the test in § 15061 (b)(3) would not
be satisfied.

If the City proposes to ban or impose a fee on plastic and paper bags, then STPB
demands that an EtR must be prepared pursuant to CEQA that includes findings on the
environmental impact of reusable bags. It is indisputable that reusable bags may have a
significant negative effect on the environment and that the test in § 15061 (b)(3) would not
be satisfied.

In the event .that no EIR is prepared, then STPB hereby asserts a continuing
objection pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21177. STPB will also file a
petition for a writ of mandate in Santa Clara Superior Court.

An ordinance is a "project" under CEQA

In the Memorandum dated January 20, 2009 from Mr. John Stufflebean to the
Transportation and Environment Committee, he states that the proposed ordinance would
not be a"project" under CEQA; His statement is legally incorrect.

"Project" is defined in CEQA §15378(a)(1) as any action "which has a potential
for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably
foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment" including an activity "directly
undertaken by any public agency."

As discussed above, the proposed ordinance has a potential for resulting in either
a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical
change in the environment.

AB 2449 prohibits a fee on plastic bags

California Public Resources Code §42254(b)(2) (known as "AB 2449") states that
a city, county, or other public agency "shall not adopt, implement, or enforce an
ordinance, resolution, regulation, or rule to...[i]mpose a plastic carryout bag fee upon a
store that is in compliance with this chapter."

Apparently, the County and possibly the City are taking the position that a fee
imposed on consumers at the point of sale is not prohibited by §42254(b)(2), as it would
not be a fee imposed "upon a store."
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It is obvious that §42254(b)(2) prohibits any fee on plastic bags imposed at the
point of sale or in a store. The County’s position is nothing more than wordplay. STPB
strongly objects to any such fee.

We note that the City Attorney apparently agrees with us on this point. In the City
of San Jose staff report dated January 20, 2009, the Director of Environmental Services
states:

In an analysis of the draft model ordinance by the City’s
Attorney’s Office, the Bag Pollution Cleanup Fee appears
to be inconsistent with AB 2449, which took effect on July
1, 2007 .... The bill also specifically prohibits local
governments from imposing a fee on plastic bags. Attempts
to preempt AB 2449 could invite legal challenges.

In the event that the City imposes a fee on plastic bags at the point of sale or in a
store, STPB will file a lawsuit to invalidate it based on §42254(b)(2).

Nothing in this letter is intended to waive STPB’s right to challenge the
imposition of a fee on plastic bags.

. Attorney’s fees

In the event that STPB files any legal proceedings, STPB will request attorney’s
fees pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5.

Conclusion

Pursuant to CEQA §15072(b), I request that you mail to me any future notice of
intent to adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration under CEQA
regarding plastic bags. I further request that this letter be made part of the administrative
record on the proposed ordinance,

STPB is interested in opening a constructive dialog with the City. If there is any
interest on the City’ s part, please let me lcnow.

All rights are reserved.

Sincerely,

Stephen L. Joseph



The ULS Report

REVIEW OF LIFE CYCLE DATA RELATING TO DISPOSABLE,
COMPOSTABLE, BIODEGRADABLE, AND REUSABLE GROCERY BAGS

I. BACKGROUND

In March 2007, the Board of Supervisors of the City of San Francisco passed an
ordinance effectivety banning the use of ptastic grocery bags at supermarkets and
large pharmacies. The Board’s objective was to stop environmentat degradation and
reduce titter, and its so[uUon was to tegistate the replacement of traditiona[ plastic
bags with reusable bags or bags made from paper or compostabte plastic.

In an effort to gauge the impact of the Board’s decision, both in terms of
environmental impact and Utter reduction, the Editors of The UL5 Report have
examined a number of credibte third-party research reports, and used the findings to
develop their own conclusions and recommendations.

Please note that this review was originally published in June, 2007 and has been
revised as follows:

1. This review inc[udes research performed by Boustead Consulting & Associates
that was released after the previous version was pubUshed in June 2007.

2. Information from the EPA’s web sites cited in the previous summary has been
removed from this version, as it is no longer pubUdy available.

3. A[[ results mentioned below have been made equivalent to reflect the different
carrying capacity of paper vs. plastic bags. For reference, it is generally
accepted that 1.5 plastic bags equa[ the capacity of 1 paper bag.

II. METHODOLOGY

An examination was made of four studies that compared the environmental impacts of
various grocery bags, or provided data widely used to do so:

Carrefour Group, an international retail chain that was founded in France and
is second only to Wa[-Mart in terms of global retail revenues, commissioned a
Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) Study by Price-Waterhouse-Coopers/EcoBa[ance
(Evaluation des impacts environnementaux des sacs de cuisse, February 2004,
#300940BE8) that compared the environmental impact of four types of bags:
plastic made from high density polyethylene (HDPE), paper, biodegradable
plastic (50% corn starch and 50% po[ycapro[actone compostab[e plastic), and
reusable plastic (flexible PE). The study evaluated environmental impacts from
material production, through bag manufacturing and transport, to end of Ufe
management.

The study was completed according to ISO standards 14040-14043, and peer
reviewed by the French environmental institute, ADEME, the Agency for

28 March 2008
4853 Goodison Place Drive ~, Rochester i MI i 48306

248-726-9729 ¯ www.use-less-stuff.com
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Environment and Energy Management. The first review was by Henri LecouLs,
an independent Lifecyde anatysis expert assisted by Laura DegaLLaix,
representative of the Federal Consumers’ Union, Que Choisir, and Dominique
Royet, WorLd WiLdLife Federation (WWF) representative. A second review was
made by related parties: APME (European PLastics Manufacturers Association;
CEPI (Confederation of European Paper Industries); and Novamont,
manufacturer of the biodegradable plastic assessed in the study.

Li[e Cycle Inventories [or Packa~in~s, Environmental Series No. 25011, Swiss
Agency for the Environment, Forests and Landscape (SAEFL), 1998. The study
was criticaLLy reviewed by corporate and association members representing the
paper, plastics, glass, aluminum and steel packaging industries. ~

Eco-Pro[iles o[ the European Plastics Industr~l, performed by I. Boustead for
PLasticsEurope, 2005. This series was developed by LCA pioneer Boustead
ConsuLting and conforms wherever possible to ISO standards 14040-14043. The
data on poLyethyLene film are also referenced in the SAEFL study Listed above.

Li[e Cycle Assessment [or Three Types o[ Grocery Ba£s - Recyclable Plastic;
Compostable, Biodegradable Plastic; and Recycled, Recyclable Paper,
performed by Boustead ConsuLting E Associates Ltd. for the Progressive Bag
ALLiance, 2007. The study compared traditional grocery bags made from
poLyethyLene, bags made from compostabLe plastics, and paper bags made
using at Least 30% recycled fibers. The Life cycle assessment factored in every
step of the manufacturing, distribution, and disposal stages of these bags.

The study was peer reviewed by Dr. Michael Overcash, Professor of Chemical
Engineering, as weLL as a Professor of BioLogicaL and AgricuLturaL Engineering, at
North CaroLina State University.

III. STUDY LIMITATIONS

Findings, conclusions, and recommendations are based on data that have been
obtained through pubLicLy avaiLabLe channels or through the broad group of
contacts that The UL$ Report has developed. There may be other data
avaiLabLe that refute, confirm, or extend the findings herein developed.

ResuLts are based upon an analysis of quantitative data, especiaLLy in relation
to materials consumption, energy and water usage, poLLution, and greenhouse
gas (GHG) production. Because of their qualitative and personal nature, issues
that transcend a scientific approach, such as the social value of renewable vs.
non-renewabLe resources and composting vs. Landfi[Ling, are best considered
independently by the reader.

WhiLe the 2007 Boustead ConsuLting study was performed in the United States,
the other studies originated in Europe. Because production processes are
reLativeLy similar gLobaLLy, the data provide accurate assessments that can be
used to draw valid conclusions in the United States. The similarity in results
between the American and European studies further bears this out.
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IV. FINDINGS

A. Biodgredation/Com postability
White paper and certain ptastics may be biode~radabte or compostabte in speciatLy
desi.~ned industrial facitities, evidence indicates that this feature may be of [ittte
vatue in the effort to reduce waste:

Current research shows that in modern tandfitts, paper does not degrade or
break down at a substantiatty faster rate than ptastic does. Due to the tack of
water, tight, oxygen, and other important etements necessary for the
degradation process to occur, nothing comptetety degrades in modern tandfi[ts.

As evidence of this, here is a photo of a
newspaper buried in an Arizona landfitt
and dug up after more than three decades.
As can be ctearty seen, paper does not
degrade rapidty in tandfitts. (Photo credit:
Dr. William Rathje, Founder of The Garbage
Project at The University of Arizona.)

Compostabte ptastics, which are produced from ptant-based feedstocks, do not
degrade in tandfitts, either. According to Natureworks®, a producer of a corn-
based ptastic known as PLA, containers made from its materiat witt tast as tong
in tandfitts as containers made from traditionat ptastics.1

In order to breakdown as intended, compostabte ptastics must be sent to an
industriat or food composting facitity, rather than to backyard pites or
municipat composting centers. Since there are apparentty fewer than 100 of
these facitities functioning in the entire United States, the economic and
environmentat costs of wide-scare ptastics composting are prohibitive,
significantty reducing the vatue of such an atternative.2

By definition, composting and biodegradation retease carbon dioxide (C02), a
greenhouse gas, into the atmosphere, increasing the potentiat for climate
change. For exampte, composted paper produces approximatety twice the C02
emissions produced by non-composted paper. (See Paragraph B.1. just betow
for specific detaits.)

B. Waste, Energy Consumption, Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The evidence does not support conventionat wisdom that paper ba.~s are a more
environmentatty sustainabte atternative than ptastic ba~s. White this is certainty
counterintuitive for many peopte, retevant facts inctude the fottowing:

Ptastic bags generate 39% tess greenhouse gas emissions than uncomposted
paper bags, and 68% tess greenhouse gas emissions than composted paper bags.
The ptastic bags generate 4,6‘15 tons of C02 equivatents per 150 mittion bags; i
white uncomposted paper bags generate 7,621 tons, and composted paper bags
generate 1,1,558 tons, per 100 mittion bags produced~3
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Plastic bags consume tess than 6% of the water needed to make paper bags. It
takes 1004 gallons of water to produce 1000 paper bags and 58 gatlons of water
to produce 1500 plastic bags.4

Plastic grocery bags consume 717/o less energy during production than paper
bags.5 Significantly, even though traditional disposable plastic bags are
produced from fossil fuels, the total non:renewable energy consumed during
their lifecycle is.up to 36% less than the non-renewable energy consumed
during the lifecycle of paper bags and up to 64% less than that consumed by
biodegradable plastic bags.6

Using paper sacks generates almost five times more solid waste than using
p~astic bags.7

After four or more uses, reusabte plastic bags are superior to all types of
disposabte bags --paper, po[yethytene and compostabte plastic -- across all
significant environmental indicators.8

C. Litter
While the data appear to indicate that paper and compostable ptastic bars may
account for less titter, data also indicates that this findinR is offset by the increased
environmental impacts these bars produce versus traditionat ptastic bars:

1. The manufacture of paper bags consumes twice as much water and emits about
60% more greenhouse gases than the production of plastic bags.9

Compared to disposable ptastic bags, biodegradable plastic bags generate
higher levers of greenhouse gas emissions, atmospheric acidification and
eutrophification (a process whereby bodies of water receive excess nutrients ¯
that stimutate excessive ptant growth, such as algae blooms).1°

V. CONCLUSIONS/INDICATED ACTIONS
The conclusion to be drawn about how to reduce the environmental impacts and titter
associated with Rrocery bars is very much in line with both [onRstandinR EPA
Ruidetines and the UL$ Report philosophy: the issueis not paper or plastic, but rather
findinR ways to reduce, reuse, and recycte both of them - in that order. By putting
more items in fewer bags, avoiding double bagging, switching to durable tote bags,
and reusing and recycling disposable bags, significant reductions in materiat and non-
renewable energy consumption, pol[ution, solid waste, greenhouse gas emissions, and
litter, will occur.

And, while recycling can hetp save resources, its rear vatue lies in the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions, and the minimization of waste going to landfills. Also,
recycling hetps reduce litter, as bags are contained and stored. Containment reduces
the potential for them to be teft in open spaces, where they become eyesores.
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Vl. SUMMARY
LeRistation desiRned to reduce environmentat impacts and titter by outtawinR Rrocery

¯ bars based on the materiat from which they are produced wit[ not deriver the intended
resutts. White some titter reduction might take ptace, it woutd be outweighed by the
disadvantages that woutd subsequentty occur (increased sotid waste and greenhouse
gas emissions). Ironlcatty, reducing the use of traditionat ptastic bags woutd not even
reduce the retiance on fossit fuets, as paper and biodegradabte ptastic bags consume
at teas[ as much non-renewabte energy during their futt tifecycte,

Further, an Internet scan of avaitabte government and non-profit information for the
United States, .United Kingdom, Canada and Austratia indicates that chewing gum and
cigarette butts account for up to 95% of the litter generated in the Engtish-speaking
wortd.11 Thus, there woutd appear to be far better and potentiatty more effective
tegistative opportunities avai[abte if the objective is to significantty reduce titter.

Again, when it comes to reducing the environmentat and titter impacts of grocery and
merchandise bags, the sotution ties in a.) Minimizing the materiats used to produce at[
types of bags, regardtess of their composition, and b.) Buitding pubtic awareness and
motivation to reduce, reuse and recycte these bags - in that order.

Robert Litienfetd, Editor

Footnotes

1 Corn Plastic to the Rescue, by Elizabeth Royte, Smithsonian, August 2006
(www.smithso nia nm a,q.com/iss u es/2006/au.q u st/pla.p h p?pa.qe= 1 ).

2 These figures were provided by a number of experts, but due to the fluctuating dynamics of the compo.sting
industry, no firm citation can be given. One article that mentioned the relative unavailability of industrial and
food composting was Composting that Plastic by Eliza Barclay, Metropolis Magazine, March 1,2004
(www. metropolisma.q.com/cda/story.php?artid=153). See also the BioCycle site www.findacomposter.com.

3 Life Cycle Inventories forPackagings, Volume 1, SAEFL, 1998, Environmental Series 250/I and Eco-

Profiles of the European Plastics Industry, developed by I. Boustead for PlasticsEurope, March 2005
(www.plasticseurope.or,q/contentJDefault.asp?Pa,qelD=404&lsNewWindow=True).

4 Ibid and Life Cycle Assessment for Three Types of Grocery Bags - Recyclable Plastic; Compostable,
Biodegradable Plastic; and Recycled, Recyclable Paper, performed by Boustead Consutting & Associates
Ltd. for the Progressive Bag Attiance, 2007.
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5 Li[e Cycle Assessment [or Three Types o[ Grocery Ba~s - Recyclable Plastic; Compostable, Biodegradable

Plastic; and Recycled, Recyclable .Paper. Op cir.

6 Ibid and Evaluation des impacts environnementaux des sacs de caisse Carrefour(Evaluation of the
Environmental Impact of Carrefour Merchandise Bags), prepared by Price- Waterhouse-Coopers/Ecobilan
(EcoBalance), February 2004, #300940BE8.
(www.ademe.fr/htdocs/actuatite/rapport carrefour, post.....revue_criti~lue_v4.pdf).

7 Li[e Cycle Assessment [or Three Types o[ Grocery Bags - Recyclable Plastic; Compostable, Biodegrudable
Plastic; and Recycled, Recyclable Paper.. Op cit.

Evaluation des impacts environnementaux des sacs de caisse Carrefour. Op cit.

Ibid.

Ibid.

11 See Litter Composition Survey of England, October 2004, produced by ENCAMS for INCPEN

(www.incpen.orq/pa.qes/userdata/incp/LitterCompSurvey24Jan2005.pdf). Also see Facts About Litter from
an Australian governmental site (www.environment.nsw..qov.au/litter/factsaboutlitter.htm), and equivalent
government and non-profit sites in Canada and the United States, such as Keep America Beautiful.
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The ULS Report

A Qualitative Study of Grocery Bag Use in San Francisco

This summarizes the findings of a store check of San Francisco grocery outlets to
determine the effects of the City’s ban on traditional plastic bag dissemination.

Background
On November 20, 2007, the City of San Francisco banned the use of non-compostable
plastic checkout bags in supermarkets and grocery stores doing at least $2 million in
annual sales. The Ordinance requires the use of recyclable paper bags; compostable
plastic bags; or bags with handles specifically designed for multiple reuse, defined as
durable plastic bags at least 2.25 mils thick. Further, under California AB 2449, stores in
areas where plastic bags are banned are no longer required to recycle plastic bags,
including dry cleaning bags, newspaper bags, and plastic films.

To determine the impact to date of the Ordinance, Robert Lilienfeld, President of The
Cygnus Group and Editor of The ULS Report, traveled to San Francisco to observe store
and customer bag usage and activity. A total of 25 retail stores were visited.

The Retail Environment
The store check encompassed all of the major retailers in the City. For reference,
significant changes in food retailing have occurred here in the last 10 years. First,
consolidation has reduced the variety of major outlets: Safeway purchased and
assimilated Von’s; and Kroger purchased both Fred Meyer and Ralph’s and is operating
mainly under the Foodsco and Cala names, respectively. Second, two "greener" retailers
have created a reasonable presence in the market. Both Whole Foods and Trader Joe’s
have established themselves as viable alternatives to Safeway et at.

It should be noted that as in other big cities, independent food stores are a significant
presence, serving local neighborhoods in which walk-in traffic and convenience are
critical. Also, major drug chains such as Walgreens are both ubiquitous and competitive
with traditional food retailers: Walgreens uses food to battle Safeway, which competes by
offering pharmacy services, vitamins & supplements, and HBA products.

Methodology
Retail outlets were visited from September 14 to 17, 2008. Stores were walked through,
store personnel were questioned, checkout activities were observed, and customers’
bagging preferences were reviewed.

A total of 25 retail visits occurred, as shown below. This list represents many, if not most,
of the retailers covered by the ordinance. It also represents a very significant percentage
of retail volume in the City. (See the Appendix for store locations and observation notes.)

Safeway - 3 stores (All 3 in the City)
Kroger- 2 stores (Representing both Fred Meyer and Ralph’ s)
Whole Foods - 3 stores (All 3 in the City)
Trader Joe’s - 1 store (The major store in the City)
Independents - 7 stores (1 large store, Harvest Urban Market, and 6 small "corner" stores)
Walgreens - 7 stores
Rite Aid - 2 stores

9/22108
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¯ Findings
1. All food chains affected by the ordinance have switched back to paper bags, with

none offering plastic of any type. In all cases, the only plastic bags present were
those used for self-bagging of produce items.

Among drug store chains, Walgreens appears to be meeting the ordinance by
offering paper bags or heavy HDPE plastic bags marked "REUSABLE" (see
attached photo), while Rite Aid has switched completely to paper. Interestingly,
the overwhelming majority of Walgreens purchasers chose the plastic over the .
paper bags.

The number of consumers bringing their own bags was judged to be minimal, and
not greater than in other cities. Very few people were seen bringing reusable bags
to the stores, no more than the observer has seen being used in other metropolitan
areas such as Detroit or Chicago.

Paper use was judged to be excessive. A significant amount of double bagging
occurred, of which much was fostered by store employees. In many cases,
baggers simply assumed that customers wanted bags doubled. This was especially
true in Trader Joe’s (see attached photos).

In some cases, plastic bag recycling bins have been removed. Only one of the
three Safeway stores had a recycling bin. Employees in the other two stores said
that the bins had been removed, but they did ndt know when or why. In all cases
where bins were still available, they were not placed in easy-to-spot or use
locations.

The one exception was Whole Foods, which had bins in all three stores, placed at
the entrance. Unlike other grocery retailers, Whole Foods has turned its bins into
a marketing advantage by creating arecycling display that positions the company
as a concerned environmental citizen (see attached photo).

Even if bins were available, store employees were generally not aware of their
presence or appropriate use. After being told that there was no available plastic
bag recycling bin in one Safeway, this writer found it hidden in a far comer of the
store (see attached photo). Interestingly, there were quite a few bags in it.

Employees in the two Kroger-owned stores stated that there were no bins, even
though they were actually fairly well hidden in the front of the stores. (One
employee told a customer to recycle her unwanted paper bag in the bin, even
though it had large lettering stating "Plastic Bags Only" (see attached photo).

The Trader Joe’s manager stated that there was no bin in his store, but he would
be happy to put customer bags in his baler.
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No compostable plastic bags were found. One independent store, Harvest Urban
Market, gave out plastic bags labeled as "recyclable" and "100% Totally
Degradable," (The bag was made with TDPA from EPI.) Given the relatively
large size of this store, it is suspected that the Ordinance is relevant but these bags
do not appear to meet the requirement of being compostable (see attached photo).

Independents continue to offer primarily plastic bags. The reasons for doing so
appear to be cost, reduced storage needs, convenience and customer preference.

Conclusions/Indicated Action
1. If reducing environmental impact is the objective of the Ordinance, results to date

do not indicate it will be successful. First, little use of reusable bags was
observed. Second, the replacement of plastic by paper and the return to double
bagging may actually increase environmental impact, as many p.eer reviewed
lifecycle studies indicate that paper bags use more energy, produce more waste,
and generate ~more greenhouse gas emissions than do plastic bags. (See the ULS
website at www.use-less-stuff.com for a review of these studies.)

Given the demand for recycled plastic combined with the desire of many
consumers to help recycle, the State of California should consider revisin~
AB 2449 to ensure the presence of plastic bag recycling bins in all larger stores,
regardless of bans. The plastic bag recycling bins that were still available in San
Francisco contained dry cleaning bags, produce bags, and bags from non-grocery
retailers.

Based on this continued use of existing bins, there is still public desire to recycle
plastic bags, and apparently awareness that it is valuable to do so. Given the fact
that there is still significant usage of plastic bags in San Francisco among
independent grocers and other retailers, these bins can help ensure that plastic
recycling rates improve, and the volume of recycled material increases.

Robert Litienfetd, Editor

9/22/08



San Francisco Grocery Store. Bag Use Page

Appendix: Stores Visited and Notes

Safeway, 1335 Webster
Virtually everyone used paper bags, some double bagging.
Only saw 1-2 people using reusable tote bags
No plastic bags of any type

I asked one of the customer service reps if they had a recycling bin for plastic bags. She
said "no" and that I would need to go outside to the recycling center. I actually found the
plastic bag recycling bin in a hard-to-find corner, right behind customer service where we
were standing! There were a fair number of bags in the bin.

Safeway, 2020 Market
Virtually all paper bags, some double bagging. A few more reusable totes than in other
store. (Less affluent neighborhood with younger crowd.)

One man was hoarding plastic produce bags. Wanted them for his dogs.

No recycling bin. Assistant Manager told me it was taken away a few weeks ago and
didn’t know why. Asked a few other people and they didn’t know why either. (Store was
undergoing renovation in the area where the bin used to be placed.)

Safeway, 2300 16th St
Could not find plastic bag bin. Was told by customer service rep that there wasn’t one.

Most people using paper bags, including double bags. Some reusables, but not many.

Trader Joe’s, 555 9th .
As expected, more people using totes, but not a large number.

However, significant use of paper bags and double bagging of pape!!

Asked manager if there was a plastic bag recycling bin and he said no, but I could use
their baler.

Walgreens
In about 8 Walgreens, all but one offered plastic bags. Bags are heavy HDPE marked
Recyclable and Reusable. These bags appear to meet the Plastic Ban Ordinance, which
allows "reusable bags, "which are defined as bags with handles that are specifically
designed and manufactured for multiple reuse and is... made of durable plastic that is at
least 2.25 mils thick
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Rite Aid
Found no plastic bags at all, only paper. Was told this is their City policy.

Foodsco, 1800 Folsom (used to be Fred Meyer, now part of Kroger)
Was told by store employee that there was no plastic bag recycling bin, but found it at the
front of the store in a corner. Saw only paper bag use, no reusable bags.

Cala, 1095 Hyde (used to be Ralph’s, now part of Kroger)
Told that there was no bin, but found it hidden up front. Also watched store employee tell
customer to recycle paper bags in it, .when it clea’rly said "Plastic bags only." Saw only
paper bags being used, no reusables.

Whole Foods, 399 4th, 1765 Franklin, 450 Rhode Island
Recycling bin in front of all 3 stores. Staff reasonably lcnowledgeable. In 4th Street store,
I asked someone if they had a bin, and he said no. Another employee overheard and said
yes but didn’t know where. I found it right in the front of the store. In the two other
stores, employees knew exactly where it was.

Most people used paper, some double bagging, More reusable totes than in other stores.

Independents:

Harvest Urban Market, 191 8th St
Large block-long store had plastic bags stating they are "100% Totally Degradable" with
a recycling symbol (no number) and World4Green on the bags. The bags also had the EPI
trademark, indicating they contain TDPA. Bags not compostable as stated.

People took both paper and plastic, double bagging the paper!!! Store had no plastic bag
recycling bin.

Mi Tierra Market, Howard & 6th

Plastic bags, no recycling bin

Hyde & O’Farrell Market, 701 O’Farrell
Plastic bags, no recycling bin

Sutter Fine Foods, 988 Sutter
Plastic bags, no recycling bin

Geary & Hyde Market, 798 Geary
Plastic bags, no recycling bin

Market Mayflower, 985 Bush
Plastic bags, no recycling bin

Round the Clock Market, Bush & Jones
Plastic bags, no recycling bin
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DATE: 12/18/08

HONORABLE DAVID P. YAFFE

HONORABLE
8.

NONE

JUDGE

JUDGE PRO TEM

Deputy Sheriff

DEPT. 86

C. HUDSON               DEPUTY CLERK
B. JAUREGUI, COURTROOM ASST.

ELECTRONIC RECORDING MONITOR

C. CRUZ, CSR# 9095 P, eporter

9:30 am B S 116362 Plaimiff
C0ume!    STEPHEN L. JOSEPH (X)

SAVE THE PLASTIC BAG COALITION
VS De~ant
CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH ET AL Counsel ROBERT V. WADDEN, JR.    (X)

CEQA’ assgn

NATI~OFPROCEEDINGS:

PLAINTIFF, SAVE THE PLASTIC BAG COALITION’S, MOTION
FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION STAYING PLASTIC BAG ORDI-
NANCE;

Matter comes on for hearing and is argued.

Plaintiff’s application for a preliminary injunction
is granted.

Plaintiff, a group of plastic bag manufacturers and
distributers, seek a preliminary injunction to
prohibit the City from implementing an ordinance
which prohibits retailers, grocery stores, food
venders, restaurants, pharmacies and city facilities,
from providing plastic carry-out bags to customers at
the point of sale.

The provisional remedy of a preliminary injunction
is sought in an underlying petition for a writ of
mandate that challenges the validity of the ordinance
~.on the g~round that it violates the California
SEnvironmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code
~section 21000 et seq (CEQA), because of the failure
¯ ~by the City to prepare an Environmental Impact
iReport (EIR) prior to adopting the ordinance.

~instead of orderingthe preparation of an EIR, the
,City adopted a negative declaration, finding the

Page i of 3     DEPT. 86
MINUTES ENTERED
12/18/08
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DATE: 12/18/08

HONORABLE DAVID P. YAFFE JUDG£

HONORABLE .fUDGE PRO TEM

8.
NONE Deputy Sheriff

9:30 am BS116362

SAVE THE PLASTIC BAG COALITION
VS
CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH ET AL

DEPT. 86

C, HUDSON               DEPUTY CLERK
B. JAUREGUI, COURTROOM ASST.

ELECTRONIC RECORDING MONITOR

C. CRUZ,    CSR# 9095 Reporter

Plaintiff
Counsel    STEPHEN L. JOSEPH (X)

Defendant
C0u~selROBERT V. WADDEN, JR. (X)

CEQA’ assgn

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS:

project to be categorically exempt under CEQA
Guidelines section 15061(b) (3) and 15308, on the
oasis of a Swedish study made in the year 2000 which
found that plastic bags have a greater negative impact
upon the environment than paper bags.

Petitioner cites two conflicting studies that reach
a contrary conclusion.

The solution required by CEQA in such cases is to
publicly air the dispute between the experts by
ordering an EIR, rather than ignoring or suppressing
the existence of such a dispute. CEQA Guideline
15151 provides as follows:

"An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the
light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement
among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but
the EIR should summarize the main points of
disagreement among the experts. The courts have
looked not for perfection but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full
disclosure."

In BROWNING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES OF CALIFORNIA, v.
~CITY OF SAN JOSE, 181 Cal.App.3d 852(1986) the court
held that an EIR is a disclosure document, and an
~agency may choose among differing expert’s opinions
when those arguments are correctly identified in a
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

~ATE: 12/18/08

HONORABLE DAVID P. YAFFE JUDOE

HONORABLE JUDGB Pl~O TEM
8.

NONE D~pu~, Sheriff

DEPT. 86

C. HUDSON              DEPUTY CLERK
B. JAUREGUI, COURTROOM ASST.

ELECTRONIC RECORDING MONITOR

C. CRUZ,    CSR# 9095 Rep0ner

9:30 am BSI16362 Plaintiff
Counsel     STEPHEN L. JOSEPH (X}

SAVE THE PLASTIC BAG COALITION
VS De~ndant
CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH ET AL    Counsel ROBERT V. WADDEN, JR. (X)

CEQA’ assgn

~ATURE OF PROCEEDINGS:

responsive matter.

Petitioner is therefore likely to succeed on the
merits of its claim that an EIR is required in the
circumstances of this case.

The balancing of conflicting harms also favors the
issuance of a preliminary injunction. The ordinance

wil! go into effect while the litigation is pending,
but will then have to be suspended while an EIR is
prepared if petitioner prevails. Once the EIR is
prepared and submitted to public discussion, the
decision to pass the ordinance is likely to be upheld
because it will be supported by substantial evidence.
The confusion to the public caused by the repeated
implementation and suspension of the ordinance will be
avoided if the ordinance is not implemented until an
EIR is prepared and adopted.

Plaintiffs are to furnish an undertaking in the sum
of $ 60,000.O0.

Counsel for plaintiff is to submit a proposed
preliminary injunction, together with.the required
undertaking, to this department with a proof of
service showing that copies of said documents have

~{been served upon opposing counsel by hand delivery
~r facsimile.
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Executive Summary

Mike Pringle MSP has tabled a Members Bill in the Scottish Parliament to impose an
environmental levy on lightweight plastic carrier bags as provided by shops and other retail
outlets. It is understood that this would cover all bags made partially or compietely of plastic,
with the exception of those used for directly packing of fresh meat, fish, fruit and other foods.

This brief study, commissioned by the Scottish Executive and undertaken by AEA
Technology Environment and associates, has addressed the likely impacts of such a levy and
variants of it on:

- The environment.
- Consumers.
- Business.

Waste.
Local authorities.

Advocates of a levy on plastic bags cite the main benefits as being reduced littering (including
marine litter), reduced use of resources and energy, lower pollutant emissions and increased
public awareness of environmental issues.

Opponents argue that lightweight plastic carrier bags are hygienic, convenient and durable,
that they are often reused for other purposes, that they form only a small part of the litter
stream and that they have a lower overall environmental impact than paper bags. They also
claim that a levy would impact unfairly on poorer households and would lead to job losses in
Scotland (from reduced plastic bag manufacturing and importing).

The study has considered these and other arguments for and against a levy, quantifying the
probable effects wherever possible. It considered a range of different scenarios:

Scenario 0: No levy, i.e. business as usual..

Scenario 1A: A levy of lOp on plastic but not paper bags, covering all businesses (as
proposed in the Bill).
Scenario 1B: A levy of 10p on plastic but not paper bags, covering all businesses
except small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) and charities.

Scenario 2A: A levy of 10p on plastic and paper bags, covering all businesses.
Scenario 2B: A levy of 10p on plastic and paper bags, covering all businesses except
SMEs and charities.

A wide range of evidence has been used to inform the study. This includes experience from
the PlasTax in Ireland and voluntary schemes in the UK along with results from life cycle
analysis (LCA) studies from France and Australia.

The study does not make a judgement on whether, on balance, such a levy should be
introduced, but provides evidence on the main effects expected under each of the four levy
scenarios.
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Overall Effects

A levy would cause a set of interacting effects. The study is predicated on evidence that a
levy would stimulate a switch away from use of plastic bags (by typically 90%). If only
plastic bags were to be levied (scenarios 1A and 1B), then studies and experience elsewhere
suggest that there would be some shift in bag_ usage to paper bags (which have worse
environmental impacts). This study is based on this experience of behaviour change.

In each of the areas considered - environment, consumers, business, waste and local
authorities - there would therefore be a complicated set of effects, but in general:

Environment The environmental impact of each of the four levy scenarios was assessed
using 8 indicators. These include energy, water, waste and litter. Under
the levy as proposed (scenario 1A) 5 out of the 8 indicators show an
improvement.

There are different impacts under each levy scenario. In part{cular,
including paper bags increases the potential environmental benefits of a
levy (e.g. scenario 2A or 2B) where all 8 indicators improve.

In all cases the changes in environmental indicators due to a levy are
modest (i.e. 1% or less) in comparison to overall environmental impacts
from other activities in Scotland (as shown in Table A3.7).

Consumers Consumers act to reduce the financial impact by switching away from use
of carrier bags. This limits the detrimental financial impact for consumers
to a maximum of £10 per person per year.

Business The impacts would be positive for food retailers, and detrimental for non-
food retailers and other businesses such as plastic bag manufacturers.

Waste Under scenarios 1A and 1B waste increases due to a switch from plastic to
paper bags. When paper bags are included in the levy (e.g. scenario 2A or
2B) waste arisings fall. The greatest increase, 5,409 tonnes, is for scenario
1A, while the greatest decrease, 4,993 tonnes, is for scenario 2A. These
should be compared against total household waste arisings of 2,094,872
tonnes pa [SEPA], a 0.26% increase and a 0.24% decrease respectively.

In all scenarios litter reduces, but plastic bags are only a small percentage
of reported litter.

Local
authorities

There will be set-up costs and on-going costs to administer the levy. In
general the revenue from the levy is expected to cover the on-going
administration costs. However there are important differences between the
on-going costs and revenues between local authorities. For example
smaller authorities could receive lower revenues without a proportional
reduction in administration costs.
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Impacts on the Environment (Section 4 in the main report)

The study used an LCA approach to evaluate the changes in a range of different
environmental indicators (e.g. energy use, water use, waste etc). The analysis shows that
there would be an environmental benefit for some of the indicators depending on what
consumers choose to use were a levy to be introduced.

In all scenarios where the levy is applied, consumption of non-renewable energy, atmospheric
acidification and formation of ground level ozone and the risk of litter would be considerably
less than the current situation.

In scenarios 2A and 2B, where the levy is applied to paper bags as well as plastic bags, these
environmental benefits increase. In addition there are reduced impacts in terms of
consumption of water, emissions of greenhouse gases and eutrophication of water bodies
(rivers, lakes, etc.). This is because paper bags have a higher environmental impact in these
categories relative to plastic bags.

As these results depend on key assumptions we undertook a sensitivity analysis to assess how
this changes the results. This shows that scenarios 1A and 1B, which increase use of paper
bags, are more sensitive to key assumptions than scenarios 2A and 2B. Excluding SMEs in
the levy (scenarios 1B and 2B) accentuates the impacts.

For each of the environmental indicators used in this study we have assessed the total impact
from all activities in Scotland. This analysis shows that the environmental benefits in all
indicators from a levy are modest (i.e. 1% or less) when compared to overall environmental
impacts from other activities in Scotland.

Impacts on consumers (Section 5 in the main report)

Consumers would obviously have to pay the levy itself overtly, on levied bags they continue
to use, but the true additional financial burden of a levy on consumers in Scotland depends on
a number of other factors as well. This draws upon experience from Ireland of the change in
behaviour and therefore bag use. The total cost was calculated from the amount of levy paid
for carrier bags, the relative hidden costs of plastic and paper bags1, the costs of buying
additional heavyweight plastic carrier bags (so-called ’bags for life’), the costs of buying
additional bin liners, and additional VAT.

The cost to the consumer also depends on whether or not certain costs (in particular the
’hidden costs/savings’) are passed on to the consumer by the retailer.

This leads to a wide range of~estimated costs to the consumers, depending on assumptions. In
Scenarios 1A and 1B (no levy on paper bags) the estimates ranges from £7.41 to £10.58 per
year. In Scenarios 2A and 2B (levy on paper bags as well) the range is from about £2.50 to
£6.11 per year.

1 Hidden costs cover the purchase, transport and storage of bags by a retailer, normally passed on to consumers t~ough the
price of goods.

vii
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Including paper bags in the levy would therefore reduce the financial burden. Indeed this has
a bigger effect on the range than whether or not SMEs are included.

The estimates of financial impact on consumers should be compared with average household
expenditure in Scotland, this is £365 per week.

Impacts on business (Section 5 in the main report)

a)Retailers

After taking set-up and administrative costs into account, the food retail industry would
benefit from net cost savings from the proposed bag levy. Savings would result from having
to buy far fewer plastic carrier bags (now usually given away for free2), while sales of ’bags
for life’ and bin liners would increase.

However, this would not be the case for non-food retailers (e.g. clothing), as experiences in
the Republic of Ireland following the introduction of the so-called PlasTax has seen a more
pronounced shift to paper bags in these stores.

In terms of systems needed to comply with the proposed levy, larger retailers are expected to
find this easier, having computerised systems and greater resource available. Smaller retailers
may well not have computerised systems and the levy would thus represent a greater burden

b) Other business

There are an estimated 15-20 manufacturers, importers and distributors of plastic carrier bags
in Scotland, most of which are SMEs. All will be affected by the proposed levy. It is believed
that the imposition of a plastic bag levy in Scotland would lead to job losses,’ as it is
considered unlikely that plants that currently manufacture plastic carrier bags would switch to
alternative products (e.g. production of bin liners). Losses have been estimated at between
300 to 700 direct jobs, with further indirect jobs being affected (e.g. in support and
distribution services).

Impacts on Waste (Sections 4 and 5 in the main report)

In all four levy scenarios, the total number of carrier bags (lightweight and heavyweight
plastic and paper) used in Scotland per year would decline as a result of the levy. However, if
paper carrier bags are not subject to the levy (as in scenarios 1A and 1B), the total tonnage of
all carrier bags used and requiring disposal actually increases by 5,409 tonnes for scenario 1A
(the proposed levy). Scenario 2A (including paper in the levy) would yield the greatest
reduction in the tonnage of waste relative to current levels (a reduction of 4,993 tonnes per
year). For comparison, in 2002/03 household waste in Scotland was 2,094,872 tonnes
[SEPA] and 5,409 tonnes extra represents a 0.26% increase, whilst 4,993 tonnes less equates
to a 0.24% decrease.

2 Some stores in independent initiatives already charge for their lightweight carrier bags.

viii
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This analysis suggests some potential for an increase in solid waste generation for scenarios
that favour a switch to paper bags. This is due to different assumptions about the relative
weight of plastic and paper bags, and the fact that the LCA looks at solid waste impacts
throughout the bag life cycle rather than just the end-of-life disposal phase.

Impacts on local authorities (Section 6 in the main report)

To determine the costs of set up and administration for local authorities .would require a
detailed specification of the systems and wider discussions. Our preliminary estimates
suggest that the application of the levy to all businesses could cost Scottish local authorities,
collectively, about £3-4 million to set up and £3.5 million per year to manage. This would
reduce to £1.5-2.5 million to set up and £1.75 million per year to manage if the levy was
applied selectively, i.e. based on retailer size or function.

These costs could be more than offset by revenues from the levy estimated at £7175 million
per year for all businesses and £5.5 million per year if applied selectively. However, smaller
local authorities could receive lower revenues without a proportional reduction in
administrative costs.

The Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (CoSLA) has reservations about the duty of
collection falling to the local authorities and its ~ncerns regarding the magnitude and
potential administrative costs of the Levy, which they believe needs a full investigation.

Alternatives to the levy (Section 3 in the main report)

In addition to the assessment of the impacts of the levy scenarios, the study examined the
details of alternatives to the levy.

The Carrier Bag Consortium (CBC) has developed a draft voluntary code to develop waste
reduction and reuse initiatives and to continue product engineering to make further savings in
the production, transportation and storage of plastic carrier bags. This has been submitted to
the Voluntary Code of Conduct working group set up by the British Retail Consortium (BRC)
and the Scottish Retail Consortium (SRC).

A voluntary approach has already been adopted in Australia, where use of carrier bags fell by
20.4% between 2002 and 2004.
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Report Structure

This summary provides a brief introduction to the analysis methodology and results of the
study. The main sections of the report are:

Volume 1

Section I reviews the context for the study.

Section 2 sets out background information on the various types of carrier bags and why they
would be subject to a potential levy and reviews experience in Ireland.

Section 3 presents an assessment of the views for and against a levy based on experiences
from around the world and from a variety of stakeholders.

Section 4 presents the life cycle assessment (LCA) analysis undertaken for different plastic
bag levy scenarios.

Section 5 analyses the impacts a levy would have on consumers and businesses.

Section 6 gives a brief review and Commentary on levy collection and its potential impact on
local authorities.

Section 7 presents our conclusions.

Volume 2

Appendix 1 reviews international experience.

Appendix 2 provides details of the retail context.

Appendix. 3 provides detail information on the LCA approach including the sensitivity
analysis.

Appendix 4 provides graphs on the distribution of revenue to local authorities.

Both volumes include a glossary and a full set of references.
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Report Context

Mike Pringle MSP (www.mikepringlemsp.com) tabled a Members Bill in the Scottish
Parliament for a Member’s Bill to enable local authorities in Scotland to impose an
environmental levy on specified plastic bags [Pringle]. If passed, this legislation would
cover all plastic bags provided by retailers at point-of-sale or from other outlets. The
inspiration for this bill was taken from the experience of the plastic bags levy (the so-called
PlasTax) in the Republic of Ireland.

The Scottish Executive commissioned this brief study from AEA Technology Environment
and associates in order to investigate and assess the range of environmental, business and
consumer impacts related to the proposal to introduce a plastic bag levy in Scotland. In
doing so, other potential options or variants on the proposed levy have also been researched.

In this study, we used the Irish definition of a lightweight plastic carrier bag, i.e. ’any bag
made wholly or in part of plastic, suitable for use by a customer at point of sale in a
supermarket, service station or retail outlet’. Heavier weight plastic carrier bags, the so-
called ’bags for life’, costing more than �0.70 (around £0.48) are excluded from the Irish
levy.

This Volume of the report is structured as follows:

Section 2 sets out background information on the various types of carrier bags and why they
would be subject to a potential levy.

Section 3 presents an assessment of the views for and against a levy based on experiences
from around the world and from a variety of stakeholders.

Section 4 presents the life cycle assessment (LCA) analysis undertaken for different plastic
bag levy scenarios. As well as the bill tabled by Mike Pringle, we assessed scenarios that
looked at the effect of applying the levy to paper bags as well as plastic bags and focusing
only on larger retailers. No new LCA was undertaken for this report. Instead; the results
from other suitable LCAs were adapted with Scottish data to show the relative
environmental effects of a levy or variants thereof.

Section 5 analyses the impacts a levy would have on consumers and businesses.

Section 6 reviews and comments on levy collection and impacts on local authorities.

¯ Section 7 presents our conclusions.

Volume 2 of the report contains the following Appendices:

Appendix 1 reviews international experience.

Appendix 2 provides details of the retail context.

Appendix 3 provides details on the LCA approach including the sensitivity analysis.

Appendix 4 provides graphs on the distribution of revenue to local authorities.

References are designated in square brackets, e.g. [CBC].
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2    Introduction

The estimates for the number of lightweight plastic carrier bags issued in the UK vary from
8 billion [Defra 2003] to 10 billion [WRAP 2005]. From these, a range of 690-860 million
has been estimated for use in Scotland based on population statistics. The calculations and
assumptions behind this range are given in Section 4.3. The estimated cost of these bags to
UK retailers also varies. Some sources suggest the cost to UK retailers is around £1 billion
per year [BBC, WRAP 2004b], whereas the Carrier Bag Consortium (CBC) suggests that,
based on the unit price of bags, the cost is closer to £64-80 million.

2.1 The Different Types of Carrier Bags

Most outlets currently provide free lightweight bags3 made from conventional polyethene
(polyethylene) plastic or bags made from degradable plastic (some outlets do make a
charge4). Most major supermarket retailers also offer heavyweight reusable bags known as
’bags for life’, for which they charge a small sum. Some shops also provide paper bags free
of charge. The main types of carrier bags are described below; Table 2.1 summarises their
key features.

Disposable High-Density Polyethene (HDPE) Bags

These plastic bags offer a thin, lightweight, high strength, waterproof and reliable means of
transporting shopping. Research and development by the industry has reduced the average
weight of such a bag by 60% compared with 20 years ago, while retaining the same strength
and durability. Such bags are currently found in supermarkets and other food retail outlets.

Disposable Low-Density Polyethene (LDPE) Bags

These bags are currently given away free by many UK retailers (e.g. clothing shops). Like
their HDPE counterparts, they are made from a by-product of oil refining.

Reusable Low-Density Poiyethene (LDPE) Bags,

These are heavier gauge plastic carrier bags, often called ’bags for life’. Retailers charge for
these (typically around 10p). The intention is that the customer uses them repeatedly and
then returns them to the store for recycling when they are worn out, receiving a free
replacement. Such bags are offered in many UK supermarkets.

3 Throughout this report, the term ’lightweight’ plastic carrier is used to describe ’disposable’ plastic carrier bags available
at the checkout as opposed to reusable bags such as ’bags for life’. Bags will vary in size depending upon products
purchased. We understand, and have taken into account, the fact that lightweight plastic carrier bags are often reused for a
second purpose.
4 For example, Lidl and B&Q (see Appendix 2).
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PaperBags

The paper bags issued by shops range from very simple ones for small items (e.g. from
newsagents and greengrocers) to larger ones (e.g. issued by fashion and shoe retailers).
Some paper bags have plastic handles or plastic coatings. Under the terms of the Irish
definition of plastic carrier bags (i.e. a bag with a plastic content), it is assumed that paper
bags with a plastic content would be subject to the levy.

It is a misconception that paper bags are environmentally friendly because they are
biodegradable. The increased volume of waste and the impact of their manufacture and
transportation all need to be taken into account.

Polypropylene Bags

Polypropylene5 has many uses for producing rigid and flexible containers, as well as
furniture, and is also derived from oil resources. Non-woven polypropylene bags are
available at shops such as Marks and Spencers inthe UK, where they retail at more than £1.
They are strong and durable and, like ’bags for life’., are intended to be used many times.

Woven polypropylene bags are available at J Sainsbury in the UK as well as in the Republic
of Ireland at Tesco and Dunnes stores. Woven bags are produced by stretching the"
polypropylene in production to form "fibres", the result is a stronger bag.

Degradable Bags

Bags that, can be broken down by chemical or biological processes are described as
degradable. Intuitively, degradable bags are expected to be environmentally friendly and a
number of retailers are actively pursuing this option. Thus, there is often some surprise when
reports suggest that degradable bags are not such an ’environmentally friendly’ option.
Waste m. anagement protocols emphasise the need to prevent, reduce, reuse, recycle and then
recover energy. Encouraging disposal via degradation runs counter to this approach.

It can also be difficult to agree whether a particular type of bag is degradable or not. This
could become significant if biodegradable bags were to be exempt from the levy.

Types of degradable bags

There are two main kinds of degradable bags6.

Biodegradable bags are made from natural starch sources such as maize and
synthetic polyesters that degrade through the enzymatic action of micro:organisms
(bacteria, fungi and algae), essentially rotting down like vegetable matter. However,
starch-based biodegradable carrier bags are not available in significant numbers in
the UK. They would only be covered by a potential levy on plastic carrier bags if
they contained some plastic (some do for bag-strengthening reasons).

5 Correct chemical name is polypropene.
6 Biodegradable bags can be properly classified by how they decompose (either by microbes or through heat, ultraviolet

light and water) and by the material they are made from (e.g. natural starch sources such as maize or wheat, or synthetic
polymers from oil). Blended materials are also available, e.g. starch with HDPE or polyester [RMIT].
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Bioerodable bags are made from synthetic plastics. (oil-based) with trace
degradation initiators (HDPE with an approximately 3% content of heavy metals
such as manganese and iron7) and, as such, would be covered by a plastic bags levy.
They bioerode primarily by oxidation and erosion of the plastic through the action of
light and heat until very small particles of plastic remain (these often degrade
biologically). It is reported that, in an anaerobic environment, the degradation
process is halted for some types of bioerodable bags [RMIT, Symphony Plastic
Technologies].

Concerns Regarding Bioerodable Bags

Recycling. Conventional polyethene plastic bags (HDPE and LDPE) can be recycled
into new products such as other bags and solid items such as ’plastic’ wood (known
as plaswood). It will be difficult to keep the different kinds of bag apart (HDPE and
LDPE bags for recycling and bioerodable bags for composting), especially if both
are available in the same community. Inevitably, bioerodable bags will get into this
plastic bag waste stream and thus contaminate the recyclate. If the resulting recycled
item contains a certain percentage derived from bioerodable bags, it will have
inherently lower functional properties (i.e. it will start to degrade when in contact
with water, ultraviolet light, etc.).. This could have serious implications if the
recycled plastic is used for pipes for water, gas supply or as fencing posts or seats
[RMIT]. Some types of bioerodable bags8 are reported not to damage the overall
value of the reclaimed material as the degradant initiator is destroyed during
reprocessing.

¯ Shelf=life and storage. Bioerodable bags may start to decompose early if exposed to
high temperatures, light or moisture. This compromises their carrying ability, though
vacuum packaging is reported to prevent this [Symphony Plastic Technologies].

A solution to littering problems. This claim is felt to send the wrong message to the
consumer, i.e. it is acceptable to discard these bags because they will eventually rot
down. The argument is that consumers should be informed of the need to reuse bags
to reduce litter and resource consumption [RMIT]. In addition; the Marine
Conservation Society (MCS) reports that any littered bioerodable bags based on
HDPE will still cause problems to wildlife as they will break down into smaller
pieces that can be ingested [MCS 2005]. This is questioned by Symphony Plastic
Technologies, which suggests that degradation to carbon dioxide, water and humus is
likely and that, should an animal ingest these smaller pieces, the degradation process
will actually continue in its gut.

7Also copper, nickel, cobalt and cerium as well as photoactive compounds such as ferrocene,
80xo-biodegradable plastic bags produced by Symphony Plastic Technologies plc.
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Provision of appropriate conditions for planned benign degradation.
Bioerodable bags are designed to decompose through the action of sunlight, water,
stress and, ultimately, the enzymatic action of microbes in an aerobic environment.
Where degradable bags are simply disposed of alongside other ’household waste’

and then landfilled (like most household waste in Scotland [SEPAl), then the
necessary conditions to allow degradation may well be absent and thus the
environmental ’benefits’ lost.

Certification and Labelling

Manufacturers of degradable polymers have signed a voluntary agreement with the
European Commission to use environmentally friendly polymers in packaging that "will
effectively guarantee a biodegradability standard for products such as plastic bags, cups
and plant pots, enabling them to be turned into compost and soil improvers. "The agreement
includes a certification and labelling scheme to help consumers and manufacturers identify
products made from degradable polymers [EU Commission].

Key Features of Carrier Bags

Table 2.1 summarises some of the key featureS of the various types of carrier bags available,
including their costs and relative sizes compared with conventional lightweight .plastic
carrier bags.
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Table 2.1 Key features of carrier bags

Bag type Features Average cost Average Relative Recyclability
to the retailer weight bag
per thousand per storage

bags * thousand volume**
bags (kg)*

Light, strong, Yes - but not allLightweight durable,
plastic carrier effective when

£7.47 8.4 1 stores have
facilities

wet
Light, strong, Yes - system of

’Bag for life’ durable, replacement
effective when

£60,88 47.4 4 actively
wet encouraged

Degradable under
the right

Fully Light, strong, conditions.
degradable durable, £6 to £8 6.5 1 Problematic if
plastic bag effective when contaminate

wet conventional
plastic recycling.
Yes - kerbside

Paper, without collections
handles §

Convenient £50 51 8
available

Yes - kerbside
More collections

Paper, with
appealing to available but can

handles §
customers e.g. £220 124 10
for shoes and

be more
problematic due to

clothes mixed materials
Durable,

Non-woven strong,
polypropylene effective when

£333.33 138.7 20 Not atpresent

wet
Durable,

Woven strong, Not atpresent
polypropylene effective when £433.33 226 20

wet

* Data provided by CBC and SymphonyPlastic Technologies plc. Based on average price of an average bag.
**The relative volume of bags (to a conventional lightweight bag) is important for transportation and storage
units required compared with plastic cfirrier bags.
§ The average weight of all paper bags available is 99g (arithmetic mean of 51, 81 and 166g). The values of
51g and 99g are used in the LCA in Section 4 for various analysis sensitivities.
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2.2 Summary of the Irish Experience

A key motivator for the introduction of a levy on plastic bags in Scotland is the experience
from the Republic of Ireland, where a levy known as the PlasTax was introduced in 2002.
We consulted the Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government in the
Republic of Ireland for its views on the introduction and operation of the PlasTax. The
Department said:

¯ The PlasTax was primarily an anti-litter measure with the secondary aims of
increasing public awareness and changing behaviour. Introduction of the levy
coincided with introduction of Ireland’s Waste Strategy.

No documented evidence is available showing a reduction in visible litter in the
Republic of Ireland because of the levy. The Department has commented that
"littering of plastic carrier bags is no longer a problem ".

¯ Approximately �1 million are raised each month from the levy.

¯ The decrease in bag usage was initially 90% and is now 95%.

The main cost to retailers was updating their software so that till receipts would
itemise the sale of plastic carrier bags.

Theft was reported to increase at the outset but, when the Department investigated
these claims, they were unable to substantiate them.

¯ Some increased control measures were introduced to stop trolleys being taken away
from stores.

Although use of paper bags has increased, it is not felt that their exclusion from
PlasTax has been to the detriment of the scheme. Paper bags are reported as being
used mainly by fashion and shoe shops. The grocery sector has switched largely to
reusable bags.

¯ The advertising campaign, which was high profile and intensive, was considered a
successful element in smoothing introduction of the levy.

¯ There are approximately 30,000 accountable persons registered in the Republic of
Ireland. An accountable person is responsible for submitting the required information
to the Revenue Commissioners.

¯ Compliance levels are reported to be very good. There is a facility for ’estimating
levy liability’ if retailers fail to submit returns or if the return is considered too low.

¯ There have not been any prosecutions. Any retailer not complying with the law has
been visited, their non-compliance verified and a warning issued.
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Funds have been used to support waste recycling infrastructure, ongoing rmming
costs and the introduction of dedicated staff to enforce waste legislation (with a
particular focus on illegal waste dumping).

An independent review of the scheme will be undertaken during 2005, three years
after its introduction.

A voluntary code was considered but the advice received suggested that this would
be less effective.
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3    The Arguments For and Against a Levy

The focus on plastic bags, in particular, is supported by:

¯ The high volume used.
¯ The perception that they are generally supplied ’free of charge’.
¯ The fact that they are a secondary form of packaging.
¯ The assertion that they add to litter in a highly visible manner.
¯ Their persistence in the environment.
¯ The view that they are potentially easy to replace.
¯ The view that they represent an ’easy target for visible success’.

3.1 The Arguments For a Levy

A bill for levy for certain plastic carrier bags in Scotland has been presented by Mike
Pringle MSP [Pringle] following the introduction of the Irish PlasTax as a means of altering
behaviour to help protect the environment. A further benefit stressed by Mike Pringle is the
reduction of litter while encouraging the reuse of plastic bags. He argues that many plastic
bags are not reused but end up in landfill sites or, worse still, as litter on the streets of
Scotland.

Proponents of a levy cite the following potential benefits:

¯ Reduced resource consumption.
¯ Reduced energy consumption.
¯ Reduced emissions of greenhouse gases.
¯ Less litter.
= Increased public awareness of environmental issues in general.
= Strong message to change behaviour.

A Throwaway Society

Mike Pringle asserts that plastic bags contribute significantly to our throwaway culture of
waste and argues that their Use needs to be curbed, resulting in benefits for both the
environment and business, He hopes that, by extension, people would be encouraged to
think more about the other products and services they use and become more aware of reuse
and recycling issues in general.

The proponents of a levy suggest that plastic carrier bags are only used twice at the most -
to take purchases home and then, largely, for rubbish disposal. As such, they argue that
plastic carrier bags are a needless waste of resources. This waste includes both the crude oil
by-product resource from which the bags are made and the transport resources to deliver
them from the manufacturing sitegto the retail outlets where they will ultimately be
distributed.

9 Approximately 90% of plastic carrier bags used in the UK are imported from the Far East!China [CBC, Pringle].
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Recycling levels for plastic carrier bags are low in Scotland and supporters of the levy argue
that those that are not disposed of responsibly could increase the problems of litter. They
often quote the sight and impact of wind-blown bags caught in trees and bushes to illustrate
this point.

Litter and Damage to Wildlife

Further problems with littered carrier bags, especially in marine environments, are also
cited. The Marine Conservation Society (MCS) conducts annual surveys every September in
the UK to collect and remove litter from beaches. During this work, the MCS catalogues the
amounts and types of litter found. The results are given in the MCS’s .Beachwatch reports
[MCS 2003, MCS 2004, Independent].

In 2003, the survey covered 135 km of UK coastline and, in 2004, this rose to 145 kin.
Table 3.1 presents the survey data relevant to plastic bags. This category includes
supermarket carrier bags as well as other kinds of plastic bags.

Table 3.1 MCS beach litter survey results

Year Total number of plastic Percentage of total Plastic bags per km of
bags collected litter coastline

2003 5,831 2.10% 43.2
2004 5,592 2.03% 38.5

The results show a drop of 4% from 2003 to 2004 in the numbers of plastic bags of all kinds
collected. However, it is difficult to say whether this figure is statistically significant as it
will depend on which beaches were visited.

It is also stated that a range of marine life such as whales, dolphins and turtles are severely
injured or killed because they ingest or become entangled in plastic - as many as a million
birds and 100,000 marine mammals worldwide every year [Envt Canada, MCS 2005]. One
of the reasons given for why marine wildlife consume plastic bags is that they may mistake
them for jellyfish, a mairi source of food for marine mammals. The consequence of this error
is that the bags block the throat preventing normal feeding [Envt Canada, MCS 2005]. In
2004, the helpline run by Scottish Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (Scottish
SPCA) received nine calls relating to animals that had become trapped in plastic bags, this is
0.01% of all calls taken. The Scottish SPCA note that the number of calls received will only
represent a fraction of the actual number of wild animals who become entangled.

A survey undertaken in the Bay of Biscay during the early 1990s reported that plastic bags
of all kinds, including lightweight plastic carrier bags that had been washed out to sea from
land-based sources, accounted for 95% of all litter in sub-surface tows [Galgani].

10



Volume 1

¯ Charting Progress - An IntegratedAssessment of the State of UK Seas [Defra 2005] states:

"Marine litter can pose a hazard to beach users and recreational water users.
Fish, seals, cetaceans and seabirds can become trapped (e.g. in sections of
disearded fishing nets and plastic or rubber rings). They can also ingest plastic
particles and objects, which can be fatal. Marine litter can also degrade the
aesthetic quality of the environment, particularly in tourist areas. "

Clearly, this is not all due to plastic carrier bags as they make up only a proportion of this
litter,

11
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3.2 The Arguments Against a Levy

A number of organisations have lobbied against imposing taxes on plastic bags in many
countries. These include the CBC in the UK, the Australian Retailers Association (ARA)
and the Belgian Retail Association (BRA).

The Benefits of the Plastic Carrier Bag

The advantages highlighted by proponents of plastic carrier bags [ARA, CBC,
EuroCommerce] include:

¯ Hygiene.
¯ Convenience.
¯ Reliability/efficacy/durability (paper bags often rip and are ’double-bagged’).
¯ They can be reused for other purposes in and around the home, e.g.

¯ as bin liners;
¯ for storing shoes;
¯ for collecting pet mess.

¯ Their disposal results in lower greenhouse gas emissions compared with disposal of
bioerodable bags of paper, starch or plastic origin.

¯ There are lower environmental effects compared with paper bags in terms of
production and transport as plastic bags use fewer resources, take up less volume and
weigh less.

Hygiene is an important issue and, as is the case in Republic of Ireland, bags for wrapping
fresh meat, fish, poultry and loose fruit would need to be excluded and remain free of charge
because of their hygienic functional role1°.

Negligible Impacts on the Waste Stream

Plastic films, which include carrier bags and other plastic packaging, make up 4.37% of the
household waste stream on average~ in Scotland [SEPA]. To put these figures in context,
paper and card makes up almost 25% of the household waste stream by weight while
putrescibles (e.g. waste food) nearly 32%. Furthermore, plastic bags alone constitute about
0.3% of the municipal waste stream in the UK [HM Treasury].

The amount of municipal solid waste (household and commercial waste) collected by local
authorities across Scotland for disposal in 2002/03 was 2,589,702 tonnes~2. Using the UK
data, 0.3% of the municipal waste stream by weight equals 7,769 tonnes per year of plastic
bags. Any reduction in the amount of plastic bags disposed of would have very little effect
on the overall waste disposal figures. Further analysis of ~he waste issues is provided in
sections 4.6 and 5.2.

10 It is a statutory requirement under the Food Safety (General Food Hygiene) Regulations 1995 SI 1763 that meats are

packed appropriately before supply to the customer.
~1 Range of 1.84-6.08% for 2002/03 [SEPA]
~2 Scottish local authorities collected a total of 3,345,458 tonnes of controlled waste (household, commercial and industrial)

for disposal or recycling in 2002/03 [SEPA].
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One Of the aims of the EU Landfill Directive is to reduce the amount of biodegradable
municipal waste going to landfill, The imposition of a levy that excluded paper bags is
expected to increase the number of paper bags used and disposed. Although some would be
recycled by consumers (e.g. through kerbside collections), there would ultimately be more
paper bags going to landfill where they would degrade giving off greenhouse gases.

Single Trip or Multi-trip?

The Scottish Waste Awareness Group (SWAG) survey Public Attitudes to Reduce, Reuse,
Recycle in Scotland (2001)stated that:

"The number of people engaging in this range of practices [reuse] was limited,
the most commonly practised behaviour was the reuse of materials. This was
achieved primarily through the reuse of plastic bags (84% of respondents),
although the majority of these were ultimately used as bin liners ". [SWAG]

A Waste Watch study for the UK reported that 54% of people questioned said that they
reuse plastic carrier bags, with secondary, reuse as bin liners a typical example [Waste
Watch]. This study states that:

"Recent research suggests that four out of five people reuse products. Plastic
bags and glass jars or bottles are reused by around half the public and plastic
containers or bottles by one in five. "

Both the SWAG and Waste Watch studies suggest that a proportion of respondents reuse
lightweight plastic carrier bags, often as bin liners. If so, the majority of bags would only be
reused once. It must also be made clear that, when the SWAG survey states that 84% of
respondents reuse bags, this does not mean that 84% of bags are reused. What it means is
that 84% of people reuse some of their carrier bags at some point; a similar logic applies to
the results of the Waste Watch study.

A more recent study undertaken by the Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAP)
found that, of the 1,048 people interviewed; 59% said they reuse all their lightweight plastic
bags with a further 16% saying they reuse most of them [WRAP 2005]. The main use by far
was as a surrogate bin liner, though other uses were reported such as other shopping,
collecting pet mess or carrying other things when going out.

Litter Culprits?

A Local Environmental Audit and Management System (LEAMS) report by Keep Scotland
Beautiful (KSB) states that the main items of litter in Scotland are:

¯ Cigarette litter (cigarette ends, matches, matchboxes, cigarette packaging) found at
70% of sites inspected.

¯ Confectionary litter (sweet wrappers, chewing gum wrappers and crisp packets)
found at 50% of the sites inspected.

¯ Drinks-related litter (cans, bottles, cups, straws and lids) found at 34% of sites.
¯ Fast food packaging litter (fish & chip wrappers, polystyrene cartons, burger

wrappers, plastic cutlery) found at 10% of sites.

13
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Even though those plastic carrier bags that are littered are visible and persistent in the
environment, the report did not mention them specifically [KSB].

Windblown plastic litter in the environment is often from other plastic sources such as the
agricultural wrappings for hay bales, etc. [CBC]. WRAP has commented that a reduction in
plastic bags used would not result in a noticeable improvement in the overall litter situation
[WRAP 2004@

These results have been echoed elsewhere in the UK by ENCAMS13. Its surveys have also
shown that the main littering problems in England are from smoking products, food and
drinks containers (plastic and glass) and dog mess, with the most prominent commercial
litter coming from elastic bands dropped by postmen [ENCAMS].

A further recent survey conducted in England, commissioned by the Industry Council for
Packaging and the Environment (1NCPEN) and carried out by ENCAMS collected 37
carrier bags out of a total of 58,041 items, which equates to 0.064% of all items of litter
~found [INCPEN-ENCAMS]. The chief culprits were confirmed as chewing gum and
cigarette ends. The data show that lightweight plastic carrier bags are not major contributors
to reported land litter in Scotland.

A Finite Resource

Plastic bags are made from a by-product of crude oil refining. Supporters of plastic bags
would argue that they maximise the benefits from a finite resource, rather than flaring off
the excess gases (including ethene) produced by the crude oil cracking process.

Behavioural Change?

Countries that have not introduced a levy have argued that it is people’s littering behaviour
which needs to be changed and that this will not necessarily come about from the imposition
of a levy [ARA]. The Belgian Retail Association agrees; it believes that the main problem
and cause of litter is not in the plastic bag per se, but the public’s behaviour in simply
discarding it rather than disposing of it properly. Education and awareness raising are seen
as the key to the litter problem rather than levying the use of lightweight plastic carrier bags
[EuroCommerce].

Job Losses

Those against the levy argue that it will lead to job losses in an industry that has successfully
developed and optimised its product to provide an efficient and effective means of
transporting goods from place of purchase to the home. This topic is discussed in more
detail in Section 5.2.

The Keep Britain Tidy Group
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3.3 The Voluntary Approach

The introduction of a levy at a UK level was reviewed and rejected in 2003. The Department
for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) has stated that "...we have no current
plans for a plastic bag tax, but the Government keeps all taxation under review" [Defra
2003, Hansard 200@ Various voluntary mechanisms are currently being investigated.

WRAP is worldng with the British Retail Consortium (BRC) on a ’reusable bags’ project.
The aim of this project is to achieve a united approach across retailers through the creation
of a retail partnership. This will provide a high level exposure of ’reusable bags’ to the
consumer at most retail outlets. It is hoped that the ’reusable bags’ concept can be presented
more effectively to consumers, actively encouraging behavioural change in a self-sustaining
way that will avoid the introduction of a levy. Actions under consideration include:

¯ In-store awareness promotions.
¯ High visibility of store ’reusable bags’.
¯ Loyalty points for carrier bag reuse.
¯ Staff training in carrier bag advice.
¯ Checkouts without lightweight carrier bags.
¯ A pilot project in Edinburgh and Bristol in Autumn 2005.

In addition, BRC and the Scottish Retail Consortium (SRC) have formed a working group to
look at the possibility of developing a voluntary code of conduct. They will be working with
members and other key stakeholders including the CBC. The CBC has submitted a draft
Voluntary Code on Best Environmental Practice for the Provision, Use and Disposal of
Plastic Retail Carrier Bags for consideration by the worldng group. While.the draft code is
not yet available, the CBC note that the draft proposal outlines plans for:

¯ Encouraging industry and retailers to work together to find ways of further reducing
energy, material and environmental impacts in the production, transportation and
storage of plastic carrier bags.

¯ Active support and participation in waste reduction and reuse initiatives.
¯ Development of new schemes to promote recycling.
¯ A commitment for separate film collection for degradable bags.
¯ Development of a customer information campaign.
¯ An independently audited scheme to monitor, measure and report success.

The CBC strongly supports a voluntary approach for Scotland and the UK as a whole. It
suggests that reusable bags should be offered, but that free, disposable lightweight plastic
carrier bags should also be available so that consumers can make their own choice.

The imposition of a levy in Australia.was considered and then postponed for two years (until
the end of 2004) to see if the voluntary take-up of reusable bags and increased rates of
recycling could reduce the number of lightweight plastic carrier bags by a target of 50%. A
report from the Australian consultants Nolan-ITU published in March 2005 states that bag
usage fell by 20.4% between 2002 and 2004 through the voluntary code of conduct agreed
by retailers [Nolan-ITU].
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This reduction is broken down into supermarkets reducing usage by 25% and non-
supermarket retailers reducing usage by 10-15%. This result shows that a voluntary scheme
can have a significant effect, given the support and time to get its message across. The
Australian Government is determined to continue this trend to the extent of reducing use to
50% by the end of 2005 and ultimately phasing out plastic bag use completely by 2008 [Aus
Govt].

3.4 Other Alternatives to a Levy for Reducing the Impacts of Plastic Bags

Degradable bags have been suggested as a possible solution. The issues surrounding their
disposal, recycling and littering implications are discussed in Section 2.1.

Other ways of reducing usage include promoting the reuse of lightweight plastic bags, the
purchase of thicker ’bags for life’ or rigid boxes as well as recycling plastic bags (either
within shops or by local authorities). These alternatives are all fully feasible and in
operation, but have only had a small uptake so far.

Recycling is one option for polyethene plastics as a way of reducing their environmental
burdens. This would be achieved through replacing raw materials (virgin polymer) with
recycled polymer (see Dixons case study below), as well as reducing the (albeit very small)
load on landfill at their end-of-life. Recycling of all plastic films - not just carrier bags -
currently stands at 300,000 tonnes per yeai in the UK [CBC]. ~

Dixons plc, in association with Nelson Packaging introduced the UK’s first fully recycled
carrier bag in 2003 [Dixons]. Rather than being sent to landfill, waste plastic collected
from commercial back-of-store and post-consumer in-store sources in the UK is used to
make bags for Dixons. An independent LCA of these bags has been undertaken by
Nottingham University. This estimates that every tonne of recycled bags produced saves
around 1.8 tonnes of oil compared with a tonne of bags made from virgin material
[Nottingham]. Dixons argues that using recycled material to produce plastic carrier bags not
only reduces the environmental burden directly (through the use of less crude oil by-
products and less waste being discarded), but it also educates the consumer to some extent.

Some retailers have adopted voluntary charging. Lidl currently charges 5p per bag in its
UK stores. B&Q has piloted a scheme in its shops in Scotland at the same level, while IKEA
charges 5p per lightweight plastic carrier bag at its Edinburgh store with good success (see
Appendix 2 for more details). There is a similar story in Australia where European
companies based there such as Aldi and IKEA already charge for their bags [RMIT],
although this is a voluntary approach rather than mandatory. Consequently, some shoppers
are already aware of, and accustomed to, the idea of paying for carrier bags for their goods.

Where incineration is the main disposal method in preference to landfilling, carrier bags
offer high calorific values equal to or greater than that of oil. Hence, energy can be
recovered from the bags and put back into the national electricity grid. This would reduce
the need for conventional fossil fuels for power - again albeit by a small degree. However,
there are currently only two energy-from-waste incinerators in Scotland [SEPA].
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4 Life Cycle Assessment

A number of LCAs have been undertaken that compare the environmental impacts of the
reusable, plastic, degradable and paper bags typically available in high street shops2 The
studies have been carried out in the USA, France and Australia (see Appendix 3 for a full
list). No studies have been carried out based on data from Scotland or the UK.

We reviewed the studies and identified the French study (carried out by Ecobilan for the
retailer Carrefour) as the most relevant to the situation in Scotland (the rationale used for
this selection is presented in Appendix 3). We believe that the information available from
this study is sufficient to provide a good indication of the likely life-cycle environmental
impacts of changing plastic bag usage in Scotland. The Carrefour study (as it wilt be
referred to in this report) is used in the following analysis.

4.1 Stages of the LCA for this Report

The analysis proceeds through the following stages:

1. Development of scenarios that will influence the numbers and types of bag used.
2. Quantification of the number of bags of each type (lightweight plastic, reusable

plastic, paper, and bin liners) used under each scenario.
3. Review of the Carrefour study to extract the most relevant data for application in

Scotland.
4. Sensitivity analysis - designed to test the robustness of base case results to plausible

variations on the assumptions made.

4.2 Plastic Bag Levy Scenarios

Table 4.1 gives details of the five scenarios investigated for this study, including ’business
as usual’.
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Table 4.1 Scenarios investigated for this study

Scenario Summary Description
0 Current situation Business as usual
1A As in the proposed Bill Based on the introduction of a levy on all lightweight

plastic carrier bags including degradable plastic bags,
but NOT paper bags.
It includes all distribution points: shops, petrol
stations, charity shops, on-street promotional give-
aways, etc.

1B As in the proposed Bill, Recognises the logistical problems of collecting a levy
but excluding small-to- from all retail outlets. It assesses the extent of the
medium enterprises environmental gain for the anticipated large-scale
(SMEs), charities and additional effort. The idea is to focus on thelarger
promotions companies that use the greatest amount of bags and

have the resources to enable them to comply more
readily with a levy.

2A As in the proposed Bill +Based on applying the levy to all lightweight carrier
paper bags bags including plastic, degradable plastic and paper.

Includes all distribution points: shops, petrol stations,
charity shops, on-street promotional give-aways, etc.
Recognises that the levy is aiming to achieve
behavioural change and encourage the use of re-usable
bags and not simply a switch to, for example, paper
bags.

2B Asin the proposed Bill +This scenario is the same as scenario 2A, but excludes
paper bags but excludingSMEs, charities and promotions. Like scenario 1B, it
SMEs, charities and looks at the extent of the environmental benefits
promotions without the logistical problems of trying to police and

enforce the levy across the board.

~4.3 Consumption Data Used to Quantify Environmental Impacts

To understand plastic bag consumption, we used published data to produce consumption
figures for the different scenarios in conjunction with data on the impacts on consumers (see
Section 5). These figures were derived as follows.

Existing Lightweight Carrier Bag Usage

¯ A Defra report stated that 8 billion plastic bags were used in the UK in 2000 [Defra
2003].

¯ Other sources [BBC, WRAP 2005] put this figure at 10 billion per year, from which
it has been stated that Scotland’s consumption is 1 billion plastic carrier bags per
year [Pringle]. This estimate presumes an approximate factor of 10%.

¯ There are no actual figures available for the consumption of plastic bags in Scotland.
Therefore, we used population statistics [Stats Scot, Stats UK] to scale UK bag
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consumption data to Scotland. Population statistics show that 8.6% of the UK’s
population lives in Scotland.
Average annual lightweight plastic carrier bag use in Scotland is estimated at
775 million14,
In consultation with the BRC and its members, it was agreed that reusable bag
consumption (’bags for life’) constitutes an additional 1%15.
There were no statistics available on the level of consumption of paper bags16. We
estimated that paper bag consumption is about 5% of all plastic carrier bag
consumption17.

Consumer Behaviour

In essence, the success of the levy will depend upon consumers’ wish to avoid paying the
levy and the consequent reduction in the use of plastic carrier bags. If fewer people pay the
levy, less revenue will be generated.

If a levy is introduced and does not include paper bags, it is anticipated that there will be an
increased take-up of paper bags as well as ’bags for life’. Our estimate of the take-up of
alternative carrier bag options is based on ’assumed percentage reductions’ as used in
Australian [DEH] and South African [FRIDGE] studies.

Our interpretation of consumer behaviour is based on’the following assumptions:

A levy would be charged at £0.10 per bag on lightweight plastic or paper carrier
bags. This would lead to a 90% reduction in demand for each type of carrier bag,
based on the experience in the Republic of Ireland.

Under scenarios 1A and 1B (in which paper bags are not subject to the levy), it is
assumed that of consumers not purchasing a lightweight plastic carrier bag:

- 30% will not require any type of carrier bag (’no bag’);
- 45% will switch to heavyweight plastic carrier bags (or similar);
- 25% will switch to paper carrier bags~8.

Under scenarios 2A and 2B (which include paper bags in the levy base), it is
assumed that of consumers not purchasing a lightweight plastic bag:

- 42.5% of consumers will not require any type of carrier bag;
- 57.5% of consumers will switch to heavyweight carrier bags (or similar)19.

14 Calculated using population scaling on the upper and lower UK bag consumption figures: 8.6% of 8 billion equals 690

million bags, while 8.6% of 10 billion equals 860 million. The average of these two numbers is 775 million.
i5 Waitrose quoted as 1-2%; J Sainsbury’s at 0.3%.
16Paper bags are normally used in the non-food retail sector for clothing, shoes, etc.
17From consultation with BRC.
18It is assumed that 30% of the total reduction in the use of lightweight plastic and paper carrier bags is transferred to ’no
bag’, as adopted for a 15 cent levy in the Australian report [DEH]. The remaining 70% reduction is assumed to be split
between paper carrier bags and heavyweight plastic carrier bags. Using information from the UK Expenditure and Food
Survey 2002/03 IONS], we calculated expenditure likely to require a carrier bag and then split it according to (a) those
retail categories (e.g. footwear, clothing, etc.) thought most likely to accommodate a switch to paper carrier bags (as seen in
the Republic of Ireland) and (b) those retail categories (e.g. food, beverages, etc.) most likely to accommodate a switch to
heavyweight plastic carrier bags. On this basis, 36% of total household expenditure is sourced from (a) and 64% from (b).
It has therefore been assumed that 25% is transferred to paper carrier bags (i.e. 36% x 70% = 25%) and 45% is transferred
to heavyweight plastic carrier bags (i.e. 64% x 70% = 45%).
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¯ ’ Under scenarios 2A and 2B, the estimated reduction in paper bags is assumed to
result in a 70% switch to heavyweight carrier bags (or similar).

It has been assumed that a typical heavyweight carrier bag is used 20 times before
replacement2°. Therefore, the 45% of consumers who choose to switch to a
heavyweight carrier bag will purchase five such bags in place of 100 lightweight
carrier bags. This gives a 1/20th ratio for calculating the numbers of heavyweight
carrier bags used under the levy scenarios.

Spending at SMEs has been assumed to account for 30% of total household
expenditure21. In order to exclude SMEs from being subject to the levy, we have
simply reduced total expenditure by households on items likely to involve the
acquisition of a carrier bag (of any type) by 30%.

Bin Liner Consumption

We included bin liner consi~mption to account for the displacement effect of people
switching to or using additional purpose-made bin liners instead of carrier bags in the
event of a levy.

As no UK or Scotland specific data were available for current .bin liner use, Irish data
were used and scaled for Scotland along population ratios. An Australian study
[DEH] reports a 77% increase bin liner consumption in the Republic of Ireland,
from around 91 million to 161 million, following the introduction of the PlasTax.
We have assumed a similar 77% increase in bin liner use for Scotland, i.e. from
118 million/year currently to 208 million/year post-levy22.

We have not included black refuse sacks and disposable nappy sacks as information
on the relevant sales volumes was not available. In addition, there were no statistics
available for bags made of polypropylene in Scotland. Although retailers felt that a
levy would instigate an increase in sales of kitchen swing bin liners, they did not feel
that it would alter their sales of black refuse sacks to any great extent [Nolan-ITU
Pty Ltd, personal communication].

We combined the assumptions and data discussed above to give the annual bag and bin liner
consumption shown in Table 4.2 for the different scenarios. ¯

19 It is assumed that, of those consumers who transferred to paper bags under Scenarios 1A and 1B, half now trm~sfer to

heavyweight plastic bags and half transfer to ’no bag’. We made this assumption because no other suitable evidence was
available. Thus, the total proportion of the reduction in lightweight carrier bags now transferred to heavyweight bags is
equal to 57.5% (i.e. 45% + (50% x 25%)).
2o Taken fxom the Carrefour study [Carrefour].
21 This is based on share of turnover in SIC(92)52, i.e. the retail trade wiih less than 250 employees, as determined by the

Institute of Retail Studies, University of Stifling. Hence, in scenarios tB and 2B, the levy is assumed to apply to 70% of
the retail base in scenarios 1A and 2A: By adjusting the retail base in this fashion, it has been assumed that a £1
expenditure equals a £1 turnover and that the number of bags issued per £ expenditure at a SME equals the number of bags
issued per £ expenditure at a non-SME. This is a crude assumption, but necessary without any data available.
22 Scaled for pbpulation [CSO.ie2005, Stats Scot]
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Table 4.2 Estimated annual carrier bag consumption under the different scenarios23

Total number of bags consumed under
each scenario (millions/year)24

0 1A 1B 2A 2B

Plastic carrier bag (HDPE, lightweight) 775 78 287 78 287

Plastic reusable bag (LDPE, heavyweight) 8 23 19 29 ¸ 23

Paper bag (single use) 39 213 161 4 14

Total bags used 822 314 467 111 324

Bin liners 118 208 181 208 181

It is predicted that:

¯ Under scenarios 1A and 2B, there would be a drop in lightweight plastic carrier bag
usage of 697 million/year.

¯ This decrease would not be so profound if SMEs were excluded (scenarios 1B and
2B) when it would be 488 million/year.

¯ If paper bags were not included in the levy, there would be annual increases of 174
million paper bags under scenario 1A and 122 million bags under Scenario lB.

¯ ’Bags for life’ would only increase by 11-21 million/year due to them being reused
20 times.

¯ Bin liner consumption would increase by 90 million/year if SMEs were included in
the levy (scenarios 1A and 2A), or 63 million/year if not (scenarios 1B and 2B).

We combined these data on bag consumption with information on the life-cycle
environmental impacts of different types of bags to determine the relative environmental
impacts of each scenario in Scotland (Sections 4.5-4.7).

4.4 Relevant Results from the Carrefour LCA

The assumptions and scope of the Carrefour analysis are summarised in Appendix 3.

The Carrefour study considered four types of carrier bag:

¯ HDPE bags made from virgin polymer (lightweight plastic carrier bags).
¯ Reusable LDPE bags made from virgin polymer (’bags for life’).
¯ Paper bags made from recycled fibres.
¯ Biodegradable starch-based bags.

23 Numbers calculated as described in Section 4.3.
24 Example calculations. For lightweight carrier bags under scenario 1B: (30% x 775)+ (70% x 10% x 775) = 287. For

heavyweight carrier bags under scenario 2A: 8 + [(775 -78) x 58% x 5%] + [(39 - 4) x 70% x 5%] = 29
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We have not considered biodegradable starch-based bags in the analysis of the Scottish
situation because they are not thought to be used in any great numbers..Numbers for plastic
bioerodable bags (made from HDPE polymer with trace degradant additives) are used at a
few outlets, but considerably more conventional HDPE bags are used. We have assumed
that the environmental life-cycle impacts of bioerodable bags are comparable to
conventional plastic bags as they are both made from HDPE, albeit with a small addition of
degradation-promoting compounds. The consumption ofbioerodable bags is included within
the consumption of lightweight plastic bags.

The Carrefour study examined energy, resource use and pollutant emissions over the whole
lifecycle of the bags, i.e. it included production of the raw materials, manufacture of the
bags, transport of the bags to the retailer, and disposal at the bags’ end-of-life. For plastic
bags, for example, the lifecycle begins with extraction and refining of oil and the production
of plastic, pigments ink and glue.

In the Carrefour study, the lightweight plastic bags are manufactured in Malaysia, Spain and
France, and the heavyweight ’bags for life’ are manufactured in France. Paper bags made
from recycled paper are produced in Italy for Carrefour. It has been assumed that the bags
are produced from old newspapers/magazines.

The Carrefour study examined both incineration and landfilling of bags at the end of their
life. For the base case, we selected data that reflect landfilling of the bags as a large
proportion of all waste is sent to landfill in Scotland25. However, we have also performed a
sensitivity analysis that considers an alternative waste management strategy (see below).

The Carrefour study assessed the environmental impact of the energy use, resource use,
waste generation and pollutant emissions from the lifecycle of each type of bag by
examining their contribution to eight environmental indicators (see Appendix 3). Table 4.3
shows the environmental indicator score for each of the different types of bags, relative to
the lightweight plastic bag, for the base case with all material sent to landfill at the end of
the lifecycle.

The lightweight plastic bag has been given a score of 1 in all categories as a reference point.
A score greater than 1 indicates that another bag (’bag for life’ or paper) makes more
contribution to the environmental problem than a lightweight plastic bag when normalised
against the volume of shopping carried. A score of less than 1 indicates that it makes less of
a contribution, i.e. it has less environmental impact than a lightweight plastic bag.

The indicators take account of emissions which occur over the whole lifecycle. They can
therefore occur in different locations depending on where different parts of the lifecycle are
located. For global environmental problems such as climate change, the location of the
emission is not important in assessing the potential environmental impact. For other regional
or local environmental impacts, however, it can be significant. For example, the impact of
eutrophication of a water body will depend on the water characteristics. This is a well-
known limitation of lifecycle impact assessment methodology: LCA quantifies the potential
risk of environmental damage rather than actual harm.

25 88.2% was landfilled in 2002/03. Only 2.2% was incinerated, 5.9% was recycled, 2% was composted and the remaining

1.7% was treated by other means [SEPAl.
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Table 4.3 Environmental impacts of different types of carrier bag relative to a
lightweight plastic carrier bag~6

Indicator of Reusable Reusable Reusable Paper bag
environmental

HDPE bag LDPE bag LDPE bag LDPE bag (single use)
impact

(lightweight)
(used 2x) (used 4x) (used 20x)

Consumption of non-
renewable primary 1,,0 1.4 0.7 0.1 1.1
energy
Consumption of water 1.0 1.3 0.6 0.1 4.0

Climate change
(emission of 1.0 1,3 0.6 0.1 3,3
igreenhouse gases)
Acid rain (atmospheric 0.1 1.9
acidification)

1.0 1.5 0.7

Air quality (ground 0.1 1.3
level ozone formation)

1.0 0.7 0.3

Eutrophication of 0.1 14.0
water bodies

1.0 1.4 0.7

Solid waste production 1.0 1.4 0.7 0.1 2,7

Risk of litterz7
1.0 0.4 0,4 0.4 0.2

There are two key stages in the overall production process as laid out in the LCA:

i) Winning the raw materials from nature (e.g. drilling for and then refining crude oil)
and converting them into commodities (e.g. polyethene granules).

ii) Manufacturing the bags themselves from these commodities.

The Carrefour study concluded that, for all bags, the main environmental impacts come from
the first of these stages, i.e. the extraction and production of the materials (polyethene and
paper) that are then used to make bags. The second stage (i.e. the manufacture of the bags
themselves) is generally of less importance though not negligible. The study found that
transport contributed very little to the environmental impacts. The end-of-life phase also
makes a significant contribution to some indicators - most notably, the production of solid
waste.

The overall conclusion from the Carrefour study was that reusable plastic bags (so-called
’bags for life’) are more sustainable than all types of lightweight carrier bags (plastic, paper,
or degradable) if used four times or more (columns 4 and 5 in Table 4.3), offering the
greatest environmental benefits over the full lifecycle of any bags used.

z6 From Table 18 in the Carrefour study. Numbers greater than one indicate a greater environmental impact compared with

lightweight plastic carrier bags and numbers less than one indicate a lesser environmental impact.
57 The Carrefour study used the terms ’strong’, ’medium-weak’ and ’weak’ to describe the risk of littering for each of the

bags. We interpreted these terms numerically as 1.0, 0.4 and 0.2, respectively, in order to be able to show graphically how
the risk of littering may change under the different levy scenarios.
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Figure 411 summarises these findings. Paper carrier bags have a bigger environmental
impact than lightweight plastic bags in all categories apart from risk of litter, Paper bags
have a particularly high impact onthe environment in terms of~8:

¯ Eutrophication of water bodies (rivers, lakes, etc.) due to pollutants released to water
during the manufacture of the paper.

¯ Water consumption.
¯ Greenhouse gas emissions
¯ Production of solid waste.

Figure 4.1 Summary of the environmental imphcts of different carrier bags from the
Carrefour LCA

2s As noted in Appendix 3, the scores against these environmental indicators reflect potential risk than actual harm. Some

indicators such as eutrophication are very site-specific in terms of actual impact, depending on the level of wastewater
treatment employed and the state of the receiving environment. Others (e.g: climate change impacts from greenhouse gas
emissions) are not site-specific.
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4.5 Applying the Results to Scotland

We used data from Table 4.2 on plastic bag and bin liner consumption in conjunction with the
relative environmental impact scores in Table 4.3 to assess tlae relative environmental impacts
of the four levy scenarios compared with the current situation (scenario 0, ’business as
usual’). We used the assumption from the Carrefour study that a reusable bag is reused 20
times29.

To allow an assessment of the predicted change in bin liner consumption, it was assumed that
the lifecycle impact of manufacturing bin liners is the same as for HDPE carrier bags per unit
weight3°. This is an approximation, which may overestimate the environmental impact of bin
liners, and hence underestimate the benefits of the four levy scenarios. More details about the
calculations are given in Appendix 3.

The results of the base case comparison are shown in Figure 4.2. The base case applies the
results from the Carrefour study (Table 4.3) directly to the bag use data in Table 4.2. This
implicitly accepts the use of French data on bag weights and volumes. The results give the
percentage change in the environmental impact score for each of the levy scenarios compared
with the current situation (scenario 0). In all scenarios where the levy is applied, consumption
of non-renewable energy, atmospheric acidification, the formation of ground level ozone and
the risk of litter fall considerably compared with the current situation.

In scenarios 1A and 1B where paper bags are exempt from the levy, the impacts are greater
than the current situation for the consumption of water and eutrophication. However, they are
approximately equivalent for the emission of greenhouse gases and the production of solid
waste. This is due to a trade-off between the impacts from the additional paper bags
consumed and the environmental benefits from the reduction in the use of lightweight plastic
bags. The overall environmental impact from scenarios 1A and 1B is therefore predicted to
remain very similar to today’s situation. This is because the benefits of reducing plastic carrier
bag use are displaced by the increased use of paper bags.

It is only in scenarios 2A and 2B, where the levy is applied to paper as well as plastic carrier
bags, that consumption of water, emission of greenhouse gases, eutrophication of water
bodies and production of solid waste are significantly reduced. This is because paper bags
have a high score in these environmental categories relative to plastic bags (see Table4.3 and
Table A3.1 in Appendix 3).

In all cases, the environmental benefits increase (and environmental impacts reduce) when
SMEs are included in the levy.

29 For comparison, the Australian study assumed that reusable ’bags for life’ are reused around 52 times before being

recycled, i.e. once a week in a given year [Nolan-ITU],
30 On average, bin liners weigh 15g each and lightweight plastic carrier bags 8g each. Thus, the environmental impacts of a

bin liner were assumed to be 1.9 (=15/8) times greater than a lightweight plastic bag, giving an approximate ratio of 2:1. We
have used this ratio throughout our analysis,
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These environmental effects will occur at different locations around the globe depending on
where the raw materials are derived, where the bags are manufactured and how far they have
to travel. The bulk of plastic bags for the Scottish market are made in the Far East and
imported, whereas Scotland has a considerable paper bag manufacturing sector. Furthermore,
some of the effects (e.g. ground level ozone formation) are more localised and some are
regional (e.g. the consumption of water and emission of acidic gases), while others such as
climate change resulting from fossil fuel combustion are global problems.

While we believe these broad messages about relative environmental impacts are applicable
to the Scottish situation, there are differences between France and Scotland that mean that
specific environmental impacts will differ. This is due to inherent France-specific
assumptions in the original LCA work such as the characteristics and usage of bags, and to
differences in the environmental impacts of manufacturing and waste disposal in the two
countries. In particular, we note the following differences between the assumptions made in
the French LCA and the situation in Scotland:

¯ The Carrefour study assumed that plastic bags weigh 6g as opposed to 8g in Scotland.

The French study states that the paper checkout bags used by Carrefour weigh 52g.
Paper checkout bags3~ in Scotland weigh 51g [CBC]. In the LCA base case, the
Carrefour value was taken as representative for Scotland as it was assumed that
checkout bags would be more affected by a levy, in terms of numbers and nationwide
coverage, than boutique paper carriers with handles. In the sensitivity analyses (see
below), the test used the average weight of 99g for all types of paper bags?2

The Carrefour study assumed that a plastic bag has a volume of only 14 litres while a
paper bag has a volume of 20.5 litres. This means fewer paper bags are required for
the same amount of shopping. For Scotland, however, we would expect no significant
difference on average in the volume of shopping carried in the two types of bag. One
reason for this is the tendency for ’double bagging’, where customers use two paper
bags instead of one because they are concerned that a single paper bag may rip Open.

The Carrefour study takes for its base case an average waste management scenario for
France, i.e. 45% of paper bags being recycled, 25% being incinerated and 26%
landfilled. For the base case in this study, we used one of the Carrefour sensitivity
analyses in which all waste is sent to landfill; this is much closer to the current
Scottish position where 88% of waste is landfilled3~ [SEPA].

3l Information provided by the CBC showed that there are three kinds of paper bags in general used in Scotland, depending

on size and whether they have handles or not. These weigh 51g (checkout bag, no handles), 81g (carrier bag with handles)
and 166g (carrier bag with handles). The arithmetic mean of these is 99g.
32.This analysis suggests some potential for an increase in solid waste generation for scenarios that favour a switch to paper
bags. This is due to different assumptions about the relative weight of plastic and paper bags, and the fact that the LCA looks
at solid waste impacts throughout the bag life cycle rather than just the end-of-life disposal phase.
33 Most recent published data (2002/03).
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Various sensitivity analyses are presented in Appendix 3 to demonstrate the robustness of
results against these factors. These analyses are:

* Sensitivity analysis 1: Assume paper bags weigh 99g instead of 52g.
¯ Sensitivity analysis 2: Assume on average that paper and plastic bags are used to carry

the same volume of shopping.
¯ Sensitivity analysis 3: Assume lightweight plastic bags weigh 8g instead of 6g.
¯ Sensitivity analysis 4: Combined effects of sensitivity anaIyses 2 and 3.
¯ Sensitivity analysis 5: Assume the same split across recycling, incineration and

landfill as in France.

The main results of the sensitivity analyses are:

Repeating the analysis using a higher bag weight or ’effective’ volume of paper bags
led to a significant worsening in the performance of scenarios 1A and 1B for all
categories except for ’risk of litter’. The categories of solid waste generation and acid
rain, .for which a small benefit was originally recorded under the base LCA
(Carrefour, 100% of end-of-life bags landfilled), became a disbenefit (to a lesser
extent for acid rain). The effect on solid waste generation is driven by the greater
weight of paper bags compared with plastic bags (this feeds directly through to waste
generation at the end of the lifecycle) and by the waste produced during paper
production.

Such effects are counteracted to a large degree by the assumption that lightweight
plastic bags in Scotland are 8g compared to 6g in France.

¯ The assumptions on alternative waste management strategies (sensitivity analysis 5)
have little effect on the results.

The results for scenarios 1A and 1B are affected significantly by the sensitivities
explored. This is as a result of encouraging people to switch from plastic bags to
paper. Whereas, the results for scenarios 2A and 2B, where paper bags are also
subject to the levy, show little change. In all cases studied and for all environmental
indicators, scenarios 2A and 2B improved on the business as usual case by between
30% and 70%. The most restrictive scenario (2A, where all outlets including SMEs
and charities are subject to the levy) shows a uniform improvement over scenario 2B
of around 16% relative to business as usual.

It is important to recognise that the scores from the LCA represent potential risk and not
actual environmental damage. Quantification of actual damage would require an impact
pathway assessment that traces emissions from source to exposure to the quantification of
impacts from specific industrial and waste management facilities. Such analysis is outside the
scope of this report. It is noted, however, that some categories of effect are much more site-
sensitive than others. For example, eutrophication of water bodies is only a problem where
effluents are discharged untreated to a nutrient-sensitive water body. Climate change impacts,
in contrast, are not sensitive to the site of the greenhouse gas release.
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4.6 Displacement of Plastics in Scotland

In this section, we calculate the changes in tonnages of materials consumed in the scenarios
based on the bag numbers data from Table 4.2 and the unit weights34 for bags given in
Table 4.4.

Table 4.4 Unit bag weights used in this study

Weight (grams per unit)
Lightweight plastic carrier bags 8
Paper bags 51
Heavyweight plastic carrier bags 47
Bin liners 15

Table 4.5 shows the estimated changes in the weight of carrier bags (tonnes) used across
Scotland in scenario 1A compared with the current pre-levy situation (scenario 0). Note that
paper bags are not subject to the levy in scenario 1A.

Table 4.5 Change.in annual consumption of materials for scenario 1A*

Bag

Lightweight plastic
carrier bags
Heavyweight plastic
bags; ’bags for life’
Bin liners

Total for polyethene

Total for paper

Pre-levy
consumption

(tonnes)
6,200

364

1,764

8,328

1,976

Expected post-
levy consumption

(tonnes)
620

1,102

3,122

4,844

10,869

Expected
absolute change3s

(tonnes)
-5,580

+738

+1,358

-3,484

+8,893

Expected
% change

-90%

+203%

+77%

-42%

+450%

* Numbers have been rounded so may not add up exactly. Negative numbers mean less material used and
positive number_s mean more material is used.

For Scotland, there would be a saving of 5,580 tonnes of polyethene from 90% fewer
lightweight plastic carrier bags being used. This has to be balanced, however, against the
increase in ’bags for life’ and bin liners - a total of 2,096 tonnes. Taken together, these data
show an estimated net decrease of 3,484 tonnes ofpolyethene consumed per year in Scotland.
Paper bag usage would increase under this scenario by 8,893 tonnes per year.

The summary information for all four levy scenarios is summarised in Table 4.6.

34 Data from CBC and SRC. For paper bags the checkout bag weighing 51g was used for consistency with the LCA base

case. If the average weight of 99g, see footnote 31, was used then the waste implications would be greater.
35 As stated earlier, data on black refuse sacks and disposable nappy sacks were not available. If these figures were

included, the net decrease in resource consumption would be less,
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Table 4.6 Change in annual consumption of materials for all four levy scenarios across
Scotland

1A: 1B: Proposed 2A: Proposed 2B: Proposed
Proposed levy excluding levy + paper levy + paper

levy SMEs bags bags excluding
SMEs

Decrease in -3,484 -2,439 -3,214 -2,250
polyethene
consumption
(tonnes)*
Change in +8,893 +6,225 -1,779 -1,245
paper
consumption
(tonnes)*
Net change +5,409 +3,786 -4,993 -3,495
(tonnes)
* Does not account for black refuse sacks or nappy bags.

In summary, it is predicted that polyethene amounts would reduce across all four levy
scenarios, but that paper amounts would increase in scenarios 1A and 1B and decrease in
scenarios 2A and 2B.

If paper carrier bags are not subject to the levy (as in scenarios 1A and 1B), the total to~mage
of carrier bags used actually increases. This is because shoppers will switch from the
relatively lighter plastic carrier bags to the much heavier paper carriers. Where paper is
included in the levy, both show a decrease in the overall tonnage of waste material (paper and
plastic) needing disposal. Scenario 2A, where paper and all businesses are levied, shows the
best overall reductions (4,993 tonnes) relative to the situation today. Scenario 1A performs
worst - waste actually increases by 5,409 tonnes per year.

4.7 Conclusions on Lifecycle Impacts

This study has used an existing published lifecycle study from France to gain an indication of
the relative lifecycle environmental impacts of different types of bag. This has then been
combined with estimates of changes in bag use under four levy scenarios to examine the
resulting changes in environmental impacts from bag usage.

Using the Carrefour study introduces an element of uncertainty into the results owing to
national differences between Scotland and France affecting the lifecycle, i.e. the .way in
which electricity is generated, the amount of transport required and final disposal methods.

However, based on the results of our various sensitivity analyses, we believe the pattern of
environmental impacts described in the Carrefour study will be similar to those in Scotland. It
is our view that the results described above are sufficiently relevant to Scotland to serve as a
useful guide to decision-making on policies concerning carrier bags. However, for the reasons
presented above, the findings in this report cannot be used for a precise quantification of
environmental impacts. This would require a full lifecycle analysis based on the Scottish
situation, .which is outside the scope of this study.
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The main conclusions from our analysis are:

The analysis shows that there would be an environmental benefit for some of the
indicators depending on what consumers choose to use were a levy to be introduced.

More specifically, the biggest environmental improvement is seen in scenarios 2A and
2B where paper bags are included in the levy. These occur for all environmental
indicators

In scenarios where paper bags are excluded, the environmental benefits of reduced
plastic bag usage are negated for some indicators by the impacts of increased paper
bag usage. This is because a paper bag has a more adverse impact than a plastic bag
for most of the environmental issues Considered. Areas where paper bags score
particularly badly include water consumption, atmospheric acidification (which can
have effects on human health, sensitive ecosystems, forest decline and acidification of
lakes) and eutrophication of water bodies (which can lead to growth of algae and
depletion of oxygen).

¯ Heavyweight, reusable plastic bags (the so-called ’bags for life’) are more sustainable
than all types of lightweight plastic carrier bags if used four times or more. They
give the greatest environmental benefits over the full lifecycle.

Paper bags are anywhere between six to ten times heavier than lightweight plastic
carrier bags and, as such, require more transport and its associated costs. They would
also take up more room in a landfill if they were not recycled.

The analysis demonstrates that SMEs and paper bags should be included to maximise
the potential environmental benefit of the levy, The inclusion of paper bags in the levy
makes a greater contribution to maximising environmental benefits than inclusion of
SMEs.
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5 Impacts on Consumers and Business

Our base assumptions (i.e. scenario 0) are as shown in Table 5,1 and stated below,

Table 5.1 Bag consumption by type in Scotland

Bag type Annual consumption Per capita
(millions) consumption

Plastic carrier 775 153
Paper 38.75 8
Multi-use 7.75 2
Total 821.5 163

The population of Scotland is taken as 5,062,011 (from the 2001 census) and the
grossed number of households as 2.14 million. This is 2.33 people per household.

The UK .Expenditure and Food Survey 2002/03 [ONS] states that total weekly
expenditure in Scotland averaged £365 per household. Of this figure, approximately
£110 per week is spent on goods that are likely to be sold with the option of acquiring
a carrier bag36.

It has been assumed that a £ spent by lower income households requires the same
number of bags for purchases as a £ spent by higher income households37,

The two largest sources of ~arrier bags are ’food’ and ’clothing’ retailers, followed by
’catering services’ (e.g. takeaway).

¯ Current consumption of bin liners is around 118 million per year.

5.1 Determining the Financial Burden on Consumers

We made the following assumptions concerning unit costs:

A levy would be set at £0.10 on each bag. We derived the amount that would be paid
from this value and the numbers of bags used as given in Table 4.2. We have
accounted for the fact that, under scenarios 1B and 2B, SMEs are not included in the
levy base.

Consumers are currently not charged for carrier bags38. This cost element to retailers
(which includes the purchase, transport and storage costs of the bags) is known as the
’hidden’ cost and is accounted for. It is passed on to the consumer, embedded within
the price of goods.

36 We assessed the categories within the survey and made a judgement on whether a carrier bag might be required for

purchases, e,g, insurance and holidays would not, but household goods and hardware would.
37 In reality it is more likely that a £ spent by a lower income household buys more goods and this requires more bags than a

¯ £ spent by higher income households, since the price paid per unit by the latter will be higher. Sufficiently detailed data were
not available however to accommodate this complexity.
38 Except in some stores such B&Q and Lidl (see Appendix 2),
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¯ The ’hidden’ cost of lightweight plastic carrier bags to the retailer is £7.51 per 1,000
bags39.

¯ The ’hidden’ cost of paper carrier bags to the retailer is £163.69 per 1,000 bags4°.

¯ Heavyweight plastic carrier bags (or similar) are assumed to sell for £0.65 per bag41.

¯ A bin liner is assumed to cost £0.05 per liner. This is the unit price averaged over ten
products sold by Tesco.

¯ For scenarios 1A and 1B, it has been assumed that the additional ’hidden’ costs
incurred by stores are passed on to consumers as they increase due to additional
purchase, transport and storage of paper carrier bags.

¯ Spending at SMEs has been assumed to account for 30% of total household
expenditure42. In order to exclude SMEs from being subject to the levy, we have
simply reduced total expenditureby households on items likely to involve the
acquisition of a carrier bag (of any type) by 30%.

The total additional financial burden incurred by Scottish consumers as a result of the levy is
therefore made up of the elements shown in Equation 5,1.

Equation 5.1 Financial burden to consumers

Total additional financial burden of levy

Payment of the levy on each levyable plastic carrier bag consumed post-levy

’Hidden’ cost of carrier bags

Payment of net additional VAT43

39 Derived from data provided by the CBC and survey data reported by researchers from University College Dublin [UCD].

The average cost of lightweight carrier bags to the retailer is £7.47 per 1,000 excluding storage and transport [CBC].
4o Derived from data provided by the CBC and survey data reported by researchers from UCD. The average cost of paper

bags to the retailer is £163.33 per 1,000 [CBC]. The switch to paper bags is largely assumed to be by the clothing and shoe
retailers.
41 It is recognised that shoppers will have a wide range of options with an equally wide range of unit costs (e.g. currently

from £0.10 for a ’bag for life’ to £2.00 for an unbleached cotton carrier bag purchased privately). CBC suggested a range
from 65p to £1.50; we used the lower figure. In addition, only those bags sold for more than �0.70 (approximately £0.48) are
excluded from the levy in Republic of Ireland.
42 Based on share of turnover in SIC(92) 52 retail trade with less than 250 employees determined by the Institute of Retail

Studies, University of Stirling. Hence, in scenarios 1B and 2B, the levy is assumed to apply to 70% of the tax base in
scenarios 1A and 2A. By adjusting the tax base in this fashion, it has been assumed that: a £ expenditure = a £ tumover and
the number of bags issued per £ expenditure at a SME = the number of bags issued per £ expenditure at a non-SME. This is a
crude assumption, but necessary without any data to the contrary,
43 HM Revem~e and Customs le~¢ VAT on environmental ta.xes such as the climate change levy, the aggregates levy, the

landfill tax and the oil duties. It is expected that the proposed carrier bags levy would likewise be subject to VAT.
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We calculated the total additional financial burden to consumers for the four levy scenarios
using:

¯ Equation 5.1.
¯ Bag use data under the scenarios from Table 4.2.
¯ The assumptions outlined above.

Table 5.2 shows how the numbers were derived for scenario 1A.

Table 5.2 Incremental cost to consumers of the levy under scenario 1A

Cost element for Scottish consumers in an average
year
Amount of levy paid by consumers (= local authority
revenue)
Additional ’hidden’ cost of bags
Cost of additional heavyweight bags
Cost of additional bin liners
Additional VAT
Total additional financial burden of scenario 1A in
Scotland

Total additional financial burden of levy per person

Annual cost under scenario 1A
(£ million)

7.75

23.31
10.20
4.34
7.98
53.58

£10.58/person/year

Table 5.3 shows the results for all four levy scenarios. The greatest effect on the results is
from the additional ’hidden’ costs, which can vary significantly. In the first instance, we have
assumed that, for all four scenarios, any additional ’hidden’ costs or savings are passed on to
the consumer (see columns 2-5).

The ’hidden’ costs increase significantly for scenarios 1A and 1B as, despite fewer plastic
bags being used, far more paper carriers are being used. However, costs go down in the
scenarios (2A and 2B) where paper is included in the levy (i.e. hidden cost savings), as both
paper and plastic carrier bag use declines in these cases. At the discretion of the retailer, these
savings could be passed on to the consumer, thus reducing the financial load on consumers
(see columns 4 and 5). We have added to Table 5.3 the resulting costs in scenarios 2A and 2B
assuming that the retailer does not pass on any savings they may accrue (see shaded columns
6 and 7).
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Table 5.3 Incremental cost of the levy to consumers for all scenarios, with sensitivity on
’hidden’ costs

Total additional financial
burden of levy in Scotland
(£ million/year)
Total additional financial
burden of levy per person
(£/person/year)

Scenario
1A     1B     2A     2B

’Hidden’ costs or savings passed
on to consumers

53.58 37.51 18.05 12.63

10.58 7.41 3.57 2.50

The scale of the estimates of financial burden can be gauged by reference to the results in the
UK Expenditure and Food Survey 2002/03 [ONS]. This shows that average weekly
household expenditure is £365. Our examination of the categories of expenditure shows that
£110 of this is likely to require use of a carrier bag. This can be compared with an annual
cost of the levy of between £3.57 and £10.58 per person.

Based on data from the annual UK Expenditure and Food Survey 2002/03 [ONS], it is
estimated that the costs given in Table 5.3 will represent a higher proportion of final income
for households with lower incomes than for higher income households. Excluding paper bags
from the levy base increases the financial burden (compare 1A with 2A and 1B with 2B),
more than excluding SMEs (compare 1A with 1B and 2A with 2B).

5.2 Impact on the Business Sector

The proposed levy on plastic carrier bags will affect the economy as well as the environment.
Our conclusions on the business and industry effects of the proposed levy are based on:

¯ Contact with industry.
¯ Examination of raw data.
¯ Evidence from previous studies on similar measures worldwide.

Scotland and the Plastic Carrier Bag Industry

CBC estimates that there are 15-20 plastic manufacturers, importers and distributors in
Scotland, most of which are SMEs. We have validated this estimate through study of the
online Applegate directory of plastics companies in the UK [Apgate]. The geographical
distribution of these businesses shown in Table 5.4 indicates their wide distribution in
Scotland. Both importers and/or distributors of carrier bags, as well as manufacturers, will be
affected by the levy. In the Republic of Ireland, one manufacturer closed after PlasTax was
introduced.
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Table 5.4 Plastics and plastic bag manufacturers, importers and distributors in Scotland
by postcode

Postcode Total plastic Plastic bags
AB 11 1

8 1
DG 5 1
EH 22 4
FK 6 1
G 36 3
HS 0~ 0

2
I~ 9 0
KW 1 0
KY 11 3

6 1
PA 5 0
PH 0 0
TD 5 0

Total 129 17

Smaller enterprises are considered more likely to suffer greater impacts from a levy as it is
anticipated that they have less capacity to adapt. Discussion with industry suggests most of
the bin liners produced in the UK are manufactured in England. It is considered unlikely that
production could be switched to Scotland to compensate for some of the lost plastic carrier
bag production.

Industry estimates that anywhere between 300 to 700 direct jobs could be lost in Scotland
alone as a result of a levy being imposed on lightweight plastic carrier bags [CBC]. This
estimate is made up of:

Some 400 jobs at BPI’s Greenock plant.
Some 100 or so jobs at Simpac’s plant in Glasgow.
Jobs at other smaller manufacturers and importers that would either have to:

- close;
- move operations to elsewhere in the UK (as in Simpac’s case to Hull) or

abroad;
diversify where possible into other plastic film products.

Another important company that would be affected by a levy is Smith Anderson in Fife44,

which manufactures large volumes of paper bags from both virgin and recycled sources.

There would also be knock-on effects elsewhere in an industry that employs around 2,500
people in the manufacture, import and distribution of carrier bags and around 12,000 in the
wider plastic films sector in the UK.

44 www, smithanderson.com
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Paper Sector

The extent to which lightweight plastic carrier bags may be replaced by paper carrier bags is
an issue of contention. In the Republic of Ireland, some sectors (e.g. fashion and shoes) have
switched to paper bags [BRC]. In the scenarios where paper bags are excluded from the levy
(1A and 1B), a 25% switch to paper carrier bags has been assumed. A move towards greater
use of paper carrier bags would have consequences for those sectors involved in their
manufacture, transport, waste management and import. As mentioned above, Smith Anderson
is a major company in the paper recycling and bag manufacturing industry in Scotland.

Retail Sector

The estimated cost to UK supermarkets of giving away lightweight plastic carrier bags is
reported in Section 2 (see Table 2.1).

Evidence from Republic of Ireland and BRC suggests that the food retail industry would
benefit from net cost savings from a levy after taking set-up and administrative costs into
account. Savings would result from having to buy far fewer plastic carrier bags, which are
then given away for free, while sales of ’bags for life’ and bin liners would increase [BRC,
ERM, UCD].

However, this would not be the case for non-food retailers. Evidence from the Republic of
Ireland from those retailers that switched to paper, bags (mainly ’high street’ non-food
retailers) suggests that greater storage space and more frequent deliveries are now required.
This has increased their overhead costs for material purchase and transport by over four-fold
[BRC]. There are also different consumption patterns between food and non-food retailers.
For the former, people often shop regularly and can thus plan to take reusable bags with them.
For the latter, it is often more of an impulse purchase [WRAP 2005].

Larger retailers are expected to find it easier to implement the system needs for compliance as
they tend to have computerised systems and greater resources available. There will be a cost
associated with administration of the levy, but the experience in the Republic of Ireland
suggests that the effects were generally positive or neutral [UCD].

The levy would represent a greater burden to smaller retailers (e.g. newsagents, butchers, etc.)
as they may not have computerised systems. As a minimum, it is anticipated that retailers will
need to have an auditable system for:

Recording carrier bags sales.
Accounting for bags in stock.
Reconciling sold versus stock remaining.
Submitting records (quarterly in Republic of Ireland).
Submitting payments.
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Shoplifting and Theft

Theft, as an unwanted side effect of introducing a levy, is often raised as a problem for
retailers. Although levels of theft were initially reported to have risen in the Republic of
Ireland, they have since gone back to pre-levy levels and are even dropping further
(information from the Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government,
Republic of Ireland).

The reported levels of ’shrinkage’ (the industry term for theft) are calculated each year in the
EU [Retail Research]. Table 5.5 shows shrinkage in percentage terms of turnover for 2003
and 2004 for the UK and Republic of Ireland. It is evident that both countries saw a drop in
retail theft between 2003 and 2004.

Table 5.5 Changes in retail theft as a percentage of overall turnover for the UK and
Republic of Ireland

Retail Shrinkage 2003 2004
(as % of turnover)

UK 1.69% 1.59%

Republic of Ireland 1.35% 1.34%

Increased trolley and basket theft has been highlighted by some as a potential cost to industry
caused by people wishing to save on paying for bags. Five months after the introduction of
the PlasTax, the Retail, Grocery, Dairy and Allied Trades’ Association (RGDATA) for the
Republic of Ireland reported that 50 baskets per month were disappearing from shops at a
total cost of�450/month.

Impacts for Waste Management

This section uses the changes in the weight and volume of bags under each levy scenario to
assess the changes in waste arisings, changes in waste management costs and changes in
waste volumes. Note that this is only part of the total waste due to carrier bags, the total
waste impact (including waste in the winning of raw materials and production, which will
often take place outside of Scotland) is considered in more detail in the LCA and is presented
in Figure 4.2 and Appendix 3.

The change in consumption of materials under each levy scenario is conSidered in section 4,6.
To assess the impacts on waste management we then need to add in details of the waste
disposal routes.

In 2002/034s, 88.2% of all waste arisings in Scotland were disposed of to landfill, 2.2% were
incinerated, 5.9% were recycled, 2% were composted and the remaining 1.7% was treated by
other means [SEPA].

4s SEPA informed us that recycling rates for 2003/04 were 12.3% nationwide (data to be published in June 2005). However,

2002/03 SEPA statistics were used for consistency.
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For plastic bags we have assumed that there is a low level of recycling of post-consumer bags
and that this would not change significantly if a levy were introduced. Thus, for the purpose
of this calculation, all plastic bags would eventually be landfilled or incinerated46. We
assumed ~hat 97.6% of plastic bags were landfilled and 2.4% were incinerated47. It was not
possible to estimate the quantity of lightweight plastic carrier bags or heavyweight plastic
carrier bags going to each disposal route48. Instead, we applied the shares of landfill and
incineration in total waste disposal equally to each.

For paper bags we were able to account for recycling in the calculations of waste
rfianagement using Scottish waste statistic [SEPA]49. Paper comes under the heading of
’paper and card’ in SEPA data. As paper bags are not accounted for separately in SEPA
waste statistics, we assumed that recycling rates for paper bags are the same as "paper and
card". We made the following calculation:

¯ 24.26% of household ’bin’ waste in Scotland is paper and card.
¯ 2,094,872 tonnes of household ~(controlled) waste were collected in 2002/03.
¯ This means that 508,216 tonnes of paper and card were collected from household

waste for disposal (to landfill or incineration).
¯ 67,660 tonnes of paper and card were collected separately for recycling.
¯ Therefore; 13.3% of paper and card was recycled (67,660 tonnes/508,216 tonnes).
¯ The remaining paper is either landfilled (84.6%) or incinerated (2.1%)5°.

We estimated the change in paper bags waste for each disposal route using:

¯ Our calculation ratios for landfilling, incineration and recycling of paper in Scotland.
¯ The net total change in annual paper consumption (and hence waste production) under

the four levy scenarios given in Table 4.6.

The amounts shown in Table 5.6 represent changes in the disposal of residual household
waste and recycling in an average year under each of the levy scenarios.

Table 5.6 Estimated annual changes in waste disposal routes for residual waste i~i
Scotland under the different scenarios

Disposal route (tonnes per year)
Scenario Landfill Incineration Recycling Net change

1A 4,122 103 1,184 5,409
1B 2,886 72 829 3,786
2A -4,640 -116 -237 -4,993
2B -3,248 -81 -166 -3,495

46 Plastic films are recycled in large anaounts,, though this is mainly back-of-store packaging, estimated at 300,000 tonnes per

year [CBC]. There is very little post-consumer recycling of plastic carrier bags and there are very few facilities to do so. For
example, the recycling rate for lightweight carrier bags in Australia in 2002 was 2.7% [DEH],
47 Step 1: 88.2% (landfilled) + 2.2% (incinerated) = 90.4%. Step 2: 88.2% / 90.4% = 97.6%
48 The facility is known to exist in many food retail outlets for the take-back and recycling of heavyweight bags-for-life, but

no data on the level or rate of this was available.
49 Recycling of paper bags was not considered for the LCA in Section 4 due to the assumptions in the Carrefour study. This

will lead to a difference in the results presented here with those in section 4 under the ’solid waste’ environmental indicator.
50 13,3% of paper is recycled. This leaves 86.7% going to another route, 9%6% will be landfilled: 97.6 % x 86.7% = 84,6%

overall. 2.4% will be incinerated: 2.4% x 86.7% = 2.1% overall,
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Table 5.751 shows estimated changes in landfill and incineration costs for household waste in.
Scotland as a whole, under each levy scenario. Costs increase under scenarios 1A and 1B,
while costs decrease under scenarios 2A and 2B. These cost increases or decreases apply to
local authorities who are responsible for household waste disposal.

Table 5.7 Estimated changes in waste management costs for Scotland due to the levy~2

Scenario Cost (£ per year)
Landfill Incineration Total

1A 227,000 7,000 233,000
1B 159,000 5,000 163,000
2A -255,000 -8,000 -263,000
2B -179,000 -5,000 -184,000

The amount of solid waste generated can also be quantified in terms of volume. The
Carrefour study only gives information on weight for the full life cycle, though it is clear that
this is dominated by the end of life stage. Using data on relative bag storage volume from
Table 2.1 it is possible to estimate the relative difference in volume of material sent for
disposal (see Table 5.8), though this ignores wastes generated at stages other than end of life
disposal. Results show a significant increase for scenarios 1A and 1B for volume relative to
the base case. For scenarios 2A and 2B, however, the volume of bags disposed of relative to
the base case falls significantly.

Table 5.8 Estimated changes in waste volumes in Scotland due to the levy

Change in Volume - assuming 50 g paper bag occupying 8 times the volume
of HDPE lightweight bags
As % of base case      . I 100% I 167% I 148% I 20%44%

Charities

In a submission to Mike Pringle MSP, the Association Of Charity Shops expressed its belief
that the ability of some charity shops to operate successfully would be jeopardised by the
proposed levy~3. The Association is also concerned that donations by the public would
become difficult, as donated stock delivered to shops is usually in plastic carrier bags. These
bags are then reused for customer purchases.

51 Figures have been round~d.
52 Savings based on landfill costs of£55/tonne and incineration costs of £65/tonne. The unit costs include collection, transfer

and gate fees (ificluding landfill tax in the case of landfill). However, it has not been possible to separate the fixed from the
variable elements of the costs. Given the relatively small scale of the changes in waste tonnages, only the latter will be saved.
The cost savings will therefore tend to be overestimates. However, landfill costs are likely to rise during the same period as a
result of the landfill tax escalator.
53 Response by the Association of Charity Shops to consultation paper issued by Mike Pringle MSP.
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6 Administration of the Levy

The mechanism by which local authorities would administer the levy falls within an
exception to the reservations in the Scotland Act 1998 (Section A1, Part II, Schedule 5 Fiscal,
economic and monetary policy). This states that local taxes to fund local authority
expenditure fall within devolved Competence. It is this exception which is being investigated
by Mike Pringle MSP. We have not considered the validity of this exception, but have
considered some of the implications for administering the levy should the Bill proceed.

6.1 System Requirements

A system will be required which will allow for:

¯ Monies to be collected from ’retailers’ and held in a local authority account.
¯ Keeping records of customer transaction.
¯ Auditing and inspection.
¯ System checks and interrogation re anticipated income, documentation files and

generation of customer queries.
¯ Development of an appeals system.
¯ Development of systems to pursue debt and non-payment.

Businesses would need advice on:

¯ How the levy would operate.
¯ Definitions of what types of bags the levy covered.
¯ What information they would be required to submit, e.g. stock of bags at outset, stock

remaining at end of submission period and records of bags sold.
¯ How and when the monies collected should be transferred (ideally electronically) to

the administration body.
¯ The penalties for non-compliance.

System in the Republic of Ireland

In the Republic of Ireland, businesses submit quarterly returns. There are separate and distinct
roles and bodies for collection and enforcement. Payment is by electronic debiting of the
retailer’s bank account. An online system that allowed this, the Revenue Online System
(ROS), was in place prior to the introduction of the PlasTax.

So far, there has been one prosecution for non-compliance. Any retailer not complying with
the legislation has been visited, their non-compliance verified and a warning issued.
Warnings have been issued to a few hundred out of around 50,000 retailers [communication
from Terry Sheridan, the Department of Environment, Heritage and Local Government,
Republic of Ireland].
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The basic administrative requirements are:

¯ An opening stock take of plastic bags when the levy is introduced.
¯ A record of plastic bag purchases.
¯ A record of plastic bags supplied to customers where the levy applies.

The records must differentiate between:

¯ Those plastic bags used to contain fresh meat, fish, poultry, fruit, vegetables and other
foods that are not otherwise packed, or ice

¯ Other plastic shopping bags.

The role of enforcement is separate and is undertaken by the local authorities. It involves:

¯ Visiting retail outlets and talking to retailers.
¯ Carrying out initial spot checks.
¯ Monitoring implementation.
¯ Ensuring that the levy is passed on in full to customers.
¯ Ensuring that exemptions are not being abused.
¯ Checking tills to confirm that customers are being charged the �0.15 levy for plastic

bags where applicable.
¯ Taldng appropriate action where it has been established that the levy has not been

charged to customers, e.g. issuing letters informing retailers of obligations under the
regulations and following up where necessary. Following up on any complaints from
the public.

The Revenue Commissioners are responsible for:

¯ Identification of accountable persons54.
¯ Processing returns and payments received from accountable persons.
¯ Carrying out verification checks relating to the accuracy of returns.
¯ Pursuing accountable persons who fail to deliver returns and payments within the

statutory time limits.
¯ Raising estimates where returns are not received or where liability is under stated.
¯ Dealing with appeals against estimates raised.

To minimise compliance costs on retailers, checks carried out by the Revenue Commissioners
are, insofar as possible, incorporated with checl~s carriedout in relation to tax liabilities.

54 An accountable person is responsible for submitting the required information to the Revenue Commissioners.
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6.2 Impact on Local Authorities

CoSLA has recorded its reservations about the duty of collection falling to the local
authorities and its concerns regarding the magnitude and potential administrative costs of the
levy, which it believes require a full investigation.

We consulted two local authorities and considered three options for implementation of the
levy:

Option 1: Blanket application of the levy

While applying the levy on a blanket basis ensures consistency of application, data
from Australia [DEH] suggest that the collection of the levy from small retailers could
give marginal returns given the cost of collection and estimated segmentation of bag
distribution. Consequently, we also considered:

¯ Option 2: Selective application of the levy based on retailer size or function.

¯ Option 3: Selective application of the levy based on rateable value.

As a possible option for making the best use of resources that would support the Scottish
Executive’s Efficient Government Initiative, we invited the local authorities consulted to
consider the benefits and workability of setting up a central billing body to administer the
levy on behalf of all authorities. It should be noted, however, that this is not presented as a
formal proposal and it is one about which CoSLA has voiced concerns.

The results from these consultations should not be taken as the whole story for Scotland, but
as indicative of the potential costs.

Option 1: Blanket Application of the Levy

The !evy will apply to all retailers in Scotland (52,690)55 and all other outlets distributing bags
as part of a business transaction (e.g. exhibiters). This will undoubtedly create a very
significant administrative burden for local authorities, as they will have to administer the levy
including collection, policing and penalising of defaulters.

Feedback from discussions with the Assessor to the Lothian Valuation Board has been made
available to this study. In essence, a national billing body could establish a database of all
subjects liable to the levy. Since this would be sourced to valuation roll data, any analysis of
levies imposed and collected could be easily calculated for an individual local authority area.
Businesses would need to account directly to the billing body. The most efficient process
would be self-assessment similar to the collection of VAT, with legislation enabling the
billing body to check the records of any individual businesses for accuracy, etc. The self-
assessment would also need to be accompanied by payment to streamline the bureaucracy
involved and again legislation would be required to encourage compliance, e.g. fines for late
payment, etc. The main administrative efforts would be to keep name and address details up-
to-date and to police the return of the prescribed information and levy payments.

55 Total number of retailers in the all-Scotland Valuation Roll. from April 2005. There were 52,690 properties classified by

the assessors as ’shops’.
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CoSLA is also concerned that, if the levy were successful in its aim of reducing plastic bag
usage, expenditure on collecting and enforcing the levy might exceed income and local
authorities might have to look to the Executive to cover a funding shortfall. CoSLA believes
that additional funding from the Scottish Executive would be required for start-up and has
commented that the estimated costs would require detailed analysis.

In the absence of any available detailed analysis, we undertook a simplistic estimation of
costs of this option using the assumptions given in Table 6.1. This suggests average .indicative
set-up costs of around £3- 4 million, and enforcement and ongoing management costs of
around £3.5 million per year.

Table 6.1 Simple cost estimates for option 1 (blanket application)

Activity Cost calculation Estimated cost
Education campaign £1 - 2 million
Set-up 1 person for 1 year plus support -£2 million

(£60,000 × 32 local authorities)
Ongoing management0.5 pers0n/year/local authority ~£1 million

(0.5 x 32 x £40,000 = £0.64 million)
Billing body team
(4 x £40,000 = £0.16 million)

Enforcement/policing1 person/local authority plus support and travel~£2.5 million
(£40,000 x 32) + (£20,000 x 32) = £1.92 million
Plus legal advice (£0.75 million)

Option 2: Selective Application of the Levy Based on Retailer Size or Function

A second option would be to apply the levy based on retailer size. One option for this is to
use the EU definition of an SMEas the defining point beyond which the levy is applied. The
current EU definition of SME is a business with a turnover of�50 million or less. Although
this presents a sound solution in terms of practicality, no data are unfortunately readily
available to local authorities at present. It would, therefore, have to be sourced from UK
Revenue and Customs (formerly HM Customs and Excise). It is also uncertain whether these
data would be available at local authority level.

Making a simplistic estimation of costs again for discussion purposes, this option is estimated
to require potentially lower set-up costs because less ’contact’ will be required as a
consequence of worldng, with fewer retailers. Similar ongoing annual management costs and
less policing and enforcement costs to option are anticipated, as we would expect the major
retailers to comply readily with the legislation.

Table 6.2 suggests average indicative set-up costs of £1.5 - 2.5 million and enforcement and
ongoing management costs of £1.75 million per year.
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Table 6.2 Simple cost estimates for option 2 (selective application based on retailer size)

Activity Cost calculation Estimated cost
Education campaign £1 - 2 million
Set-up 0.25 person for 1 year plus support N£0.5 million

(0.25 x £60,000 x 32 authorities)
Ongoing management0.5 person!year/local authority -£1 million

(0.5 x 32 x £40,000 = £0.64 million)
Billing body team
(4 x £40,000 = £0.16 million)

Enforcement/policing0.25 person/local authority plus support and travel~£0.75 million
(0.25 x £40,000 x 32) + (£5,000 x 32) = £0.48
million
Plus legal advice (£0.25 million)

Option 3~ Selective Application of the Levy Based on Rateable Value or Square Footage

Another option, which was suggested by the local authorities consulted, would be to apply the
levy based on either the rateable Value of the retail outlet or its square footage. These are data
held by all local authorities and which could be used as the basis for allocating the levy.
While the rateable value approach would allow small retailers to be exempt, it could present
consistency difficulties in terms of varying rateable values both within and between local
authority areas.

6.3 Revenue by Local Authority

Based on average use assumptions (see Table 4.2), each person in Scotland is predicted to
pay the amounts shown in Table 6.3. This table also shows the calculated revenue for the
whole of Scotland.

Table 6.3 Cost per person per year for levied carrier bagss6

Scenario Cost per person per year for all bags Revenue total in Scotland per year
1A £1.53 £7.75 million
1B £1.07 £5.43 million
2A £1.61 £8.14 million
2B £1.13 £5,70 million

Revenues are slightly higher from scenarios 2A and 2B than from 1A and 1B because paper
bags are also subject to the levy in these cases.

Table 6.4 shows the flow of revenue predicted in Tabl( 6.3-against the costs incurred to set up
and run a levy collection scheme. Option 1 (blanket levy) and associated costs have been used
together with scenario 1A (the proposed levy) and associated revenue. Table 6.4 shows the
set up costs in the year before introduction (year 0) and that from the first year of operation
onwards, net revenue is estimated at £4.25 million per year. Under Mike Pringle’s Bill, this
would be available for environmental schemes across Scotland [Pringle].

56 Assumes full payment of the levy.
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Table 6.4 Estimated costs versus revenue in Scotland (Scenario 1A, Option 1)

Set-up costss7

Annual costs
Revenue

Cumulative

0
-3.50

0
0

-3.50

Cash flow (£ million) in year:
1
0

-3.50
7.75

2
o

-3.50
7.75

5.00

3
0

-3.50
7.75

9.25

Analysis for other scenarios and options shows that:

More revenue would be generated for scenario 2A because paper bags would be
included. However, the costs (Option 1 blanket levy)would be the same, so the
annual balance would be greater.

If SMEs were excluded (Option 2 and scenarios 1B or 2B), there would be lower set-
up and ongoing management costs but also lower revenue.

If plastic carrier bag use fell to 5% of pre-levy volumes, half the revenue estimated in
Table 6.4 would be generated. If it is assumed that the 90% reduction is for the first
year of operation only and that consumption then drops to 95% of pre-levy amounts58,
revenue could be expected to fall to around £3.8 million per year. Likewise, if the
reduction in carrier bag use is less than anticipated, the revenue generated will be
greater.

By applying the costs per person given in Table 6.3 to population data by local authority, it is
possible to get some feel for the amount of levy revenue likely to be raised by each authority
under each of the scenarios (see Appendix 4)59. As expected, the higher the population within
a local authority, the more revenue it would collect from the levy. Hence, under all four levy
scenarios, the City of Glasgow would raise by far the most revenue (from just under £620,000
per year under scenario 1B to just under £930,000 per year under scenario 2A). Some of the
islands (e.g. Orkney and Shetland) would collect as little as £21,000-24,000 per year under
scenario 1B.

Comparing these figures with the costs outlined in Tables 6.1 and 6.2 shows that there would
be disproportionate costs between local authorities, with a net financial gain to the larger ones
but a net cost to the smaller ones. This disparity could be addressed by a national billing
body.

57 The timescale for set-up is unknown.
ss As in Republic of Ireland (see Section 2.2).
59 In our calculations, however, we assumed that every individual across Scotland is essentially identical in terms of bag-

using behaviour. In addition, the amount of revenue raised by a local authority will be a function of, among other things, the
age p~:ofile and soci0-economic characteristics of its population (and in turn their behaviour as consumers), and not just its
total population. Furthermore this ignores the impact of consumers making purchases at outlets not located in the local
authority in which they reside.
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6.4 Conclusions on the Administration of the Levy

Of the three options presented, Option 1 seems most complicated and will have the greatest
resource and cost implications. It is also difficult to envisage a simple and cost-effective
policing mechanism. Options 2 and 3 offer a simplified approach, involving less resources
and an anticipated reduced requirement for policing. We predict there would be a net gain
financially from a levy in all situations, whether or not coverage is restricted.

Having discussed the practical implementation of Option 1 (blanket application of the levy)
with two local authorities, their view was that there are clear administrative difficulties and
significant costs associated with this course of action. Blanket application was considered to

. require dedicated staff within each local authority area to administer the levy in terms of
informing business of its existence and to carry out subsequent policing of the levy. Such
staff would still be required even if a central billing body were set up to collect the revenue.

A discrete billing body was considered a logical option for collecting revenue. This body
would be responsible for:

¯ Collating returns from all retailers.
¯ Collecting funds.
¯ Allocating monies by local authority (money must be spent locally to satisfy the

requirement in Mike Pringle’s Bill for devolved competence).

The success of this model would depend on a high level of trust between retailers and the
billing body, i.e. it is assumed that no responsible retailer would wish to be seen to be
avoiding its tax liabilities. All businesses liable to pay the levy would be identified and
informed of their new duty. The billing body would then expect to be provided,
electronically, with information regarding the number of bags distributed and the subsequent
levy owing. Most significant retailers in Scotland possess electronic stock systems, which
should allow them to transfer information on bag usage easily to the billing body. Billing
could be carried out on a monthly or quarterly basis, as required. Electronic data submission
by smaller retailers may be more problematic.

It is expected that the cost of running a plastic bag levy collection scheme could be recouped
from the revenue generated. It is therefore expected that this cost would not be added to local
authority expenditure.

Such a model seems to sit well with local government efficiency initiatives by encouraging
shared resources between councils. Discussions with the local authority representatives
suggested that such a body could function with around four staff. This would allow, the
maximum benefit to be accrued from the levy. However, CoSLA is known to have concerns
about the shared resource option and is unlikely to support this approach without a more
detailed financial appraisal.

As each authority would generate different levels of revenue, a range of ’contributions’ to the
billing body might be necessary. Otherwise, some authorities would be paying
disproportionately.
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7    Conclusions

Mike Pringle MSP has stated that the levy "aims to alter people’s behaviour to help protect
the environment".

Environmental Impact

Our analysis suggests that environmental benefits will be achieved if consumers switch from
lightweight plastic bags to reusable bags. In all scenarios where the levy is applied,
consumption of non-renewable energy, atmospheric acidification, the formation of ground
level ozone and the risk of litter fall considerably compared with the current situation.

However, our analysis also suggests that, in all circumstances, paper bags have a greater
negative environmental impact than conventional plastic carrier bags. If paper bags are
excluded f~om the levy, as currently propo.sed, we estimate that paper bag usage will increase
by 174 million bags per year to 213 million per year. This will have associated environmental
implications in terms of increased energy use, transport costs, storage space and waste
disposal.

The scenario analysis suggests that including both paper bags and SMEs in the levy (scenario
2A) would lead to greater environmental benefits. It would offer more overall savings in bag
use and generate more revenue than the levy proposal to include all retailers but exclude
paper bags (scenario 1A).

The levy as proposed is estimated to reduce annual lightweight plastic carrier bag use by 697
million bags. However, there would be an increase in annual demand of 15 million ’bags for
life’, 90 million bin liners and 174 million paper bags. This would result in an estimated
decrease of 3,484 tonnes of polyethene used in Scotland per year but an increase of 8,893
tonnes of paper per yea?°.

Greater environmental benefits will be achieved if paper bags are also subject to the levy.
There would be an annual reduction in lightweight plastic carrier bag use of 697 million bags
and an increase in ’bags for life’ by 21 million and bin liners by 90 million, but a decrease in
paper bag use of 35 million per year. These savings would result in an estimated decrease of
3,214 tonnes of polyethene used in Scotland per year and a decrease of 1,779 tonnes of paper
per year.

Althoiagh under all levy scenarios there would be a resulting decrease in litter, the fact that
plastic bags account for less than 1% of land litter suggests that this would have a minor
impact on the overall litter problem in Scotland. The same argument also holds for any
reduction in the amount of plastic carrier bag waste going to landfill.

We undertook a sensitivity analysis to examine how the environmental indicators for the levy
scenarios change in response to changes in the assumptions used. This shows that
environmental indicators for the levy scenarios that include paper bags (scenarios 2A and 2B)
are much more robust to changes in the assumptions.

60 These estimates do not take into account any increased demand for refuse sacks, as we were unable to source data on

current sales levels or the likely increase in demand.
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An education and awareness campaign, as used in Republic of Ireland, is seen as beneficial to
the introduction of a levy to reinforce to consumers the waste hierarchy’s principles:

¯ To reduce waste.
¯ Reuse where possible.
¯ Recycle when reuse is not possible.
¯ Recover energy.
¯ And only then to dispose of the item.

Costs to Consumers

Consumers would obviously have to pay the levy itself overtly, on levied bags they continue
to use, but the true additional financial burden of a levy on consumers in Scotland depends on
a number of other factors as well.

The cost to the consumer also depends on whether or not certain costs (in particular the
’hidden costs/savings’) are passed on to the consumer by the retailer.

This leads to a wide range of estimated costs to the consumers, depending on assumptions. In
Scenarios 1A and 1B (no levy on paper bags) the estimates ranges from £7.41 to £10.58 per
year. In Scenarios 2A and 2B (levy on paper bags as well) the range is from about £2.50 to
£6.11 per year. To put this into context the average Scottish household spends some~ £365 per
week IONS].

Impacts on Industry

An estimated 300 to 700 jobs could be lost in Scotland alone as a direct result of a levy being
imposed on plastic carrier bags [CBC]. Knock-on effects would also be felt elsewhere in an
industry that employs around 2,500 people in carrier bags manufacture, import and
distribution, and around 12,000 in the wider plastic films sector in the UK.

Impacts on Local Authorities

CoSLA has a number of operational concerns, particularly regarding the magnitude of the
proposed levy and any proposal for a joint collection body. If the levy were successful in its
aim of reducing plastic bag usage, expenditure on collecting and enforcing the levy might
exceed income. Local authorities could then be expected to look to the Scottish Executive to
cover a funding shortfall. CoSLA also believes that additional funding would be required for
set up the administrative systems and that detailed analysis of the potential costs is required.

Impactson Charities

In a submission by the Association of Charity Shops to Mike Pringle MSP, the Association
voiced its belief that the ability of some shops to operate successfully would be jeopardised
by the levy. The Association is concerned that donations by the public would become
difficult, as donated stock is usually delivered to shops in plastic carrier bags. These bags are
then reused for customer purchases.
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Impacts on Larger Retailers

After taking set-up and administrative costs into account, the food retail industry would
benefit from net cost savings from a bag levy. Savings would come from having to buy far
fewer plastic carrier bags that are given away for free, while sales of ’bags for life’ and bin
liners would increase [ERM, UCD].

However, this would not be the case for non-food retailers. Evidence from the Republic of
Ireland from those retailers that switched to paper bags (mainly ’high street’ non-food
retailers) suggests that greater storage space and more frequent deliveries are now required.
This has increased overhead costs for material purchase and transport by over four-fold
[BRC].

There are also different consumption patterns between food and non-food. For the former,
people often shop regularly and can thus plan to take reusable bags with them. For the latter
however, it is often an impulse purchase [WRAP 2005]. Overall, retailers feel it would be
fairer if all bag materials (not just plastic) and all businesses (smallor large) were levied UK-
wide.

In terms of system needs for compliance, it is envisaged that larger retailers will find this
easier, having computerised systems and greater resource available. There will be a cost
associated with administration of the levy, but experience in the Republic of Ireland suggests
that the effects were generally positive or neutral [UCD]. In general, costs are considered
modest and, in some cases, are less than the savings the retailers enjoy from buying fewer
lightweight plastic carrier bags. Although there have been some reports of problems with
increased theft, it is understood that, after an initial rise in theft, retailers state that levels
returned to those before the introduction of the levy.

Impacts on SMEs

The levy would represent a greater burden to smaller retailers (e.g. newsagents; butchers, etc.)
because they are less likely to have computerised systems. As a minimum, it is anticipated
that retailers will need to have an auditable system recording carrier bags sales, account for
bags in stock, reconcile sold versus stock remaining, submit records (quarterly in Republic of
Ireland) and submit payment.

Revenue Generated

In an average year, the levy is expected to generate an estimated:

¯ £7.75 million under scenario 1A (proposed levy).
¯ £5.43 million under scenario 1B (proposed levy excepting SMEs, charities and

promotions).
* £8.14 million under scenario 2A (proposed levy plus levy on paper bags).
o £5.70 million under scenario 2B (proposed levy plus levy on paper bags and

excluding SMEs, charities and promotions);
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Coststo Introduce

To determine the costs of set up and administration for local authorities would require a
detailed specification of the systems and wider discussions. In the absence of any
assessments on costing, we generated some estimates based on simplistic assumptions. We
did this largely to prompt discussion on this matter. Our calculations suggest indicative set-up
costs of around £3 - 4 million, and enforcement and ongoing management costs of around
£3.5 million per year.

Alternatives to the Levy

Lightweight plastic carrier bags have undergone considerable design engineering to produce a
lightweight, strong and reliable means of transporting goods from the place of purchase to the
home.

A draft voluntary code to develop waste reduction and reuse initiatives and to continue
product engineering to make further savings in the production, transportation and storage of
plastic carrier bags has been proposed and submitted by the CBC to the Voluntary Code of
Conduct Working Group set up by the BRC and the SRC. The voluntary approach has been
adopted in Australia, where a reduction in use of 20.4% has been achieved.

In addition, WRAP is working with BRC on increasing the uptake of ’bags for life’, with the
aim of reducing the use of lightweight plastic carrier bags and improving recycling rates.

These two projects present an alternative to the levy and a means of altering consumer
behaviour - a fundamental aim of the levy proposed by Mike Pringle MSP.



Volume 1

References

Apgate

ARA

Aus Govt

Aus Stats

BBC

BRC

Carrefour

CBC

CSO.ie

CSO.ie2005

Defra 2003

Defra 2005

Based on the Applegate database, www.apgate.com

Inquiry into Plastic Bag Tax (Assessment and Collection) Bill 2002 and
Plastic Bag (Minimisation of Usage) Education Fund Bill 2002. Submission to
Senate Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts
Committee, June 2003.
www.aph.~ov.au/Senate/committee/ecita ctte/completed inquiries/2002-
04/plastic ba~s/submissions/sub245.pdf

Department of the Environment and Heritage
www.deh. ~ov.au/industlw/waste/ptastic-ba~s

Year Book Australia 2002, Population clock as of 10 March 2005, Australian
Bureau of Statistics
www.abs.gov.au/Ausstats/abs@.nsf/0/1647509ef7e25 faaca2568a900154b63?
OpenDocument

Tax on Plastic Bags Considered, BBC News, 6 May 2002.
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk/1969997.stm

Communication from the British Retail Consortium, March 2005.

l~valuation des impacts environnementaux des sacs de caisse Carrefour.
Analyse du cycle de vie de sacs de caisse en plastique, papier et mat~riau
bioddgradable’, Report prepared for Carrefour, Ecobilan, February 2004.
www.ade~neoff/htdocs/actualite/rapport carrefour post revue critique v4.pdf

UK Carrier Bag Consortium Response to Consultation Document - an
Environmental LeVy Bill ’Carrier Bag Tax For Scotland’, May 2004.
www.carrierba~tax.com

Central Statistics Office Ireland www.eirestat.cso:ie

Population Statistics 1901-2002, Central Statistics Office Ireland.
www.cso.ie/statistics/popn1901to2002.htm

What Happens to Waste: Plastic and Plastic Bags
www.defra.gov,uk/environlnent/waste/topics/plastics.htm

Charting Progress - An Integrated Assessment of the State of UK Seas
www.defi’a, gov.uk/environment/water/marine/uk/stateofsea!chartprogress.pdf

52



Volume 1

DEH

Dixons

Eco-emballages

ENCAMS

ENDS Daily

Envt Canada

ERM

EU Commission

EuroCommerce

FRIDGE

Galgani

Hansard 2004

HM Treasury 2002

IKEA

INCPEN-
ENCAMS

Plastic Shopping Bags - Analysis of Levies and Environmental Impacts,
Prepared by Nolan-ITU in association with RMIT Centre for Design and
Eunomia Research and Consulting Ltd, December 2002.
http ://www.deh.gov.au/settlements/publications/waste/plastic-
bags/analysis.html

Dixons Group and Nelson Packaging Bag Environmental Award for UK’s
First Fully-Recycled Carrier Bag, Dixons News Release, 17 May 2004.
http://ds~portalOl.dixons,co.uk/wps/portal/!ut/p{ s.7 0 A/7 0 IQ/.cmd/ad/.c/
6 3 1F3/.ce/7 1 25E/.p/5 1 1C5?PC 7 1 25E contentlD=6028520

Presentation given by Breffini Bolze at IEG LCA meeting, Porto, September
2004.

The Annual Local Environmental Quality Survey of England 2002/2003.
www.encams.org/BestPractice/LEQSEReport.asp? Sub=l &Menu=0.26.15.154
.158

Environment Daily 1842, ENDS, 16 March 2005.

Marine Debris in Canada: Facts and Figures.
www.ec, gc.ca/marine/debris/ENG/facts.htm

Responses to the Irish Plastic Bags Levy, Environmental Resources
Management.

http://europa.eu.int/colnm/enterprise/environment/index home/emantool indi
c_prodrel vappr/polymer.htm

The Use of LCAs on Plastic Bags in an IPP Context, EuroCommerce
(Verbrugghe), September 2004.

Socio-Economic Impact of the Proposed Plastic Bag Regulations.
www.nedlac.or~.za/research/frid~e/plastics

Distribution and Abundance of Debris on the Continental Shelf of the Bay of
Biscay and in Seine Bay, F Galgani et al., Marine Pollution Bulletin, 1995,
Volume 30, Issue 1.

Lords Hansard, 26 October 2004: Column 1163
www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200304/ldhansrd!vo041026/text/41026-
01.htm#column 1 163

Plastic Bag Tax Assessment, December 2002.

Personal communication from the assistant manager at IKEA Edinburgh.

Litter Composition Survey of England April-July 2004. Commissioned by
INCPEN, undertaken by ENCAMS.
www.incpen.or~/resource/userdata/ipu/encamsincpenreportfina124ian2005.pdf

53



Volume 1

Independent

KSB

MCS 2003

MCS 2004

MCS 2005

Nolan-ITU

Nottingham

NSW

ONS

Polybags

Pringle

Retail Research

Reusable Bags

RMIT

San Francisco
Chronicle

Record Levels of Plastic Litter on Beaches. The Independent, 22 March 2005,

Local Environmental Audit and Management System (LEAMS) Annual
Report. LEAMS Benchmarking Report 2003 - 2004.

Beachwatch 2003 - The Annual UK Beach Litter Survey Report, Marine
Conservation Society.
www.adoptabeach.org.uk/GetInvolved/beachwatch2003.html

Beachwatch 2004 - The Annual UK Beach Litter Survey Report, Marine
Conservation Society. www.adoptabeach.org.uldNews/beachwatch04.htm

Long Term Impacts of Plastic Bags in the Marine Environment, Marine
Conservation Society, 2005.

Plastic Retail Carry Bag Use 2002-2004 Consumption, March 2005, Report
by Nolan-ITU Pty Ltd for the Department of Environment and Heritage.
www.deh.gov.au/industrUwaste/publications/plastic-bags-
consumption/pubs/plasticbag-use0304.pdf

An Analysis of the Recycling of Low Density Polythene (LDPE) at Alida
Recycling Ltd, Nottingham University Consultants Limited.

Plastic Bags. Briefing Paper No. 5/2004. Parliament of New South Wales,
Australia
www.parliament.nsw, gov. au/prod/parlment/publications, nsf/0/33469EB37225
F1F8CA256ECF00077479

Family Spending: A Report on the 2002-2003 Expenditure and Food Survey,
2004. www.statistics..~ov.uk/StatBase/Product.asp?vlnk=361

www.polyba~s.co.uk

An Environmental Levy Bill - Consultation Document.
www.rnikeprin~lemsp.com

Key Results of the European Retail Theft Barometer 2004. J Bamfield, 2004.
Centre for Retail Research. www retailresearch.org/theft barometer/index.php

www. reu sable bags. corn/facts, php ? id=9

The Impacts of Degradable Plastic Bags in Australia. Final report to the
Department of the Environment and Heritage prepared by ExcelPlas Australia,
Centre for Design at the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (RMIT)
and Nolan-ITU, September 2003.
www.deh.gov.au/indust~5’/waste/de~radables/impact/index.html

Bagging the Bags. San Francisco Chronicle, 28 January 2005.
http://sfgate.comic.~i-
bin/article.c ~i?file=/chronicle/archive/2005/01/28/EDGD5 B 10501 .DTL



Volume1

SEPA Waste Data Digest 4. 2002 and 2002/2003 data
www.sepa.org.uk/pdf/publications/wds/wdd 4.pdf

Stats Scot www.statistics. ~ov.uk/census2001/pyramids/pages/179. asp

Stats UK www.statistics.~ov.uWcensus2001/pyramids/pages/uk.asp

SWAG Public Attitudes to Reduce Reuse Recycle in Scotland. Waste Aware
Scotland.

Symphony Plastic
Technologies

Briefing Note on Degradable Plastics. Symphony Plastic Technologies plc

UCD Applying Environmental Product Taxes and Levies - Lessons from the
Experience with the Irish Plastic Bags Levy, FJ Convery and S McDonnell,
University College Dublin, June 2003.

UK Trade Info www.uktradeinfo.com/index.cfm

Waste Watch What People Think About Waste 1999. NOP Research Group Ltd for Waste
Watch.
www.wasteonline.org.uk/resources/WasteWatch/1999WhatPeopleThinkAbout
Waste files/page3.html

WRAP 2004a

WRAP 2004b

Response from WRAP to the Environmental Levy Bill, May 2004.

Self-sustaining ’Bag for Life’ Initiative, October 2004.

WRAP 2004c Presentation to Retailer Meeting by WRAP, November 2004.

WRAP 2005 Carrier Bag Usage and Attitudes - Benchmark and Target Market Study,
March 2005.

Note: All URLs accessed as of 30 May 2005.

55



Small changes in the way we perform everyday tasks can have huge impacts on Scotland’s
environment.

Walking short distances rather than using the car, or being careful not to overfill the
kettle are just two positive steps we can all take.

This butterfly represents the beauty and fragility of Scotland’s environment. The motif
will be uti[ised extensively by the Scottish Executive and its partners in their efforts to
persuade, people they can do a little to change a lot.
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