Comment 1 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Scott

Last Name: Miller

Email Address; millercs@roadrunner.com
Affiliation: BioEnergy BlogRing

Subject: Permit Conversion Technologies to achieve substantial GHG benefits
Comment:

According to CARB's own estimates, there is an estimated 40 million
tons of unrecycled waste pouring into California's landfills each
year. This is roughly equal to the anmpbunt that was accunul ating
before California's very successful recycling policies were

enact ed.

The Cl WWB needs to pursue a nore aggressive approach than nerely
extending its rather mature methane capture and conposting
solutions. Conmposting is not a solution for two reasons: 1) the
resulting conpost does not nmeet a consistent purity standard to
make it marketable and 2) the demand for conpost is so | ow that
t hese programs are not economcally sustainable. California's
landfills already lead the nation in their design for capturing
nmet hane.

Most unrecycl abl e trash can be used for generating renewabl e
electricity or converting into carbon-neutral biofuels. Some of
our biggest landfills in our largest cities are scheduled to close
within the next decade necessitating trans-shipnent to other sites
- sonetinmes hundreds of mles away. This is a perverse waste of
GHG emitting trucking and rail fuel when conversion technol ogies
sited at waste sorting

facilities can instead cleanly reduce the volunme going to
landfills by approxi mtely

85% (see i ndependent 2005 UC/ Ri versi de analysis (see

htt p: // bi oconver si on. bl ogspot. conf 2005/ 12/ ca- ab- 1090- 111605-r esul t s- of . ht n

).

"Zero waste" is an unattainable idealistic vision unless it
enbraces conversion technol ogi es as an extension of recycling.

Wt hout question nunicipalities should receive diversion credit
for redirecting unrecycl eabl e bionmass fromlandfills to conversion
technol ogi es that can cleanly produce bi oenergy and bi oproducts
fromthe refuse

There should also be a recycling integrity clause in the Scoping
Plan that insures that all recycled waste is turned into products
within the U S. to reduce and control gl obal GHG em ssions of our
recycling waste stream Currently nost recycl ables are

shi pped (at great GHG expense) to China for conversion because of
that country's poor wages, |ack of workers rights, and
unacceptably | ow pollution standards (see

htt p: // bi owast e. bl ogspot. con’ 2007/ 01/ r ecycl i ngs-

chi na-syndrone. htm ).
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Comment 2 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Sandra

Last Name: Peterson

Email Address: srsandy@sonic.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Recycling
Comment:

Step up recycling requirenents including the elimnation of plastic
bags at grocery stores and other stores, and encouragenent of the
use of reusable cloth bags. Al so, public education, especially

for children, about disposable of trash near waterways and how it
ends up in our inperiled oceans.
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Comment 3 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Charlotte

Last Name: Pirch

Email Address: dpirch@socal.rr.com
Affiliation: LWV of Orange Coast

Subject: AB 32 Workshop: Waste Management
Comment:

RECOGNI ZE AND ENCOURAGE COVMUNI TY CHO CE AGGREGATI ON (CCA), WHI CH
ALLOANS LOCAL GOVERNMENTS TO COMBI NE BUYI NG POAER OF ALL CUSTOVERS
IN THEI R JURI SDI CTlI ON FCR PURCHASI NG ELECTRI CI TY.

WE NEED “LI FECYCLE TRACKI NG’ OF MANUFACTURED PRODUCTS,

PRI ORI TI ZI NG REUSABLES AND LOCALLY- MANUFACTURED | TEMS.

UTI LI ZE THE PONERFUL CARBON REDUCTI ON POTENTI AL OF ZERO WASTE:
REDUCI NG WASTE BY DESI GN | N MANUFACTURI NG PROCESS, THEN REUSI NG,
RECYCLI NG CR COMPOSTI NG PRODUCTS.
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Comment 4 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Stacy

Last Name: Katz

Email Address: stacy.katz@yahoo.com

Affiliation:

Subject: Increase Zero Waste and Recycling Initiatives

Comment:

First of all, | wuld like to thank the Air Resources Board for

putting together the Draft Scoping Plan and for being a |eading
force in global warm ng em ssion reductions.

After reading through the scoping plan, | was inpressed with its
t hor oughness. However, the plan only barely touches on Zero Waste
and recycling. Instead, the plan should reflect nore accurately

t he powerful carbon reduction potential of zero waste. Materials
consunption contributes indirectly to climte change because it
requires energy to mne, extract, harvest, process, and transport
raw materials, and nore energy to manufacture, transport and,
after use, dispose of products.

Waste reduction is a powerful tool in |owering greenhouse gas

em ssi ons and waste prevention and recycling are critical to
stopping clinmate change. The U. S. Environnental Protection Agency
estimates that by cutting the ambunt of waste we generate back to
1990 | evels, we could reduce greenhouse gas enissions by 11.6
mllion metric tons of carbon equivalent. [Increasing our nationa
recycling rate fromits current |evel of 28 percent to 35 percent
woul d reduce greenhouse gas enissions by 9.8 nillion Metric Tons
Car bon Equi val ent, conpared to landfilling the same nateri al

Toget her, these |evels of waste prevention and recycling would

sl ash emi ssions by nmore than 21.4 nillion MICE — an anpunt equa
to the average annual emissions fromthe electricity consunption
of roughly 11 million households. Doing sonething similar in
California would have conparabl e results.

The pl an shoul d address how manufactures should work to reduce
waste in product design, in the manufacturing process and
ultimately encourage themto reuse, recycle or conpost their
products.

CARB shoul d i mpl enent “lifecycle tracking” of manufactured
products, giving priority to reusables and |ocally manufactured
itens.

Furthernore, CARB should outline how we can encourage recycling in
resi dential and business comunities.

Landfills and incinerators also contribute to global climte
change by burying resources, and resulting in even nore virgin
resource extraction. Furthernore, Methane gas is a potent
greenhouse gas, 21 tines nore effective at trapping heat in the
at nosphere than carbon dioxide. Landfills are the top



human- caused source of nethane: 36 percent of human caused net hane
rel eases come fromour nunicipal solid waste landfills, A ton of
muni ci pal solid waste landfilled produces 123 pounds of methane.

CARB shoul d specify that landfill waste disposal should be phased
out by requiring recycling and maki ng manufacturers responsible
for the lifecycle of their products and CARB should explicitly ban
carbon credits for landfill carbon sequestration

Over 62 percent of what gets buried in nmunicipal landfills is
readi |y recycl abl e or conpostabl e organics, including paper, wood,
yard trinm ngs and food scraps. Oganic material is needed to
repl eni sh our depleted, eroding and artificially-fertilized
soi | s.

Yet when paper, wood, yard trinmngs and food scraps are m xed
with the nyriad toxic products in household and industrial waste,

t hey becone too contaminated to apply to soils. Instead, we
shoul d separate clean organics at the source and conpost theminto
soi | anmendnents.

When done properly, conposting generally results in no net
greenhouse em ssions. The CARB plan should specify that wastes be
separated particularly for organic wastes, for effective
conposting. CARB should work with the California Integrated Waste
Management Board to end the practice of dunping green waste into
[andfills.

Finally, CARB should prompote the installation of “Resource
Recovery Parks” Statewide, that will include facilities for

reusi ng, recycling, conposting, and discarding materials. These
parks can al so incorporate facilities for repair services, retai
sal es of reclained products and | andscapi ng supplies, organically
conpost ed gardens, educational tours, and public anenities. Such
a nodel park currently operates in the city of Marina in Mnterey
County.

There are many nore tons of reductions possible from aggressive
zero-waste and recycling prograns. The CARB plan shoul d include
speci fic neasures to increase recycling of organics and other
materials, and those neasures shoul d have em ssion reduction
nunbers and deadlines attached to them

I would like to see the CARB plan: (a) encourage producer
responsibility for waste; (b) create incentives for reducing
trash; (c) encourage full-cost accounting and life-cycle analysis;
(d) encourage maxi num recycl ed content; (e) enbrace ending

subsi dies for extracting virgin resources; and (f) encourage
shifting taxes fromthose activities that have a positive effect
on the environment to those activities that have a negative

ef fect.

Final ly, successful Zero Waste initiatives require effective

outreach and educational programs so that others are advi sed of

and can conme to appreciate the benefits. CARB should utilize the
| egi ons of young people who are not only enthusiastic and care

about waste reduction, recycling and global warm ng but are al so

willing to go out and do sonething about it. CARB should have

t hese individuals hel p us educate our communities about the issue.
Recycl i ng anbassador prograns throughout state and | oca

gover nment agenci es should be instituted so that students and

ot her volunteers can go door to door educating residents about the
need for and the benefits of recycling. In addition, new hone



owners, apartment dwellers and other residents should receive
information after noving to a new residence that explains to them
the recycling policies in their nei ghborhood and encourages them
to do so. People are willing to do what it takes to pitch in but
if they have no idea howto do it, they won't even begin. This
type of outreach should be a critical aspect of the CARB plan

Thank you very nuch for your tinme and consideration to these
matters.
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Comment 5 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: David

Last Name: Berll

Email Address: segnkc_mtwhitney @sbcglobal .net
Affiliation:

Subject: Deposit on cans, bottles, etc
Comment:

In CA. we have the CRV on "sone itens". Shouldn't all the stuff get
recyl ced.

Put the deposit (in CA the CRV) on ALL glass bottles & even jars,
ALL plastic bottles, etc. You get ny point.

The side effect is that for the people that trash their
envi ronnent, they is sonebody | ooking to get the nmoney by picking
up the litter.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-13 12:26:45

No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Julie

Last Name: Muir

Email Address: julie@crra.com

Affiliation: California Resource Recovery Association

Subject: Zero Waste (i.e., reduce-reuse-recycle-compost)
Comment:

The California Resource Recovery Association (CRRA) is a statew de
non-profit trade group. CRRA s nore than 550 nmenbers represent
all aspects of California' s reduce-reuse-recycl e-conpost econony.

CRRA i s disappointed that missing from CARB' s draft Scoping Pl an
(http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ scopi ngpl an/ docunent / dr af t scopi ngpl an. pdf)
are any of the follow ng Zero Waste recomendati ons from Section 4.
V. (Waste Reduction, Recycling and Resource Managenent) of the
CARB Econoni c and Technol ogy Advancenent Advi sory Conmmittee
(ETAAC) report
(http /I www. ar b. ca. gov/ cc/ et aac/ ETAACFi nal Report 2-11-08. pdf):

Devel op Suite of Eni ssion Reduction Protocols for

Recycl|ng

K. I ncrease Conmer ci al - Sect or Recycling

L. Renove Barriers to Conposting

M Phase Qut Diversion Credit for Greenwaste Alternative
Daily Cover Credit

N. Reduce Agricultural Em ssions through Conposting

In fact, the only draft Scoping Plan prelimnary reconmendati on
related to Recycling and Waste is "RW1 Landfill Methane Control"
which is presented in Table 19 on pg. 35 of the draft Plan
(http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ scopi ngpl an/ docunent / dr af t scopi ngpl an. pdf) .
This |l one reconmendati on represents a narrow nmnded strategy to
mtigate the worst climate inpacts of wasting AFTER failing to
reduce, reuse, recycle, and comnpost.

IF California's comonly recycl able and conpostable material s that
are currently disposed as ni xed waste were | NSTEAD recycl ed and
conposted, THEN the GHG emi ssion reducti on woul d be over 25

mllion tons CO2 equival ence. This has been determ ned using US
EPA' s Waste Reduction Mdel (WARM nodel and waste

characterization data published by the California Integrated Waste
Management Board (ClWVB), and has been verified by US EPA Region 9
staff.

The prioritized ordering of the waste reduction hierarchy to
optim ze resource conservation by reusing materials and repairing,
refurbi shing, and rehabilitating existing products and buildings to
retain their formand function (and thus enbodi ed energy) holds the
potential for:

- substantially greater CGHG reductions than recycling and
conposting al one; and

- creating ‘green collar’ jobs producing val ue-added contri butions
to the state’ s econony

Thi s above bull et-points are expl ai ned and docunmented further in



the recently-rel eased report Stop Trashing the dinate:
http://ww. st opt rashi ngt hecli mate. org
Zero Waste (i.e., reduce-reuse-recycle-conmpost) is a significant
climate protection strategy which offers tens of mllions of tons
of CO2 equival ence GHG em ssions reductions annually for
California at |ow cost (compared to other options) using existing,
proven, environnentally sound nethods.

CIWB' s Strategic Directives were adopted as “the nost effective
and efficient neans to create a zero waste California.” The
Directives (http://ww.ciwb. ca. gov/ Boardl nfo/ Strategi cPlan/)

i nclude specific steps to ninimze waste (SD 3), nove toward
producer responsibility (SD 5) and support market devel opnent (SD
6). Inexplicably, none of CIWWMB's Strategic Directives are part of
the draft Scoping Pl an.
Thus, it is difficult to understand why CARB failed to include in
the draft Scoping Plan any of the ETAAC report's WAste Reduction
Recycling and Resource Managenment recomendations. It is
particularly difficult to understand this given that the
governor’'s Clinmate Action Team has already identified <<Zero
Wast e/ H gh Recycling Progranms>> as a "high-confidence" strategy
with significant GHG reduction potential of 10 nmillion tons CO2
equi val ent by 2020 (see
http://climatechange. ca. gov/ publications/factsheets/2005-

06_GHG _STRATEQ ES_FS. PDF) .

CRRA believes this 10 mllion tons CO2 equival ent by 2020
represents a conservative estimte of the em ssion reduction
potential of Zero Waste in California.

California is off to a good start toward climte protection via
Zero Waste, thanks to the California Integrated Waste Managenent
Act of 1990 (AB 939) which mandat ed 50% waste di version by 2000
It is critical that the Scoping Plan recogni ze and i nclude Zero
Waste California (i.e., reduce-reuse-recycle-conpost) as the
significant clinmate protection strategy that it is.

Finally, CRRA is holding its annual conference and tradeshow next
nont h, August 3-6, 2008 in Burlingane. The conference thene and
focus is "Carbonopoly: dimte Change is Not a Gane W Can Lose'’
W will be discussing the Scoping Plan, the ETAAC report, and
nore. This would be a great opportunity to educate and engage
CARB Board nmenbers and staff on the significant GHG em ssions
potential of Zero Waste in California.

The conference program can been viewed at:
http://ww. crra. conf 2008conf/ sessi ons. ht m

General information on the conference and registration is at:
http://ww. crra. com 2008conf/

Thank you for your consideration.

Si ncerely,

Julie Mir

Pr esi dent

California Resource Recovery Association
PO Box 1228

San Luis Obispo, CA 93406-1228

916. 441. 2772

crra@rra. com



http://crra.com
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Comment 7 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Amy

Last Name: Garden

Email Address: agarden@co.napa.ca.us
Affiliation: Napa County

Subject: Draft Scoping Plan
Comment:

Pl ease see attached letter.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
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Comment 8 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Jeffrey

Last Name: Smedberg

Email Address: recycle@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Affiliation: County of Santa Cruz

Subject: Carbon Benefit of Zero Waste
Comment:

Sirs:

The CARB Scopi ng Pl an addresses the capture of methane that is

rel eased fromdeconposition in landfills. This is appropriate, as
net hane is a potent greenhouse gas. However, a nore effective
approach is to reduce the quantity of material deposited in

[ andfills.

It is particularly organic materials in anerobic conditions in a
landfill that produce methane. Facilitating conpost operations
and banning the use of yardwaste as landfill alternative daily
cover are quick and cheap steps to reduce the nethane problem

Wast e reduction efforts which focus on reducing the

over consunption of single use, disposable, and non-durable
products and packagi ng not only reduce the quantity of discards
headed to | andfill, but also reduce the environnental and carbon
footprint of the entire production chain fromresource extraction
t hrough manufacturing and retail and all the rel ated
transportation.

I f your Scoping Plan is intended to be conprehensive, | urge you
to make reference to the California |Integrated Waste Managenent
Board's Strategic Directives on mnimzing waste (SD 3), producer
responsibility (SD 5), and market devel opnent (SD 6).

| also urge you to include the specific recomendati ons of your
own CARB Economi ¢ and Technol ogy Advancenent Advi sory Conmittee
(ETAAC) report which proposes the foll ow ng:

J. Devel op Suite of Enmission Reduction Protocols for Recycling

K. I ncrease Conmer ci al - Sector Recycling

L. Renove Barriers to Composting

M Phase CQut Diversion Credit for Greenwaste Alternative Daily
Cover Credit

N. Reduce Agricultural Em ssions through Composting

Thank you for your consideration.
-Jeffrey Snedberg
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Comment 9 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Gary

Last Name: Liss

Email Address: gary@garyliss.com
Affiliation: Gary Liss & Associates

Subject: Zero Waste for AB32 Scoping Plan
Comment:

Zero Waste for AB32 Scoping Plan (see attached letter)

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
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Original File Name: Gary_Liss comments on_Draft_Scoping_Plan (7-17-08).doc
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Comment 10 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Michagl

Last Name: Wonsidler

Email Address: mwonsidler@hotmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: 3 R's& Composting to reduce GHG's
Comment:

July 18, 2008

Mary Nichols, Chair

California Air Resources Board
1001 "I" Street

P. 0. Box 2815

Sacranent o, CA 95812

RE: California Air Resources Board' s DRAFT Scoping Plan as it
pertains to the recycling and waste nanagenment sector

The California Resource Recovery Association (CRRA) is a statew de
non-profit trade group. CRRA's nore than 550 nenbers represent al
aspects of California s reduce-reuse-recycl e-conpost econony.

CRRA is disappointed that mssing from CARB' s draft Scoping Pl an
(http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ scopi ngpl an/ docunent / dr af t scopi ngpl an. pdf)
are any of the following Zero Waste recomendati ons from Section 4.
I V. (Waste Reduction, Recycling and Resource Managenent) of the
CARB Econom ¢ and Technol ogy Advancenent Advisory Conmittee
(ETAAC) report
(http /I www. ar b. ca. gov/ cc/ et aac/ ETAACFi nal Report 2-11-08. pdf):

Devel op Suite of Eni ssion Reduction Protocols for

Recycl|ng

K. I ncrease Conmer ci al - Sect or Recycling

L. Renove Barriers to Conposting

M Phase Qut Diversion Credit for G eenwaste Alternative
Daily Cover Credit

N. Reduce Agricul tural Em ssions through Conposting

In fact, the only draft Scoping Plan prelimnnary reconmendation
related to Recycling and Waste is "RW1 Landfill Methane Control"
which is presented in Table 19 on pg. 35 of the draft Plan
(http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ scopi ngpl an/ docunent / dr af t scopi ngpl an. pdf) .
This | one reconmendati on represents a narrow m nded strategy to
mtigate the worst climate inpacts of wasting AFTER failing to
reduce, reuse, recycle, and conpost.

IF California's comonly recycl able and conpostable materials that
are currently disposed as ni xed waste were | NSTEAD recycl ed and
conposted, THEN the GHG em ssi on reducti on would be over 25
mllion tons CO2 equival ence. This has been determ ned using US
EPA' s Waste Reduction Mddel (WARM nodel and waste
characterization data published by the California |Integrated Waste
Managenent Board (ClWvB), and has been verified by US EPA Region 9



staff.

The prioritized ordering of the waste reduction hierarchy to
optim ze resource conservation by reusing materials and repairing,
refurbi shing, and rehabilitating existing products and buildings to
retain their formand function (and thus enbodi ed energy) holds the
potential for:

e substantially greater GHG reductions than recycling and
conposting al one; and

e creating ‘green collar’ jobs producing val ue-added contri butions
to the state’'s econony.

Thi s above bull et-points are expl ai ned and docunented further in
the recently-rel eased report Stop Trashing the dinate:
http://ww. st optrashi ngt heclimate. org

Zero Waste (i.e., reduce-reuse-recycle-conpost) is a significant
climate protection strategy which offers tens of mllions of tons
of CO2 equival ence GHG eni ssi ons reductions annually for
California at |ow cost (conpared to other options) using existing,
proven, environnentally sound methods.

CIWWB' s Strategic Directives were adopted as “the nost effective
and efficient neans to create a zero waste California.” The
Directives (http://ww.ciwrb. ca. gov/Boardl nfo/ Strategi cPl an/)

i ncl ude specific steps to nminimze waste (SD 3), nove toward
producer responsibility (SD 5) and support market devel opnent (SD
6). Inexplicably, none of CIWWMB's Strategic Directives are part of
the draft Scoping Pl an.

Thus, it is difficult to understand why CARB failed to include in
the draft Scoping Plan any of the ETAAC report's Waste Reduction
Recycling and Resource Managenent reconmendations. It is
particularly difficult to understand this given that the
governor’'s Climate Action Team has already identified Zero
Wast e/ H gh Recycling Prograns as a "high-confidence" strategy with
significant GHG reduction potential of 10 million tons CO2

equi val ent by 2020 (see
http://climatechange. ca. gov/ publi cati ons/factsheets/2005-
06_CGHG_STRATEQ ES_FS. PDF) .

CRRA believes this 10 million tons CO2 equival ent by 2020
represents a conservative estimte of the em ssion reduction
potential of Zero Waste in California.

California is off to a good start toward clinmate protection via
Zero Waste, thanks to the California Integrated Waste Managemnent
Act of 1990 (AB 939) whi ch nmandated 50% waste di versi on by 2000
It is critical that the Scoping Plan recognize and include Zero
Waste California (i.e., reduce-reuse-recycle-conpost) as the
significant climte protection strategy that it is.

Finally, CRRA is holding its annual conference and tradeshow next
nont h, August 3-6, 2008 in Burlinganme, CA. The conference thene
and focus is "Carbonopoly: Cdimate Change is Not a Gane W Can
Lose'’. W will be discussing the Scoping Plan, the ETAAC report,
and nore. This would be a great opportunity to educate and engage
CARB Board nmenbers and staff on the significant GHG em ssions
potential of Zero Waste in California.

The conference program can been viewed at:
http://ww. crra. conf 2008conf/ sessi ons. ht ni

Thank you for your consideration.



Si ncerely,

M chael Wonsi dl er
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Comment 11 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Tim

Last Name: Dewey-Mattia

Email Address: tim@naparecycling.com
Affiliation: Napa Recycling & Waste Services

Subject: California Air Resources Board's DRAFT Scoping Plan asit pertains to the recycling
and wa
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
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Comment 12 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Gary

Last Name: Liss

Email Address: gary@garyliss.com
Affiliation: Gary Liss & Associates

Subject: AB32 Scoping Plan Comments
Comment:

Pl ease see attached.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/12-gary liss comments on_draft_scoping plan  7-17-08 _ revised.doc

Origina File Name: Gary Liss comments on Draft Scoping Plan (7-17-08), Revised.doc
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Comment 13 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Gary

Last Name: Liss

Email Address: gary@garyliss.com
Affiliation: Gary Liss & Associates

Subject: AB32 Scoping Plan Comments
Comment:

I'd also Iike to address the issue of |and uses and gl obal warm ng
on a nore personal note. | chair the Town of Loonis Park and Open
Space Conmi ssion. W are being besieged with najor devel opnent
proposal s on our border by the City of Rocklin, which is in the
process of devel oping the followi ng projects sinultaneously:
Wal - Mart (24-hour), Home Depot, Target, Kohl's, Lowe's (which
recently "pulled out" but the project devel oper still wants to
proceed with soneone el se there)and many other retail and

resi dential projects.

The size, scale, and design of these projects will have a nmjor

grow h i nducing inpact out the Interstate 80 corridor well beyond
Auburn. This is exactly the type of problemthat Attorney CGenera
Brown sued San Bernardi no about with regard to their General Plan

These types of devel opnents need to be subject to AB32
considerations. How to do that should be sonething addressed in
t he Scopi ng Pl an
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Comment 14 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Gary

Last Name: Liss

Email Address: gary@garyliss.com
Affiliation: Gary Liss & Associates

Subject: AB32 Scoping Plan Comment
Comment:

I'd also Iike to address the issue of |and uses and gl obal warm ng
on a nore personal note. | chair the Town of Loonis Park and Open
Space Conmi ssion. W are being besieged with najor devel opnent
proposal s on our border by the City of Rocklin, which is in the
process of devel oping the followi ng projects sinultaneously:
Wal - Mart (24-hour), Home Depot, Target, Kohl's, Lowe's (which
recently "pulled out" but the project devel oper still wants to
proceed with soneone el se there)and many other retail and

resi dential projects.

The size, scale, and design of these projects will have a nmjor

grow h i nducing inpact out the Interstate 80 corridor well beyond
Auburn. This is exactly the type of problemthat Attorney CGenera
Brown sued San Bernardi no about with regard to their General Plan

These types of devel opnents need to be subject to AB32
considerations. How to do that should be sonething addressed in
t he Scopi ng Pl an

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-20 18:44:14
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Comment 15 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Dani€lle

Last Name: Lee

Email Address: danielle_malawi @yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: California Air Resources Board's DRAFT Scoping Plan asit pertains to the recycling
and wa
Comment:

| am di sappoi nted that mssing from CARB's draft Scoping Pl an
(http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ scopi ngpl an/ docunent / dr af t scopi ngpl an. pdf)
are any of the follow ng Zero Waste recomendati ons from Section 4.
I V. (Waste Reduction, Recycling and Resource Managenent) of the
CARB Econoni c and Technol ogy Advancenent Advi sory Conmittee
(ETAAC) report
(http /I www. ar b. ca. gov/ cc/ et aac/ ETAACFi nal Report 2-11-08. pdf):

Devel op Suite of Emi ssion Reduction Protocols for

Recycl|ng

K. I ncrease Conmer ci al - Sect or Recycling

L. Renmove Barriers to Conposting

M Phase Qut Diversion Credit for G eenwaste Alternative
Daily Cover Credit

N. Reduce Agricultural Em ssions through Conposting

In fact, the only draft Scoping Plan prelimnary reconmendation
related to Recycling and Waste is "RW1 Landfill Methane Control"
which is presented in Table 19 on pg. 35 of the draft Plan
(http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ scopi ngpl an/ docunent / dr af t scopi ngpl an. pdf) .
This |l one reconmendati on represents a narrow nm nded strategy to
mtigate the worst climate inpacts of wasting AFTER failing to
reduce, reuse, recycle, and comnpost.

IF California's comonly recycl able and conpostable material s that
are currently disposed as mni xed waste were | NSTEAD recycl ed and
conposted, THEN the GHG emi ssion reducti on woul d be over 25
mllion tons CO2 equival ence. This has been determ ned using US
EPA' s Waste Reduction Mddel (WARM nodel and waste
characterization data published by the California |Integrated Waste
Managenment Board (ClWVB), and has been verified by US EPA Region 9
staff.

The prioritized ordering of the waste reduction hierarchy to
optim ze resource conservation by reusing materials and repairing,
refurbi shing, and rehabilitating existing products and buildings to
retain their formand function (and thus enbodi ed energy) holds the
potential for:

- substantially greater GHG reductions than recycling and
conposting al one; and

- creating ‘green collar’ jobs producing val ue-added contri butions
to the state’' s econony.

Thi s above bull et-points are expl ai ned and docunented further in



the recently-rel eased report Stop Trashing the dinate:
http://ww. st opt rashi ngt hecli mate. org

Zero Waste (i.e., reduce-reuse-recycle-conmpost) is a significant
climate protection strategy which offers tens of mllions of tons
of CO2 equival ence GHG em ssions reductions annually for
California at |ow cost (conpared to other options) using existing,
proven, environnentally sound nethods.

CIWB' s Strategic Directives were adopted as “the nost effective
and efficient neans to create a zero waste California.” The
Directives (http://ww.ciwnb. ca. gov/ Boardl nfo/ Strategi cPlan/)

i nclude specific steps to ninimze waste (SD 3), nove toward
producer responsibility (SD 5) and support market devel opnent (SD
6). Inexplicably, none of CIWWMB's Strategic Directives are part of
the draft Scoping Pl an.

Thus, it is difficult to understand why CARB failed to include in
the draft Scoping Plan any of the ETAAC report's WAste Reduction
Recycling and Resource Managenment reconmendations. It is
particularly difficult to understand this given that the
governor’'s Climate Action Team has already identified Zero
Wast e/ H gh Recycling Progranms as a "high-confidence" strategy with
significant GHG reduction potential of 10 nmillion tons CO2
equi val ent by 2020 (see
http://climtechange. ca. gov/ publi cati ons/fact sheets/2005-

06_CGHG _STRATEQ ES_FS. PDF) .

CRRA believes this 10 mllion tons CO2 equival ent by 2020
represents a conservative estimte of the em ssion reduction
potential of Zero Waste in California.

California is off to a good start toward climate protection via
Zero Waste, thanks to the California Integrated Waste Managenent
Act of 1990 (AB 939) whi ch mandat ed 50% wast e di versi on by 2000
It is critical that the Scoping Plan recogni ze and i nclude Zero

Waste California (i.e., reduce-reuse-recycle-conpost) as the
significant clinmate protection strategy that it is.
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Comment 16 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Darby
Last Name: Hoover
Email Address: dhoover@nrdc.org
Affiliation: NRDC

Subject: NRDC Comments on Recycling and Waste
Comment:

NRDC respectfully submts these comrents on recycling and waste in
the Draft Scoping Pl an.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/16-nrdc_comments_on_recycling_and waste in_draft_scoping_plan.pdf

Original File Name: NRDC Comments on Recycling and Waste in Draft Scoping Plan.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-21 17:19:45

No Duplicates.



Comment 17 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: David

Last Name: Roberti

Email Address: droberti @robjenlaw.com
Affiliation: President, BioEnergy Producers Assoc.

Subject: Conversion Technologies an Essential Element in GHG Reduction
Comment:

The Bi oEnergy Producers Association (BPA) is a coalition of private
conpani es and public agenci es dedicated to the devel opnent and
commerci al i zation of environmentally preferable industries that
produce renewabl e sources of power, fuels, and chemicals from
agricultural, forestry and urban bi omass wastes and ot her

car bonaceous materials. Qur menbership includes bioenergy firns,
electric utilities, and waste nanagement conpani es.

The BPA has reviewed the “Recycling and Waste” section of the

Cimate Change Draft Scoping Plan, and requests CARB' s

consi deration of additional neasures for Landfill Methane Control
Landfill Methane can be controlled by disposing of carbon-based
materials that would otherwi se be landfilled in the process of
producing liquid and electric energy using clean thernochenti al

conversi on technol ogi es.

Specifically, the Recycling and Waste Sector Prelimnary
Recomendati on should mirror and conpl enent strategies outlined
for the agricultural sector by encouraging the use of urban

bi omass wastes for sustai nabl e energy production. Depl oynent of
bi oenergy strategies is consistent with the Bi oenergy Action Plan
the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), and AB 32 GHG reduction goals
for the follow ng reasons:

Landfill Abatenent Potenti al

The Draft Scoping Plan recognizes fugitive landfill methane gas
eni ssions as a mmj or GHG precursor, and calls for measures to
reduce the volune of materials flowing to | and di sposal

Exi sting source reduction, recycling, and conposting progranms are
credited with attainment of the state’'s 54%di version rate, and
the Pl an places principal reliance upon the expansion of these
programs to reduce di sposal tonnages in the future, virtually
ignoring the potential to use these waste resources in the clean
production of liquid and electric eneragy.

Despite the success of its recycling and conmposting efforts,
California s high disposal rate has renmained virtually unchanged
for the past 20 years. 40 million tons of nunicipal waste were
landfilled in California in 1989, the year AB 939 was passed.
This year, despite the progress of recycling, 42 mllion tons of
waste will be placed in the state’s landfills. As the state’s
popul ation is expected to grow by sone 10 nillion people over the
next 25 years, this trend is expected to continue.



It is folly to adopt the position that the volune of material that
is being placed in California’s landfills can be significantly
reduced t hrough source reduction, traditional neans of recycling
and conposting alone. Al nethods of disposal nust be

i ncorporated in any effective plan, and this includes the complete
di sposal (i.e., destruction) of carbon-based wastes in the process
of producing the liquid and electric energy so desperately needed
by the state.

Approxi mately 70% of the residual nmaterials placed in landfills
consi st of various types of biomass, only a portion of which may
be feasibly conposted or recycled. In short, new tools are
needed. For exanple, conpostable organics (i.e. food and
vegetative wastes), conprise only about 25% of this stream
Similarly, there is no estinmate of additional biomass naterials,
such as paper, which may be recovered through intensified
comercial recycling efforts, although markets for the mgjor
portion of this stream nay have al ready been optinized, with
residuals having limted commodity narket val ue.

In contrast, new bi omass conversion technol ogi es, such as

i n-vessel hydrolysis/fernentation and thermal/fermentation
processes, have the potential to convert the full spectrum of

[ andfill-bound carbonaceous waste materials into renewabl e energy
products, including power, fuels, and chem cals. Because of their
unprecedented potential to divert waste materials to beneficia
use, the devel opment of clean technol ogy bioenergy facilities is
an essential and necessary conponent of future landfill abatenent
strat egi es.

GHG Reducti on Potenti al

The Draft Scoping Plan notes that commercial recycling and
conposting prograns “coul d have substanti al greenhouse gas
benefits but their in-state reductions have not been quantified at
this time.” |Indeed, data on the effectiveness of current waste
managenent practices as clinmate change strategies are both

i nconcl usi ve and i nconpl ete.

Conposting operations, for exanple, have their own set of air
quality concerns, including VOCs and GHG precursors. In fact, an
i ndependent study recently conpleted by the Los Angel es County
Sanitation Districtsl concluded that placement of urban green
waste in landfills as alternative daily cover was superior to
conposting these materials in terns of net GHG em ssions.

The climate change benefits of recycling are generally assuned to
derive fromthe avoi dance of virgin material extraction and

rei ntroducti on of recovered materials with “intrinsic energy

val ue” back into the remanufacturing process, although the Draft
Scoping Plan admits that such benefits may not occur in
California. I ndeed, the majority of California' s recyclabl es

| eave the state for distant donmestic or foreign markets, with the
| argest volunme of these conmodities, nanely paper and plastics,
bei ng shi pped to China.

The Iife cycle anal yses on which recycling clinmate change benefits
are based seldom cal cul ate the gl obal GHG i npacts of trans-Pacific
shi pping, or of transferring the renanufacturing burden to
devel opi ng nati ons where environnmental controls are nmininal or
nonexi stent. These atnospheric industrial pollutants drift
eastward and find their way back to California in a matter of



days, contributing further to the state’'s GHG reduction
chal | enge.

The CIWWB' s own studies point out the critical need to both
reeval uate and expand the range of technol ogi es enpl oyed to neet
future landfill abaterment and clinate change objectives. For
exanpl e, a conprehensive life cycle analysis of waste nanagenent
practices conpleted in 2004 by the Research Triangle Institute2
concl uded that new waste conversion technol ogies (acid hydrol ysis,
gasification, and catal ytic cracking) were superior to recycling
and conposting with regard to energy bal ance, NOx em ssions, and
carbon emissions. Simlarly, a 2006 study of thernmal waste
conversion technol ogi es prepared for the Cl WB by UC Ri versi de3
st at ed:

“1f conversion technol ogi es were able to process a significant
portion of California' s waste that is currently landfilled,
benefits could be realized in a nunber of areas. These include
reductions in overall greenhouse gas enissions, fugitive |andfil
gas em ssions, and diesel truck emi ssions. On the energy
producti on side, the avoi ded costs and inpacts in exploration
production, and transportation of traditional fuels could be
substantial .”

Thi s same study concl uded:

“Thermochemi cal technol ogi es can process a wi der variety of

feedst ocks and can have a greater effect on landfill reduction
Ther nocheni cal technol ogi es can al so produce a |l arger variety of
products, which can displace the need for non-renewabl e sources of
energy and fuels. Oher indirect effects include elimnating
diesel truck trips and reducing landfill gas emi ssions.”

Ther nocheni cal conversion technol ogi es are cl ean technol ogi es
because nothing enters the atnobsphere as a result of the
gasification (waste disposal) step. The resulting synthesis gases
and waste heat fromthe processes can be converted to |iquid and
electric energy. The opposition to conversion technol ogi es that
is influencing | egislative and admi nistrative policy in California
stens fromthose who refuse to accept that 21st century technol ogy
can achi eve environmental |y superior waste-to-energy technol ogies;
fromthe traditional recycling industry which wants to suppress
conpetition for the state’s waste streans and from waste
managenent firms that view conversion technologies as threats to

[ andfills.

It istine for the state to | ook past these short-sighted
positions and enbrace these energi ng technol ogies with the sane
conmitment as the federal government, other states and nations.
More than 100 of these plants are now operating or will be
constructed in Europe and Asia during the next decade.

California should be a | eader in encouragi ng such technol ogi es.
However, private enterprise will continue to take these projects
el sewhere until the state adopts a practical, efficient and
supportive statutory and regul atory environnment for their

i npl enent ati on and operation.

Reconmendat i on

The Bi oEnergy Producers Associ ation supports the expansion of
California s source reduction, recycling, and conposting prograns.



At the same time, we urge that new cl ean-technol ogy bi oenergy
strategies be applied to the state’s grow ng post-recycl ed waste
streamin order to neet urgent landfill abatenent and climate
change goals. Tinely deploynent of waste-based biorefineries can
provide a vehicle for integrating California s renewabl e energy,
AB 118, and AB32 policy objectives.

Ref er ences:

1 Evaluation of G een Waste Managenent |npacts on GHG Eni ssions,
Al ternative Daily Cover Conpared with Conposting. Los Angeles
County Sanitation Districts, April 2008.

2 Life Cycle and Market |npact Assessnment of Nonconbusti on Waste
Conversi on Technol ogies. Prepared for the CIWWB by the Research
Triangle Institute International, 2004.

3 Eval uation of Environnental |npacts of Thernocheni cal Conversion
Technol ogi es Usi ng Munici pal Solid Waste Feedstocks. Prepared for
the CIWWB by the University of California , Riverside, Apri

2006.
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Comment 18 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: John

Last Name: Holtzclaw

Email Address: john.holtzclaw@sierraclub.org
Affiliation:

Subject: recycling
Comment:

. Put Zero Waste front and center: increase recycling by
busi nesses, nandate building facilities to conpost all green
waste, and require producers to take responsibility for the
end-of -life disposition of their products.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-28 17:52:34
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Comment 19 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Serena

Last Name: Pancoast

Email Address: serenacattiva@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: recycling
Comment:

I ncl ude conposting renpval as an expansi on of waste renoval.
Active support for LEED certifcation and busi nesses with enhanced
recycling plans. Apply a CRV for all plastic.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 08:33:23

No Duplicates.



Comment 20 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Kim

Last Name: Floyd

Email Address: kimffloyd@fastmail.fm
Affiliation:

Subject: Put Zero Waste Front and Center
Comment:

* Put Zero Waste front and center: increase recycling by
busi nesses, nandate building facilities to conpost all green
waste, and require producers to take responsibility for the
end-of -l ife disposition of their products

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-07-29 11:44:29
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Comment 21 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: L.

Last Name: Johns

Email Address: |johns@metacosmos.org
Affiliation:

Subject: recycling mandates
Comment:

Zero \Waste everybody, starting now increase recycling by
busi nesses, nandate building facilities to conpost all green
waste, and require producers to take responsibility for the
end-of -life disposition of their products. Mandate hospitals
recycle; they don't. Alot they can't but much they can.
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Comment 22 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Joe

Last Name: Y ahner

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: City of Ventura

Subject: Draft Scoping Plan
Comment:

pl ease see attached letter

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/25-7 21 08 _joeyahner.pdf

Origina FileName: 7_21 08 joeyahner.pdf
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Comment 23 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Carol

Last Name: Singleton

Email Address: quetzal4@charter.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Put Zero Waste front and center
Comment:

I ncrease recycling by businesses, mandate building facilities to
conpost all green waste and require producers to take
responsibility for the end-of-1life disposition of their products
as soon as possi bl e.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
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Comment 24 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Barbara

Last Name: Fukumoto

Email Address. barbf53@aol.com
Affiliation:

Subject: GHG reduction potential of waste recovery substantial underestimated
Comment:

First, | urge the Board to advocate the use of a greenhouse gas
estimation tool which truly reflects the greenhouse gas emi ssions
of waste materials. Wien used by itself, the |ICLEl greenhouse gas
i nventory tool underestimates the greenhouse gas reduction
potential of reducing, reusing, recycling and conposting because
it does not account for upstream enissions of materials. Since
for nost products, the upstream ghg emi ssions are dramatic, this
is a serious flaw. | urge the Board to advocate that cities and
counties use the EPA's WARM tool, together with the I CLEl tool, to
nore accurately reflect the greenhouse gas enissions of materials.

Second, | urge the Board prioriitze preventing organics,
especially food waste, fromentering the landfill. According the
the US EPA (2000) "There are no plausible scenarios in which
landfilling mnimzes GHG em ssions from waste nmanagenent; for
food wastes, conposting yields significantly | ower em ssions than
landfilling. For paper wastes, landfilling causes higher GHG

em ssions than either recycling or incineration with energy
recovery."

Third, | urge the Board to adopt the zero waste goal
Attachment:
Original File Name:
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Comment 25 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Miriam

Last Name: Reiter

Email Address: mreiterl@mindspring.com
Affiliation:

Subject: waste diversion and composting
Comment:

Dear Menbers of the California Air Resources Board,
Thanks for the opportunity to conment on the Scoping Plan
It would be worthwhile to take into account the results of
promoting waste di version and conposting into the plan
Recycl i ng:

Paper

Conpari son of Enissions:

- Virgin paper + landfilling yields 15,515.3 pounds of CO2
equi val ent per ton of paper. This includes transportation and
energy used to nmake the paper.

-Using recycl ed paper + recycling, results in nuch less: 3,461
pounds of CO2 equival ent per ton of paper. This also includes
transportati on and energy used to make the paper

Paper is presently about 1/3 of all landfilled nunicipa
garbage. There is need for encouragenment to recycle.

Al um num
The greenhouse gas produced when manufacturing alumnumis

t housands of tinmes nore potent than CO2. For each ton of al um num
produced, recycled content could be used at the point when 97% of
t he greenhouse gases produced in maki ng the al um num woul d
ot herwi se take pl ace.

At the present tine in the US., only 21%of 3.66 mllion tons
of al um num di scarded each year is recycled.

Conposti ng
Once landfilled, organics produce potent nethane. GCetting
organics out of the landfill is one of the easiest, fastest, and
nost cost-effective ways to reduce nethane eni ssions. O ganics
are 1/4 of all landfilled municipal garbage. The solution is to

pronote conposti ng.

For these reasons, please consider pronoting recycling and
conposting as part of the Scoping Pl an

Si ncerely,

M riam Reiter

Paci fica, CA

Statistics are from 2008 Stop Trashing the dinate Report,
www. St opTr ashi ngt heCl i mate. org

Parting thought: Recycling a ton of paper allows absorbtion of
600- 1200 pounds of CO2 per year by the uncut trees- free of
char ge.
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Comment 26 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Brent

Last Name: Eidson

Email Address: beidson@sandiego.gov
Affiliation: City of San Diego

Subject: Producer Responsibility/Organic Materials/Conversion Technologies
Comment:

p. 34-35 draft Scoping Pl an

Al 't hough landfill methane control is an inportant nmeasure to
reduce fugitive greenhouse gas enissions, nore enphasis should be
pl aced on preventing the generation of these gases by reducing
upstream eni ssions associated with extracting, transporting, and
processing raw naterials and diverting nore materials from

di sposal at the end of their useful life. The plan should also
i ncl ude neasures to quantify the GHG reductions associated with
wast e reduction and recycling activities. |[If emission credits can

be earned for these activities, it nust be determ ned who receives
credit at which point in the process.

The plan should include nore specific neasures for producer
responsi bility. The burden on | ocal government to responsibly
manage the di sposal of non-recycl able and hazardous products is
consi derabl e and subsi di zes the conti nued production of these
products. Shifting this burden back to the manufacturers wll
create the incentives for producers to redesign their products and
recycle nore of themat the end of their |ifecycle.

Organic material generates nethane when buried in a landfill.

There should be nore incentives to conpost this nmaterial and apply
it to the land and nore disincentives to disposing it in a landfil
or using it as alternative daily cover. This would reduce the need
for fertilizer and the em ssions associated with its production and
application, and increase carbon sequestration in the soil. In
addition, conpost anended soil has the added benefit of reducing
the need for irrigation.

ETAAC Final Report conmments — WAste Reduction, Recycling and
Resour ce Managenent

p. 4-14 to 4-21. ESD generally supports the measures outlined for
Wast e Reduction, Recycling, and Resource Managenent. These
nmeasures woul d have the added benefit of preserving existing
landfill capacity, avoiding the need to transport waste |onger

di stances for disposal as |ocal disposal facilities reach
capacity.

p. 4-15. Local governnments are not in the position to devel op
protocols for life-cycle assessnents related to solid-waste
decisions. This should be devel oped at the state |level for
utilization by |local governnment and costs should be considered.



p. 4-16. A flat, across the board increase in diversion rates
woul d be costly for |ocal governments. However, mandatory
recycling requirements for comrercial sectors and multi-famly
resi dences should be considered. A threshold of 4 cubic yards

m ght be difficult to measure since standard dunpster sizes are in
multiples of three (3 cy, 6 cy, 9 cy, etc.)

p. 4-20 — 4-21. Conversion technol ogi es shoul d be exam ned for
full life-cycle inpacts when conpared to source reduction, reuse,
recycling, and conposting.

There is insufficient information on landfill methane control
neasures. List all control neasures being proposed, feasibility of

i mpl enentati on, potential GHG reduction for each neasure, and
econon ¢ nodel i ng of each neasure
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Comment 27 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Karen

Last Name: Smith

Email Address: ksmith@stopwaste.org
Affiliation: StopWaste.Org

Subject: recycling and waste management
Comment:

See letter attached

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/32-ab 32 scoping_plan_comments2.doc
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Comment 28 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: David

Last Name: Assmann

Email Address: David.Assmann@sfgov.org
Affiliation: City and County of San Francisco

Subject: City of San Francisco Comments on Recycling and Waste
Comment:

The current draft of the Scoping Plan does not attribute any
greenhouse gas savings to waste reduction, recycling, and
conposting even though | ocal governments recogni ze that recycling
and conposting cost-effectively and significantly reduce
greenhouse gas emni ssions. San Francisco's Cimte Action Plan, for
exanpl e, gets 14% of its projected greenhouse gas em ssion
reductions fromthe waste sector. On a statewide |level, a 25%
reduction in disposal would result in a reduction of at least 5
mllion tons of CO2 enissions. Zero waste could result in a
reduction of at least 10 million tons of CO2 em ssions. Wste
reduction and recycling reduces em ssions across sectors,

i ncluding mning, forestry, agriculture, transportation

manuf acturing, electricity, and di sposal

The appendi ces acknow edge the contribution from conmercia
recycling alone can be as high as 6.5 MMI, which is significantly
hi gher than the potential reductions fromlandfill nethane
capture. The appendices al so acknow edge a potential reduction of
3.1 MMI fromincreased conposting. Anaerobic digestion also has a
potential of 2.2 MMI. While anaerobic digestion is an inportant
and effective way to reduce em ssions, we do not believe it should
be lunped in with waste-to-energy, since nmany waste-to-energy
prograns do not make the best, nobst efficient use of waste
materials. Wile not quantified, extended producer responsibility
and environnental ly preferabl e purchasing are al so val uabl e
nmechani sns for increased reductions.

ARB shoul d, as a mininum adopt the recomrendati ons of the ETAAC
conmittee (Economic and Technol ogy Advancenent Advisory
Conmittee). These reconmmrendations incl ude:

» Mandat ory conmercial recycling

* Mandatory multi-famly recycling

e Disposal limts for readily-recyclable nmaterials |ike cardboard
» Emi ssion reduction / offset protocols for manufacturing with
secondary materials, avoiding nethane at landfills, reducing GHG
em ssions from agriculture, and upstream GHG reducti ons of
recycling.

* Renove barriers to conposting by addressing regul atory hurdl es,
provi di ng financial incentives for conposting and use of conpost,
and increase nmarket demand through | ocal and statew de procurenent
efforts.

e Elimnate diversion credit for greenwaste used as alternative
dai ly cover.

* Reduce enissions fromsynthetic fertilizers/pesticides and



energy-intensive irrigation by increasing agricultural application
of compost, including through financial incentives and
denonstrati on projects.

The ARB al so needs to:

o Ensure the effective and conprehensive inplementation of

al ready-adopted Early Action Measures on landfill gas collection
olnprove GHG i nventory and other landfill eni ssions nodels

t hrough mandatory reporting and better quantification of fugitive
em ssi ons.
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Comment 29 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Edward

Last Name: Mainland

Email Address; emainland@comcast.net
Affiliation: Sierra Club Cdlifornia

Subject: Highlight Zero Waste's Powerful Carbon Reduction Potential
Comment:

e The Plan's section on Recycling and Waste (p. 34) should
hi ghl'i ght nore aggressively the powerful carbon reduction

potential of zero waste -- first, reducing waste by design in
manuf acturi ng process, then reusing, recycling or conposting
products.

» ETAAC subnitted to CARB an excellent set of recomendations for
the waste sector but only several were included in the Plan. W
strongly urge CARB to include ALL the ETAAC recomendati ons.

e The Plan should al so include Extended Producer Responsibility
(EPR) as a potentially powerful carbon reduction neasure that is
already set as state police by California Integrated Waste
Management Board (ClWvB). Extended Producer Takeback (EPT) needs
explicit CARB backing as a potent means of cutting greenhouse gas
em ssi ons.

e There are many nore tons of carbon reductions possible from
aggressi ve Zero-Waste and recycling progranms than the Plan admts.
For exanple, the plan should include specific neasures to increase
recycling of organics and other materials, and those neasures
shoul d have emi ssion reduction nunbers and deadlines attached to

t hem

e CARB should take note of findings in the recent report "Stop
Trashing the Climte", released June 5, 2008 to nark Wrld

Envi ronnent Day. See http://ww.stoptrashingtheclinate.org/ The
report, by GAIA with the Institute for Self Reliance and

Eco- Cycle, brings together information about recycling plus
source reduction, reuse and conposting -- and describes how
scaling up recycling, reusing nmaterials and products, and
shrinking the size of the waste stream can greatly reduce
greenhouse gas generation and rel ated climate damage.

e Carl Pope, Executive Director, Sierra C ub: "I nci nerators and
landfills are relics of an unsustainable past that have no place in
our green econony. The report "Stop Trashing the Cinmate" shows

that zero waste -- that is, preventing waste and strengthening
recycling and conmposting -- is one of the fastest, cheapest and
nost effective strategies for confronting gl obal warm ng."

* CARB should inplement “lifecycle tracking” of manufactured

products, giving priority to reusables and |ocally manufactured
itemns.

 Landfill waste disposal should be phased out by requiring
recycling and maki ng nmanufacturers be responsible for the
lifecycle of their products. Wastes shoul d be separat ed,
particularly organic wastes, for effective conposting. CARB should
work with the California |Integrated Waste Managenent Board to end
the practice of dunmping green waste into landfills.

e Alternate Daily Cover (ADC) using greenwaste or woodwaste shoul d



not be given recycling credits or counted as recycling. This
actual ly de-incentivizes diversion of greenwaste into conposting
and cont ai ned nmet hane energy capture.

» CARB' s suggestion to capture and utilize landfill nethane gas
shoul d not be construed as support for continued dunping of green
waste into landfills. Landfill capture of nethane is far |ess

efficient than what is possible with green waste separation. This
is especially crucial given that nethane is 25 tines nore potent a
gr eenhouse gas than carbon di oxi de.

e Burning garbage arguably uses nore energy than recycling, and
carbon reduction requires better options.

« CARB shoul d propose statew de installation of “Resource Recovery
Parks” to include facilities for reusing, recycling, conposting,
and mnimzing the discarding of naterials. They can al so
incorporate facilities for repair services, retail sales of
recl ai med products and | andscapi ng supplies, organically conposted
gardens, educational tours, and public anenities. Such a nodel park
currently operates in the city of Marina in Monterey County.

* CARB should explicitly reject carbon credits for landfill carbon
sequestrati on.

» Successful Zero Waste initiatives require effective outreach and
educational progranms so that others are advised of and can cone to
appreci ate the benefits. CARB should utilize the |egions of young
peopl e who are not only enthusiastic and care about waste

reduction, recycling and gl obal warmng but are also willing to go
out and do sonet hing about it. CARB should have these individuals
hel p us educate our comunities about the issue. Recycl i ng

anbassador prograns throughout state and | ocal governnment agencies
should be instituted so that students and ot her volunteers can go
door to door educating residents about the need for and the
benefits of recycling. 1In addition, new hone owners, apartnment
dwel | ers and other residents should receive information after
noving to a new residence that explains to themthe recycling
policies in their nei ghborhood and encourages themto do so.
People are willing to do what it takes to pitch in but if they
have no idea howto do it, they won't even begin. This type of
outreach should be an explicit part of the CARB pl an
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Comment 30 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Cory

Last Name: Brennan

Email Address: cory8570@yahoo.com
Affiliation: Green Leadership Consortium

Subject: Waste
Comment:

I ncrease incentives and regul ati ons regardi ng busi nesses recycling
waste. Mke it easier for themto do so and increase requirenents
for themto do so. A very successful action in other areas has been
to charge nore for waste going to landfill than for recycl ed waste.

Make producers responsible for end of life cycle disposal of
products, particularly toxic products.

Provi de incentives for recycled products, |ike paper, and renove
subsi di es that encourage waste, |ike subsidies to oil and | ogging
conpani es.

Conpost green waste, do not use it for fuel. It is nuch nore

val uabl e froma sustainability viewpoint as conpost. Require that
busi nesses and i ndivi dual s conmpost green waste or put it in bins
where it will be conposted by the city.

Zero waste nmarketing canpai gns shoul d be done state wi de - that
needs to be the target, with no conprom ses.
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Comment 31 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Ann

Last Name: Schneider

Email Address: Ann.Schneider@sierraclub.org
Affiliation: Sierra Club

Subject: Maximize Recycling as Early Action
Comment:

Dear CARB

Thank you for your work and for your comments that you have heard
that you need to expand recyclings place in the list of actions
California needs to do to reduce our inpact on d obal Warm ng

1. Your report talks about a 54%diversion in Calif. Sadly while
we nmight be at 54%di version, we are today, landfilling al nost the
sane tonnage statewi de as we did in 1990, the year AB393 set as
base year. W can not use population growth and a grow ng econony
as an excuse to basically bury as much today as we did 18 years
ago. That is why we advocate for zero waste as all materials
[andfilled are "wasted" and none belong in a landfill. Al
materials should be cycled back as nature does.

So pl ease change your report to reflect diversion and di sposal and
don't just pass it off as ok because our popul ation has grown.

2. ETAAC Recommendations include a terrific range of additions
that were not reflected in the draft Scoping plan. Please add al

t he ETAAC reconmendati ons. | would prefer to see nandatory
recycling of specific materials fromall comercial and industria
sources, like all netals, all paper, all glass, nobst plastics and

al I bi odegradabl e organics |ike food waste and greenwaste. W are
18 years into AB9393 that mandates behaviors on | ocal governnents.
It is nowtinme to get all businesses and residents to be held to
the sane | aw

3. Extrenmely critical is to elininate the credit |ocal governments
and landfill operators receive for using greenwaste, volune
reducing it and then using it as "Alternate Daily Cover (ADC)" and
getting recycling credit under AB939. The | aw needs to be changed
i medi ately to elimnate ADC as recycling. This is shane
recycling.

In ny capacity as Chair of the Sierra Club Zero Waste Conmittee
hear from angry residents, who upon hearing that their clean
greenwaste is being buried in the landfill. They feel that their
government and their hauler are Iying to them and that al
recycling is alie. Then they stop participating in prograns that
| ocal governnents have worked so hard to create. It takes years of
retraining to turn an angry forner recycler back into a true
"green" or "blue-green" recycler. So shane recycling is very,
very bad for all recycling, not just greenwaste.



4. Al greenwaste, foodwaste and food contani nated paper shoul d be
banned from disposal in landfills. And we need a "WNI-Ilike
Marshall Plan" to construct conposting facilities to handle all of
California s biodegradable organic materials and return the

val uabl e conpost to our denuded soils. This will benefit our
farmers, our residents; reduce our need for fertilizers,
pesticides, water consunption etc. AND it will get these materials
out of landfills so they stop turning into nethane that even with
collection systens rel eases into the atnosphere along with

hi t chhi ki ng VOCs and HAPs. This is critical

W need CARB and CIVWWB to convene and qui ckly resolve the best
managenent practices for conposting so VOCs and HAPs are not

rel eased during the conposting process. Don't make this a huge we
nmust study ad nauseum action. Just get it done and get these
facilities sited throughout the state.

5. ldentify technol ogi es that can generate energy during the
conposting process. But ensure that the final product is a viable
soi | anmendnent and not sl ag.

6. Use carbon funds to fund the conposting market devel op needed
to site new conposting facilities or expand existing facilities.

7. Do not advocate for "Landfill Gas-to-Energy (LFGIE) until al

the science is in. Since methane is 25 to 120 times worse (given
ti meframe used) than carbon dioxide, the risk of turning landfills
into biodigesting landfills in order to maxi m ze net hane generation
for fuel is too great. W are too close to the climate tipping
point to risk biodigesting landfills with out 100% proof that the
can stop all fugitive gas releases of nethane fromthe landfill.

My Conmittee does not believe that full recovery is possible,
contrary to the US EPA belief that 70% can be captured. W

believe that it will be closer to 20% over the life of the
landfill. And worse, rather than taking decades for fugitive gas
rel eases, we believe it will speed up nethane rel eases while

i ncreasing the gas concentrations of nethane and pi ggybacki ng VOCs
and HAPs. Pl ease rethink CARB Scoping Plan assunptions. Please use
t he precautionary principle and do no harm

Wrk to ensure that data is available to all parties from

i ndependent sources, not fromthe landfill operators who have a
vested interest in keeping organics in landfills, and making
nmet hane to sell to energy producers.

8. The Draft Scoping Plan did not include a Iist of what
California considers acceptable alternative energy. | do know
that California does not EXCLUDE waste-to-energy (WE) fromthe
Renewabl e Energy Standards/Portfolio. W ask that you exclude WE
fromthe RES and state portfolios. W ask that you exclude LFGTE
fromthe RES/ portfolio.

W E shoul d be excluded as it conpetes with recycling and only gets
one nore "life" froma material. And it loses all the enbodied
energy that created that material fromvirgin materials
extraction, to processing, to manufacturing/assenbly, to nmarket
and all the related transportati on energy inputs. Reuse and
recycling retains the enbodi ed energy over and over again

LFGTE shoul d be excluded at the very least until it can be proven
that it doesn't create nore fugitive gases. And it should be
excl uded because bi odegradable materials should not be placed in



landfills. They should go to conposting and if a process can al so
recover energy then that process should be part of the
RES/ portfolio.

9. Landuse - Reuse, recycling and conposting operations are | ow
mar gi n busi nesses. And they require a | ot of space. This makes
them at a di sadvantage to other forns of |anduse like high tech
offices or retail. As recycling businesses get pushed out away
from popul ati on centers, transportation costs and energy
consunpti on/ GHG gases goes up, (just like affordable housing).
Local governnment General Plans and SMART Growth | egislation should
recogni ze the need for reuse operations, recycling and conposting
as critical infrastructure (like water treatnent and sewage
treatment plants) and set aside |and to keep these businesses

cl ose to popul ation centers and points where the

reuse/ recycling/green & food wastes are generated. Landbanking
for reuse/recycling and conmposting operations should be set aside
for future use or identified as required infill.

I look forward to seeing the appendi ces and to see the next
version. At least | hope there will be one nore version before

t he Scopi ng plan goes to the Air Resources Board in Novenber. That
woul d give "us" recyclers a chance to see if our concepts nade
sense to CARB staff.

10. Source reduction efforts should be expaned with CAL EPR being
the I eader. No plastic water bottles should be provided at public
nmeetings, instead glasses with tap water should be used. This is
what San Franci sco now requires and the Sierra Cub foll owed suit
for all our nmeetings. This helps in reducing water transportation
costs; supports the local water district, very inportant during
droughts and reduced wat er consunption; reduces exploitation of
water in conmunities where bottled water plants are sited; and
reduces plastic waste. Small steps, big inpact.

Thanks for all your work.

Si ncerely,

Ann Schnei der

Chair, National Zero Waste Committee

Sierra dub
M1 1 brae, CA
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Comment 32 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Karen

Last Name: McDonough

Email Address: karen.mcdonough@sanjoseca.gov
Affiliation:

Subject: City of San Jose Comment
Comment:

The Draft Scoping Plan does not adequately allocate green house gas
em ssion reductions fromwaste reduction, recycling, conposting and
energy production. Although a |ocal governnent may not own or
operate the landfill, it does control operational aspects of waste
collection, recycling and disposal. The City would |like the Draft
Scoping Plant to allow for the accounting of such, often dramatic,
green house gas em ssion reductions fromthe activites nmentioned
above.
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Comment 33 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Heidi

Last Name: Sanborn

Email Address; hksanborn@comcast.net
Affiliation: California Product Stewardship Council

Subject: Comments on the ARB Scoping Plan
Comment:

Comment s attached

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/39-cpsc_letter to _carb_scoping_plan_7_ 31 08.pdf

Original File Name: CPSC letter to CARB Scoping Plan 7_31 08.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 08:31:03

No Duplicates.



Comment 34 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Chuck

Last Name: White

Email Address: cwhitel@wm.com

Affiliation: Solid Waste Industry for Climate Solutio

Subject: SWICS Comments on Draft Scoping Plan
Comment:

Solid Waste Industry for Cinate Sol utions

Al'lied Waste Services

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County
Nati onal Solid Waste Managenment Associ ation

Nor cal WAste Systens

OC Waste & Recycling
Republic Services

Ri versi de County WAste Managenent Depart ment
Wast e Connecti ons

Wast e Managenent

August 1, 2008

To CARB via on-line submttal at:
http://ww. arb. ca. gov/|i spub/ corm2/ bcsubf orm php?l i st nane=sp-recyc- wast e-
ws&conmm peri od=1

Subj ect: dinate Change Scoping Plan — June 2008 Di scussion Draft
Dear California Air Resources Board:

The Solid Waste Industry for Climte Solutions (SWCS) is an

i nfornmal coalition of both public and private solid waste and
recycling service providers. Qur goal is to ensure that climte
change policy nakers are provided with the nbst accurate and
conpr ehensi ve information regardi ng our industry and our
operations that nmay generate or reduce greenhouse gas emni ssions.
On behalf of SWCS, we are pleased to take this opportunity to
conment on the Cimate Change Scoping Plan — June 2008 Di scussion
Draft. W understand that CARB will be accepting additional
comments on the Appendices to the Draft Scoping Plan until August
11, 2008. SWCS may nmake additional conments on these appendices,
but requests additional tinme until August 18, 2008 due to their
bel at ed rel ease.

SW CS nmenbers do not object to reasonabl e and responsible
reporting of greenhouse gas (GHG em ssions. Qur follow ng
coments di scuss the significant issues surrounding solid waste
managenent that nust be resolved prior to inclusion of this sector
in aregulatory framework for the control and reduction of
greenhouse gas em ssions. These issues include:

1) A preoccupation with landfill enissions to the exclusion of



negative and positive GHG i npacts of other solid waste managenent
activities;

2) Afailure to incorporate a life-cycle assessnment of the GHG
i npacts of solid waste nanagenent and recycling services;

3) Little recognition that solid waste nanagenent and recycling
are essential public services, and that associ ated GHG eni ssi ons
are already very |ow and have decreased steadily over the past 30
years.

4) No inclusion of carbon nmass balance and life cycle inpacts in
the solid waste operations reporting protocol

5) No inclusion of carbon storage in the estination of GHG

emi ssions fromindividual landfills and no recognition of the GHG
i mpacts from changes in stored carbon associated with other solid
waste and recycling activities (e.g., paper recycling,
composting); and

6) Little differentiation between biogenic and ant hropogeni c CO2
em ssions in proposed reporting, accounting and regul atory
pr ogr amns.

Draft Scoping Pl an Focuses on Landfill Em ssions

SWCS is pleased that the projected GHG reducti ons to be achi eved
by the Solid Waste and Recycling Sector under the draft plan have
been reduced to 1 MMICQ2e fromearlier estimtes of as nuch as 2-4
MMICO2e. Nonet hel ess, SWCS bel i eves these projections are too
hi gh as they are based on conservatively nodeled |andfill GHG

em ssions with high I evels of uncertainty, that reflect neither
the net reduction of GHG enmissions fromlandfill carbon
sequestration, nor the indirect reductions associated with
beneficial use of landfill nmethane and recycling activities. Wen
considering the total life-cycle analysis of solid waste and
recycling services, SWCS believes that the total GHG eni ssions
fromour industry are neutral or even negative.

The Draft Scoping Plan focuses exclusively on landfills and
assunes landfills are only able to capture 75% of the nethane they
generate in their gas collection systens. As SWCS has repeatedly
poi nted out, this assunption is based on a highly uncertain US
Envi ronnental Protection Agency (EPA) estimate of the average

col lection efficiency of landfill gas systems nati onw de.
Furthernore, this assunption does not reflect the nore aggressive
regul atory systemthat exists in California, nor does it reflect
our drier climatic conditions, both of which affect landfill gas
generation and collection efficiencies. As we have previously
commented, nost California landfills with gas collection systens
operating in conpliance with Air District requirenents are capable
of achieving 90% | andfill gas collection efficiencies. The
projected reductions in the Draft Plan associated with increased
landfill regulation are based on a 75 % gas coll ection efficiency
when a much higher efficiency likely already exists. Thus, the
proj ected benefits of increased landfill regulation are likely to
be significantly overstated. W recomrend that if CARB wants to
pronot e even deeper reductions than are already occurring, then
CARB shoul d al | ow nmet hane destruction offsets to be generated at
any landfill that can denonstrate greater than 75% col | ecti on and
destructi on.



We support reporting of greenhouse gas em ssions when a source is
capabl e of providing accurate and specific accounting of its

em ssi ons and those emi ssions can be placed within the context of
the operations as a whole. W are working to devel op an accurate
and transparent protocol that nmay be used in California and

nati onwi de. The recently revised and updated SWCS | andfi |

net hane and sequestration protocols that are attached to this
letter are the first attenpt to do this. W believe the SWCS
protocols inprove and refine EPA and UN | ntergovernnental Panel on
Cimate Change (I PCC nodeling, and should be considered by CARB as
a first step to the devel opnent of better protocols for estinating
GHG emi ssions fromlandfills. Once conpleted, CARB should

consi der the nodel devel oped by Bogner and Spokas fromthe
landfill research supported by the California Energy Conmi ssion

http://ww. energy. ca. gov/ 2007publ i cat i ons/ CEC- 999- 2007- 039/ CEC- 999- 2007-
039. PDF

CARB has recently conpl eted a conprehensive revised inventory of
gr eenhouse gas emissions. The roughly 350 landfills in that state
were found to enit approxi mately 5.62 MMICO2e of the tota

stat ewi de emi ssions of 484.40 MMICQ2e in 2004 - or about 1.16
percent of total statew de enissions. But, as noted above, these
em ssion estimates are overstated due to the reliance on the
assunption that California regulated landfill gas collections
systens are only 75% efficient — and by ignoring the carbon
storage benefits of landfills.

Using the SWCS protocol for estimating GHG em ssions from
California landfills, would result in total estimted | andfil

em ssion at |ess than 3.0 MMICO2e — or less than 1% of California
em ssions. But, even that would be an overstatenment if the
estimate failed to recognize landfills as carbon storage sinks
that effectively reduce CO2 emissions, as is done by both U S. EPA
and the IPCC. The recent CARB inventory of GHG eni ssions

acknow edges that landfill carbon storage is equivalent to about 5
mllion tons of carbon per year. |If converted to CO2 equival ents
this woul d be equival ent to approxi nately 19 MMICO2e — neani ng
that total landfill carbon storage vastly exceeds the em ssions
estimate of carbon rel eased by either CARB or SWCS for California
landfills. Focusing exclusively on the overstatement of GHG

em ssions fromlandfills is bad public policy, and not supportable
by either good science or international GHG protocols.

The Scoping Plan | acks a conprehensive view of Solid Waste and
Recycling Activities

SWCS believes that the GHG reduction benefits associated with
recycling and renewabl e energy production are well known and
under st ood. Life cycle assessnments by U S. EPA and its
contractors, referenced in this conment l|etter, docunent the
benefits of recycling and energy Recovery fromwaste. W urge
CARB to recogni ze these sources of information and incorporate
theminto the Final Scoping plan

In addition, Waste Managenent (WW) conmi ssioned a report by |ICF
International that both documents the benefits of recycling — and
explores the difficulty of assigning “credit” to any one party
associated with recycling activities (Attached). However, the
difficulty in translating recycling benefits into tradable “offset
credits,” should not limt CARB from pronoting increased recycling
in the Scoping Plan as an inmportant tool for achieving GHG



reducti ons.

Currently there is no widely accepted protocol that accurately
accounts for greenhouse gas em ssions fromsolid waste managenent
operations on a site-specific basis. This includes fugitive

em ssions fromlandfills, em ssions fromconpost facilities,

em ssi ons/ sinks associated with recycling and materials recovery
prograns, and offsets fromwaste to energy operations.

Devel opnent and acceptance of such reporting protocols is the
first priority, and nust be acconplished prior to inclusion of
solid waste managenent and recycling activities into any reporting
or regul atory franework

SW CS supports the reasonabl e and responsi bl e devel opment of a
unified GHG regul atory systemfor solid waste and recycling.

Wi le we are one of nany voices calling for consistency in
approaches to regul ati ng GHG em ssi ons and sinks in our industry,
our plea for unification of prograns and approaches has been | ess
t han successful to date. Mre than half the states in the United
States and nost Canadi an provi nces have contenpl ated sone type of
Climate Change initiative.

Unfortunately, none of these initiatives are truly coordinated.
In fact, every reporting platformwe have seen devel oped or that
is in developnent at present is different fromevery other in sone
i mportant respect including the initiatives under the California
Climate Action Registry (CCAR), The Climate Registry (TCR), the
California Air Resource Board (CARB) the State of New Mexico, the
State of Washington, the State of Oregon, and the U. S.

Envi ronnental Protection Agency (US/ EPA) — just to nanme a few

Currently, the CARB has mandatory reporting requirenents that only
require the reporting of GHG emissions fromlandfill flares,
landfill gas to energy eni ssions, bionmass conversion technol ogies,
and waste-to-energy facilities — despite the fact that the vast
majority of these enissions are biogenic in nature.

Recognition that solid waste managenent and recycling are
essential public services and that GHG eni ssions are very | ow and
have decreased steadily over the past 30 years.

Wth respect to decisions regarding solid waste nmanagenent and its
potential inclusion in any GHG regul atory framework, policy nakers
must be cogni zant of the essential public service provided by the
managenent, recycling and di sposal of solid waste. Numerous
policy and regul atory prograns pronote best practices in solid
wast e managenent. This has led to substantial reductions in
greenhouse gas emi ssions over the past 30 years because of

i mproved landfill design, increased recycling, waste-to-energy,
and i mproved waste collection and transportation efficiencies.

In fact, if other sectors of our economy had reduced greenhouse
gas em ssions to the extent acconplished by the solid waste

i ndustry, America would have exceeded the requirenents of the
Kyoto Treaty. For exanple, Witz et al. (attached) estimte that
the actual |evel of greenhouse gas emn ssions produced by the solid
wast e managenent and recycling sector is about 25 percent of the

| evels emtted 30 years ago, and |ess than 20 percent of what
woul d have been enitted if waste managenent practices had
continued al ong the 1974 technol ogy path.

Reductions are not achi eved w thout cost, and the costs associ at ed
with solid waste nmanagenent are directly passed on to the genera



public. Additionally, costs associated with GHG regul ati on

i mpacting the solid waste and recycling sector will inpact all
cities and municipalities whose job it is to collect and di spose
of waste. As such, we urge CARB to work closely with municipa
governments and their service providers in fashioning a greenhouse
gas programthat reasonably and responsibly inpacts the provision
of these essential services.

The solid waste industry as a whole represents a snall fraction
and in sone cases a de nmnims amount of greenhouse gas enissions.
| f GHG sinks associated with solid waste and recycling services

are fully incorporated into a |life-cycle assessnent of our
i ndustry, we believe that net enmissions will be substantially |ess
than zero. Few other industries can nake such an assertion

The Conplexity of Solid Waste Operations Mist be Reflected in the
proposed GHG Regul atory Franework Taking into Account Lifecycle
| mpact s

The regul ati on of GHG emi ssions froma single source (landfills)

wi t hout taking into account the totality of the management system
is counterproductive and could result in an increase rather than a
decrease in enissions.

Reporting requirements nust incorporate the conplexities of al

sources within a sector froma life cycle perspective. Fail ure
to accurately quantify GHG em ssions and sinks fromall solid
wast e managenent technol ogi es and operations will lead to an undue
burden and an inproper result. |If reporting is left to a

simplistic approach, CARB risks msstating the sector’s true
i mpact on clinmate change and | osing the opportunity to identify
real reduction strategies.

Recycling, effective |long-term carbon storage practices, and
reduced wel | -to-wheel s transportation fuel carbon intensity should
be recognized in enissions reporting and reduction strategies.

Attached to this letter is a pdf chart titled “Solid Waste and
Recycling Life-Cycle.” The chart is fromUS EPA's “Solid Waste
Managenment and G eenhouse CGases: A Life-Cycle Assessnent.” As

hi ghlighted in the | arge green-dashed box, the solid waste and
recycling industry enconpasses far nore than just landfills. The
solid waste industry processes nmillions of tons of residential and
commerci al recyclables in our recycling facilities. The solid
wast e and recycling industry offers comunities and busi nesses
nore effective and affordable recycling options as well as
provi di ng manufacturers and end users with the secure, consistent
stream of high-quality raw materials they need to maintain
operational efficiency -- taking the reduce-reuse-recycle concept
into virtually every venue we serve. In residential areas, we are
creating sustainable recycling prograns through working
partnerships with [ocal conmunities and nmunicipalities. As

mar ket ers of post-consuner and post-industrial conmodities, we are
providing fiber, non-fiber, scrap netal, textiles, electronic scrap
and plastics to end-users of recycled materials worl dw de.

The significant inpact of recycling and other greenhouse-gas
saving activities such as waste-based energy, carbon storage are
not recogni zed by the CARB Scopi ng Pl an

The devel opnent of a Scoping Plan that incorporates a nore
conprehensi ve view of solid waste and recycling activities will



lead to greater insight and better policy decisions. W therefore
propose that any GHG regul atory framework incorporate the
fol | owi ng:

- Recycl able materials including esti mates of greenhouse gas
enm ssions avoided resulting fromthe diversion of recycled waste;

- Carbon sequestered by the landfills and other solid waste and
recycling activities, expressed as CO2 equival ents, and,

- Renewabl e energy or fuel generated by waste operations, either
at the landfill, at biomass facilities, or at waste-to-energy
facilities.

The Scoping Plan should not rely solely on unsubstanti ated
generalized estimates of fugitive emissions fromlandfills or

em ssions fromour solid waste and recycl able nmaterial collection
vehi cl es wi thout consideration of the em ssion and reductions
associated with the multitude of activities we conduct and
services we provide. Rather than focus solely on landfills, SWCS
strongly recomends that CARB devel op a conprehensi ve approach to
solid waste and recycling in the Scoping Plan

For exanple, by followi ng the procedures outlined in the U S
EPA's “Solid Waste Managenment and G eenhouse Gases: A Life-Cycle
Assessnent of Em ssions and Sinks”

(http://ww. epa. gov/cl i mat echange/ wcd/ wast e/ SWMEHG eport. htm ),

it is possible to show that npbst nodern waste managenent practices
result in virtually zero (or better) net greenhouse gas enissions.
Thornel oe et al. have witten a paper (attached) that describes how
EPA' s Decision Support Tool can be applied to comunities to
determ ne em ssions. This paper shows that the solid waste
managenent activities of a community of average size (popul ation
750, 000) with 30 percent recycling and residual disposal to a
landfill with landfill gas to energy has virtually a zero carbon
footprint. That is, if all of the enissions sources and sinks are
taken into account, the solid waste nmanagenment and recycling
activities of an average size comunity with these attributes are
essentially carbon neutral. These attributes are very sinilar to
that of the solid waste managenent and recycling systenms in many
states today.

W are aware that there nmay be a desire to focus on only a
particul ar waste managenent nethod (e.g., landfills). However ,
closing the door to a conprehensive eval uation of the net carbon
footprint of an entire industry is not appropriate. For exanple,
conposting is considered by sone to be the nost preferable nethod
of handling organic wastes — despite that there are no understood
or accepted protocols for estinmating GHG em ssions from conposti ng
and ot her organi c waste managenent and recycling activities.

CARB must recogni ze and encourage the conprehensi ve assessnment of
all of the em ssion sources and sinks associated with the solid
waste and recycling industry due to its particular complexity. If
CARB fails to encourage assessnent of all greenhouse gas em ssions
sources and sinks in its regulatory schene, we never will find
better ways to achieve the underlying goal of |essening the inpact
of greenhouse gas em ssions entering our environment.

A nunber of our SWCS nenbers have conpleted (or are conpl eting)
entity-wi de reporting of GHG emissions to the California Clinate
Action Registry. For exanple one SWCS nenber, Waste Managenent



(WM, has recently conpleted its 2006 i nventory of greenhouse gas
em ssions fromits California facilities. Many SW CS menbers are
in the process of identifying the information sources, data
col l ection methods and data systens required to conduct a
conpany-w de greenhouse gas em ssions inventory — with a goal to
coll ect 2009 data for conpleting an inventory by 2010. The 2006
report of SWCS nenber’s California CO2 emissions are avail able
on-line at (and is sunmarized in the attached table):

http://ww. cl i nmat eregi stry. org/ CARROT/ publ i c/reports. aspx
(enter name of reporting entity)

In addition to reporting direct and indirect CO2 enissions in
California as required by CCAR, WM al so provi ded vol untary
suppl enental reports including:

- WM processed recycl able material and associ ated GHG reducti ons
based on US EPA’ s WARM node

- SWCS-based estimates of landfill em ssions and sinks

- Estimates of avoided fossil fuel emi ssions fromrenewabl e energy
generation at landfills and bi onass power plants

As an exanple and as sumarized in the attached table, WM s

| argest source of California greenhouse gas emissions is fromits
4000-vehicle fleet in that state. VWMs landfills, using the SWCS
protocols, are a distant second. WM s other direct and indirect
em ssions are very small. However, the potential greenhouse gas
reduction fromthe recyclable materials collected and processed in
California and the anbunt of carbon sequestered in WMs California
landfills during 2006 greatly exceeded WM s total em ssions. The
results of other reporting entities (e.g., Republic Services,

etc.) are simlar in nature and consistent with that of WMs. If
consi deration and recognition is given to the GHG reduction
benefits of recyclable naterials, energy recovery and | andfil
carbon sequestration, the solid waste industry’'s operations coul d
be considered a significant net carbon sink

Car bon sequestration should be reflected in the estimation of GHG
em ssions of individual landfill sites and other activities that
store carbon

The U. S. Environnental Protection Agency recognizes that landfills
act as greenhouse gas sinks in sequestering anthropogenic CQ2e.
Similarly, in preparing the recent inventory of em ssions, CARB
has determ ned that annual carbon storage in California landfills
is equivalent to about 5 mllion tons of carbon per year. |If
converted to CO2 equivalents this would be equivalent to

approxi mately 19 MMICQ2e — vastly exceeding the estimate by either
CARB or SWCS for GHG enissions released by California landfills.
This carbon stored in landfills woul d have been rel eased as CO2 to
t he atnosphere were it not for placement in an anaerobic |andfil
environnent. W urge CARB to recogni ze carbon sequestration from
a variety of sources, including landfills, forest and agricultura
soils, and through conposting.

A wel | -desi gned and operated landfill achieving 92 percent nethane
capture and oxi dation could be considered virtually a “carbon
neutral” landfill the basis of an overall |ife-cycle assessnent
over the lifetinme of the landfill — frominitial operations

t hrough the end of post-closure care. That is, with a 92 percent



collection efficiency, the anount of lifetine fugitive |landfil

em ssi ons woul d be roughly offset by the amount of lifetine
landfill carbon storage. SWCS nmenbers are conmitted to ensuring
that the landfills we operate achieve the maxi num anount of

nmet hane col |l ecti on and destruction (including maxi mum ener gy
recovery) that is economcally feasible. 1In many cases we believe
we are al ready achi eving overall 92 percent nethane collection and
destruction efficiency at many of our landfills in California.

CARB shoul d recogni ze the inmportant role of landfills in storing
carbon and preventing CO2 em ssions that woul d have ot herw se
occurred. This carbon storage, or “sequestration,” is inportant
because it renobves carbon fromthe natural carbon cycle

i ndefinitely, reducing net em ssions of GHGs. The effect of this
process on overall U S GHG enmissions is very significant as it
of fsets nmore than 50 percent of landfill methane em ssions (as
estimated by US EPA), and exceeds, in absol ute nmagnitude, the

enmi ssions from 47 of the 54 source categories in the US EPA' s
nati onwi de GHG i nventory.

Both the I PCC and US EPA recogni ze and account for carbon
sequestration of un-deconposed wood products, food scraps and yard
trimmngs disposed of in landfills for purposes of preparing

nati onal inventories. SWCS recomends that CARB, should it
decide to apply reporting requirenents to MSWlandfills, to

i kewi se incorporate carbon sequestration into the landfill GHG
em ssi ons cal cul ati on net hodol ogy it adopts for use. Just as

nmet hane oxi dation in cover and nethane collection and conbustion

are included in the estimation of landfill em ssions, so too
shoul d carbon sequestration be an integral conponent of the
landfill mass bal ance cal cul ations. This will ensure

conpl et eness, transparency and consi stency with the nationa

i nventory guidelines of both IPCC and the US EPA. It will also
ensure a conpl ete characterization of all human-rel ated GHG

em ssions and sinks for landfills.

We have attached the following report to this letter prepared by
ICF International (“Landfill Gas Storage and Greenhouse Gas
Inventories, ICF International, 2007") that further docunents the
reality of carbon storage or sequestration in landfills.

Accounting for Biogenic and Ant hropogeni ¢ Emi ssions

Any GHG reporting and regul atory schene nust take into account the
di fference between bi ogenic and ant hr opogeni ¢ greenhouse gas

em ssi ons and sinks. Em ssions produced from bi onass sources are
distinctly different than anthropogenic fossil fuel sources of

em ssions and should be reported and counted accordingly. At the
| east, biogenic sources of em ssions should be treated as carbon
neutral and ant hr opogeni ¢ si nks of carbon shoul d be encouraged.
CARB' s Draft Scoping Plan should clearly provide that em ssions
and sinks of CO2 equival ents should be bifurcated into

ant hr opogeni ¢ and bi ogenic CO2 to understand the true inpact of
human activities on dinmate Change.

The Western Climate Initiative (WZ) is currently in the process
of proposing a GHG reporting and regulatory framework for its

menbers — including California. Wile the reporting framework may
require the reporting of biogenic emissions, it appears that W
wi Il not be subjecting biogenic em ssion to the proposed Cap and

Trade Franmework. CARB should follow suit and clearly articulate
in the Scoping Plan that biogenic emission of GHG (principally
C2) will not be subject to regulation or Cap and Trade.



Thank you for consideration of our coments. Many SWCS nenbers
are currently working towards defining their carbon footprints
through the California Climte Action Registry or other reporting
platfornms. Calculating and reporting greenhouse gas em Ssions
fromthe solid waste and recycling industry will be a

ti me-consum ng and conpl ex process, but SWCS nmenbers are
conmtted to establishing protocols that provide accurate and
conpr ehensive accounting of our industry’'s activities. W are
equal ly committed to working with CARB and its WCl partners to
establish an accurate and neani ngful GHG regul atory program

We ook forward to working with you.

Si ncerely,

Ant hony M Pel | etier, P.E.Regional Engineer, Wst RegionAllied

Wast e | ndustries925-201-5807Tony. Pel | eti er @wi n. comFrank Caponi,
P. E. Supervi si ng Engi neerCounty Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es
County(562) 699-7411 x2460fcaponi @ acsd. org

Edward W Repa, Ph.D.Vice President Environnental ProgransNational
Sol i d Waste Managenent Associ ation(703) 299-5139 ext.
llerepa@refdn. org Rachel Osterlegislative and Regul atory

Speci al i st Norcal Waste Systens, I|nc.(415)

875-1223r ost er @or cal wast e. com

Kevin H. Kondru, P.E.Manager, Environmental ServicesOC Waste &
Recycl ingOffice: (714) 834-4056Kevi n. Kondru@ wnrd. ocgov. combDavi d
Zei ger Area Conpl i ance Manager Republic Services, Inc.(510)

262- 1669Zei gerd@ epsrv. com

Hans Ker nkanmpGeneral Manager - Chi ef Engi neer R versi de County

Wast e Managenent Departnent (951) 486- 3200Ker nkanp, Hans
HKERNKAM@ 0. ri versi de.ca.us Tom Reil ly, P.E. Regi onal Engi neering
Manager Wast e Connections, |nc.(925)

672- 3800TonR@\ast eConnecti ons. com

Charles Wiite, P.E Director of Regulatory AffairsWaste

Managenent / West 916- 552- 5859cwhi t el@wm com

Attachments:

1. WM Recycling Offset paper by |ICF

2. Current MSW I ndustry Position and State-of-the-Practice on LFG
Col l ection Efficiency, Methane Oxidation, and Carbon Sequestration
in Landfills, Prepared For: Solid Waste Industry for Climte

Sol utions (SW CS)

3. The Inpact of Muinicipal Solid Waste Managenent on G eenhouse
Gas Emissions in the United States, Witz et al., JAWHA, Septenber
2002

4. Moving from Solid Waste Di sposal to Materials Managenent in the
United States, Thorneloe et al., Cctober, 2005

5. Wast e Managenment G eenhouse Gas Enmi ssion and Si nks For
California -- 2006

6. Landfill Carbon Storage and G eenhouse Gas | nventories,
prepared by Randall Freed, Sarah Shapiro, Brad Hurley, |ICF

I nt ernati onal

7. Solid Waste and Recycling GHG Life-Cycle

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files’BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-



ws/40-swics_scoping_plan_comment_attachments.zip
Origina File Name: SWICS Scoping Plan Comment Attachments.zip

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 09:20:38

No Duplicates.



Comment 35 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Mark

Last Name: Gagliardi

Email Address: mgagliardi @oaklandnet.com
Affiliation: City of Oakland

Subject: Need to add Zero Waste Recommendations to Reduction Measure #15 in Section |1. B.
15. (Rec
Comment:

The governor’s Cimate Action Team (CAT) has identified Zero
Wast e/ H gh Recycling Progranms as a "high-confidence" strategy with
significant GHG reduction potential of 10 nmillion tons CO2

equi val ent by 2020:
http://climtechange. ca. gov/ publi cati ons/factsheets/2005-

06_GHG STRATEQ ES_FS. PDF

The Draft Scoping Plan's Em ssion Reduction Measure #15 in Section
I1. B. 15. (Recycling and Waste) states: "lIncrease waste diversion
conmposting, and conmercial recycling, and nove toward zero-waste"
However, there are no prelimnary recomendations related to

i ncreasi ng waste diversion, conposting, and comercial recycling,
and noving toward zero-waste

In fact, the only draft Scoping Plan prelimnary reconmendation
related to Recycling and Waste is "RW1 Landfill Methane Control"
which is presented in Table 19 on pg. 35 of the draft Plan with a
CO2 equival ent emnissions reduction potential of 1 million tons
(1/10 of the 10 million tons reduction potential of Zero
Wast e/ H gh Recycling Prograns previously identified by the CAT).
The draft Plan’s lone prelimnary reconmendation, "RW1 Landfil
Met hane Control", represents a narrow, back-end strategy to
nmtigate the worst climate inpacts of wasting AFTER failing to
reduce, reuse, recycle, and comnpost.

It appears to be a significant onission oversight that m ssing
fromthe draft Scoping Plan are any of the follow ng
recomendati ons from Section 4. 1V. (Waste Reduction, Recycling
and Resource Managenent) of the CARB Economni ¢ and Technol ogy
Advancenent Advisory Committee (ETAAC) report

(http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ et aac/ ETAACFi nal Report 2-11-08. pdf):

J. Devel op Suite of Enm ssion Reduction Protocols for
Recycl i ng

K. I ncrease Conmer ci al - Sector Recycling

L. Renove Barriers to Conposting

M Phase Qut Diversion Credit for G eenwaste Alternative

Daily Cover Credit
N. Reduce Agricultural Em ssions through Conposting



If California's comonly recycl able and conpostable material s that
are currently disposed as m xed waste were instead recycl ed and
conposted, then the GHG em ssion reducti on woul d be over 25
mllion tons CO2 equi val ence. This has been determ ned by the
California Resource Recovery Assn. (CRRA) using US EPA s Waste
Reducti on Model (WARM nodel and waste characterization data
published by the California Integrated Waste Managenment Board
(CVWB), and has been verified by US EPA Region 9 staff.

The prioritized ordering of the waste reduction hierarchy to
optim ze resource conservation by reusing nmaterials and repairing,
refurbi shing, and rehabilitating existing products and buildings to
retain their formand function (and thus enbodi ed energy) holds the
potential for:

* Substantially greater CHG reductions than recycling and
conposting al one; and

» Creating ‘green collar’ jobs producing val ue-added contri butions
to the state’s econony.

According to research conducted by the Institute for Local
Self-Reliance for every 10,000 tons per year of discarded
material s: conposting creates 4 jobs, recycling creates 10-25 jobs
and reuse creates 25-300 jobs, conpared to only 1 job created by
landfill disposal or incineration
http://wwv.ilsr.org/recycling/recyclingnmeansbusi ness. htm

Additionally, we urge that any “bi onass” waste conversion

t echnol ogi es under consideration be addressed on an individua
basis and in a full life-cycle conparison to source reduction
reuse, recycling and conposting alternatives. Many of these waste
conversi on technol ogi es have highly questionabl e net energy

bal ances, especially high tenperature material destruction
processes applied to non source-separated, mxed feedstocks.

Furthernore, the California Integrated Waste Managenment Board
(AWB) which is a full-fledged nenber of the CAT has adopted
Strategic Directives as “the nost effective and efficient neans to
create a zero waste California”:

htt p: //ww. ci wrb. ca. gov/ Boar dl nf o/ St r at egi cPl an/

The Directives include specific steps to minimze waste (SD 3),
nove toward producer responsibility (SD 5), and support market

devel opnent (SD 6) - including reducing nmethane-produci ng organics
sent to landfills by 50% fromcurrent |evels by 2020. It appears to
be a significant onmi ssion oversight that none of CIWWB' s Strategic
Directives are included as reconmendations in the draft Scoping

Pl an.

In conclusion, the draft Scoping Plan needs to be corrected to

i ncl ude recomendati ons that support the Plan’s Eni ssion Reduction
Measure #15 in Section Il. B. 15. (Recycling and Waste) which
states: "lncrease waste diversion, conposting, and conmercia
recycling, and nove toward zero-waste"

Additions to the Plan which will provide such corrections are



readily available to CARB from exi sting resources:

« The Cimte Action Teanis Zero Waste/ H gh Recycling Prograns
recomendat i on referenced above, which has been identified by the
CAT as a "high-confidence" strategy with significant GHG reduction
potential of 10 mllion tons CO2 equival ent by 2020

e The five ETAAC report Waste Reduction, Recycling and Resource
Managenent reconmendations |isted above

e« The CCWWB's Strategic Directives referenced above

California leads the nation in clinmate protection via Zero Waste
thanks to the California Integrated Waste Managenent Act of 1990
(AB 939) whi ch nandat ed 50% wast e di versi on by 2000. Zero Waste
(i.e., reduce-reuse-recycl e-conpost) is a significant clinate
protection strategy which offers tens of mllions of tons of CO2
equi val ence GHG emi ssions reductions annually for California at

| ow cost using existing, proven, environnentally sound methods.
It is critical that the Scoping Plan recogni ze and i nclude Zero
Waste strategies as the significant climte protection strategies
that they are by including specific reconmendations that advance
reduce-reuse-recycl e-conpost in California.

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 11:19:49

No Duplicates.



Comment 36 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Y vette

Last Name: Rincon

Email Address: yrincon@cityofsacramento.org
Affiliation: City of Sacramento

Subject: City of Sacramento
Comment:

Comments on Waste and Recycling

2. The term “lIncrease diversion and nove di sposal to zero” need
definition and an inplenentation plan. Currently, the City is on
track for a 64-66 percent diversion rate by 2012.

Attachment:

Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 12:00:38

No Duplicates.



Comment 37 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Carol

Last Name: Misseldine

Email Address: cmisseldine@comcast.net
Affiliation: Green Cities California

Subject: Comments on Recycling and Waste Management Sector
Comment:

Green Cities California (GCC) coments on Recycling and Waste
Managenent sector of the AB 32 Draft Scoping Plan, attached.

Carol M ssel di ne
Coor di nat or

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/43-gcc_recycling and waste sector_comments.ab_32_draft_scoping_plan.doc

Original File Name: GCC Recycling and Waste Sector Comments.AB 32 Draft Scoping
Plan.doc

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 15:25:58

No Duplicates.



Comment 38 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: David

Last Name: Ciplet

Email Address. dave@no-burn.org
Affiliation: GAIA organization

Subject: Comments on Draft Scoping Plan
Comment:

Pl ease accept nmy comments and reconmmrendations on the AB 32 Draft
Scoping Plan. Thank you for your efforts and | eadership in the
devel opnent of this inmportant plan.

Si ncerely,

Davi d G pl et
G obal Alliance for Incinerator Alternatives (GAlA)

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/44-comments_on _ab 32 scoping_plan.doc

Original File Name: Comments on AB 32 Scoping Plan.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 17:11:18

No Duplicates.



Comment 39 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Frantz

Email Address: ini @lightspeed.net
Affiliation:

Subject: waste and goods movement
Comment:

Thi s docunent concerns waste transportation so it may bel ong here
and al so under transportation.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/45-goods movement_ab 32 scoping_plan_comments tom_frantz.doc

Original File Name: Goods Movement AB 32 Scoping Plan comments Tom Frantz.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 19:45:48

No Duplicates.



Comment 40 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Will

Last Name: Bakx

Email Address: willbakx@sonomacompost.com
Affiliation: Sonoma Compost Co

Subject: Organics Management
Comment:

Pl ease consider the following conments. Thank you.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/46-scoping_plan_comments-organics.doc

Origina File Name: Scoping Plan Comments-Organics.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-01 20:01:23

No Duplicates.



Comment 41 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Heidi

Last Name: Sanborn

Email Address; hksanborn@comcast.net
Affiliation: California Product Stewardship Council

Subject: Recommended Measure # 15 (see attachment)
Comment:

See attached letter

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/47-cpsc_letter to_carb_scoping_plan_7_ 31 08.pdf

Original File Name: CPSC letter to CARB Scoping Plan 7_31 08.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-08 08:28:51

No Duplicates.



Comment 42 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Michele

Last Name: Y oung

Email Address: michele.young@sanjoseca.gov
Affiliation: CAlifornia Organics Recycling Council

Subject: Return ETAAC Recommendations to Scoping Plan
Comment:

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/49-scoping_letter 8-08.doc

Origina File Name: Scoping Letter 8-08.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-08 17:10:52

No Duplicates.



Comment 43 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Paul

Last Name: Y oder

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: Solid Waste Association

Subject: Draft Scoping Plan
Comment:

Pl ease see attached letter

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/50-7_30_08_swana.pdf

Origina File Name: 7_30_08_ swana.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 14:27:09

No Duplicates.



Comment 44 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Patrick

Last Name: Griffith

Email Address: pgriffith@lacsd.org

Affiliation: Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts

Subject: LACSD Comments - ARB Draft Scoping Plan: Recycling and Waste Management
Strategies
Comment:

LACSD of fers the followi ng coments on the discussion concerning
Recycling and Waste Managenent Strategies in the Draft Scoping
Pl an:

1. Page C-123: Section RW1 calls for a reduction of 1 MMTCO2 eq.
fromthe Solid Waste and Recycling Sector. As we and ot her

i ndustry representatives have continually stated to CARB in the
past, the assunptions underlying this value are incorrect causing
the projected reductions fromthis sector to be too high. The
draft Scoping Plan assunes that landfills are only able to capture
75% of the methane they generate in gas collection systens. This is
based upon a highly uncertain US Environnmental Protection Agency
estimate of landfill gas systens nationw de. Furthernore, this
assunption does not reflect the nore aggressive regul atory system
that exists in California, nor does it reflect our drier climatic
conditions, both of which affect landfill gas generation and
collection efficiencies. In fact, we believe that nost California
landfills with gas collection systems operating in conpliance with
air district regulations are capabl e of achieving 90% |andfill gas
collection efficiencies. Here at Sanitation Districts landfills,
we have determ ned collection efficiencies up to 99%

In addition to faulty assunptions in determining fugitive methane
em ssions fromlandfills, the Draft Scoping Plan fails to provide
a conpl ete accounting of overall enissions fromsolid waste
management activities, but chooses only to focus on I andfil

emi ssions. The sinplistic approach taken by CARB will lead to an
undue burden on landfill operators, msstate the true inpact of
this sector on climte change and | ose opportunities to identify
real reduction strategies. CARB needs to take a conprehensive
approach exam ning the conplexity of all the sources within a
sector froma life cycle perspective, carefully exanm ning all GHG
em ssions and si nks.

A conprehensi ve eval uation should | ook at factors such as carbon
sequestration at landfills, recycling, conposting, transportation
and use of renewabl e energy. Wen considering the total life-cycle
anal ysis of the solid waste nanagenent industry, we believe that
the net GHG emissions fromour industry are neutral or even
negative. The assessnent should be perfornmed on the industry as a
whol e, but even | ooking at individual conponents of the sector nore
conpletely paints a different picture. For exanple, landfills are
targeted solely for em ssion reductions because they are viewed as



a significant source of GHG em ssions; however, if nore appropriate
assunptions are made for collection efficiencies, and credits are
al l owed for carbon sequestration that occurs at all landfills, GHG
em ssions fromthis source woul d be consi dered carbon neutral or
negative. Carbon sequestration in landfills is a well-established
fact, recognized by the IPCC, EPA, and CARB. In preparing the nost
recent inventory of em ssions, CARB has determ ned that annua
carbon storage in California landfills is equivalent to about 5
mllion tons of carbon per year. |If converted to CO2 equival ents,
this would be equival ent to approxinately 19 MMICO2 eq. — vastly
exceeding the estimate by CARB for GHG emi ssions rel eased by
California landfills.

This conprehensive |ife cycle approach is especially inportant in
the Draft Scoping Plan reconmendation that |ocal and regiona
governnents “change the carbon footprint of their jurisdiction's
wast e and recycling operations ...as well as through the pronotion
of waste reduction and recycling to conmunity busi nesses and
residents.” |t nakes sense for comunities to tackle various
conponents of their waste managenment decisions, while working with
the State, but it is very inmportant from an accounting standpoi nt
in the Draft Scoping Plan that no double counting occur between
the Local CGovernnent Sector, and the Recycling and Waste Sector
Local governnments and comunities in performng their waste
managenment eval uations should rely on a conprehensive life cycle
approach to devel op an accurate picture of how waste reduction and
recycling should be pronoted in the comunity. An exanple was
provi ded above of accounting for carbon sequestration when
determining landfill GHG em ssions. Another exanple would be the
managenment of green waste within a community. Froma GHG
perspective only, the Sanitation Districts have determ ned that
both conposting and using green waste as an alternative daily
cover (ADC) at landfills provide GHG benefits, but using green
wast e as an ADC provides nore than a four fold reduction in GHG
em ssions relative to greenwaste conposting. Both are inportant
wast e di version techniques, but only a conprehensive life cycle
anal ysis can provide accurate GHG em ssion data to be considered
by deci si on- nakers.

In conclusion, the Draft Scoping Plan provides a linited and

i ncorrect view of the Recycling and Waste Sector. Although the
solid waste industry as a whole represents a small fraction, and
in some cases a de minims anbunt of GHG enissions in the State’s
inventory, a conprehensive life-cycle assessnent would likely
reveal the industry’'s net enmissions to be zero, or substantially
| ess.

2. Page G 126: Conposting of greenwaste and bi osolids have the
benefits as stated but al so have specific rules in several air
districts to conply with. In the South Coast, for exanple, the
requi renent to cover biosolids conposting facilities caused this
rul emaki ng (Rule 1133.2) to be the nost expensive VOC control
measure in SCAQVD s history at that time. ARB cannot
realistically expect significantly nore conposting projects to
develop in these areas given the already burdensone and costly
control neasures in place.

3. Page C-127: Anaerobic digestion generally requires transporting
a punpable, mxable fluid to the digester. Tank-type digesters, in
many cases, Will require that a nmunicipal or industrial sewage
treatment plant be |ocated nearby to treat the high-strength
liquid waste that acconpanies the digestion process unless it can



be | agooned and evapor at ed.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-11 14:39:47
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Comment 45 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Lisa

Last Name: Skumatz, Ph.D.

Email Address; skumatz@serainc.com

Affiliation: Skumatz Economic Research Assoc (SERA)

Subject: Include emphasis on solid waste programsin the mix - cheaper, faster, coverage,
authority
Comment:

Summary - Include enphasis on solid waste progranms in the mx

Research we have conducted (presented at several conferences, EPA
webi nars, and upcoming articles) indicates that, although energy
and transportation initiatives seemthe nmost promsing for
achieving GHG / carbon reductions (because of the EPA pie chart
showi ng waste a 3% contributor, etc.), research we have done and
several comunities we have tracked indicates that a nunber of
recycling and SOLI D WASTE prograns should be in the mx (and the
early mx) of prograns. They 1) are CHEAPER to inpl ement per MICE
than many of the residential and conmercial energy efficiency and
ot her prograns, 2) they are FASTER to inplenent than many of the
energy and especially transportation prograns (and are a great
“bridge” while you wait for others to kick in — plus they are
long-lasting/retained!), 3) they have greater COVERAGE - with
recycling, with a ban or a programor etc. you hit all residential
or commercial folks at once (for exanple) rather than pi eceneal
audits / retrofits with energy progranms; and 4) the city has
AUTHORI TY over the service in npost cases, UNLIKE energy or many
mass transit issues. One town we worked with found that 5 years
after adopting their GHG goals, they had achi eved 40% of the
progress to date fromthe solid waste initiatives. Note that
EPA' s revised enissions chart shows contributions fromsolid waste
activities (production / disposal of "goods") is nore than 1/3 of
the contribution to GHG - exceedi ng transportion or building
energy. This is an inkling of our results, and | would be happy
to talk at length with the proper folks, or participate in the
dialog. GCtation / These concl usions come from Skumatz, Lisa A,
Ph.D., "Recycling, Energy, and dimate Change: Finding the

"Bi ggest Bang" Conmmunity Strategy for Reduci ng Greenhouse Gas

Em ssions", Skumatz Econom ¢ Research Associates, Inc. Superior
CO July 2008. My emmil is skumatz@erainc.comif you have

guesti ons.

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-12 14:24:43
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Comment 46 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Kevin

Last Name: Drew

Email Address: sfdrew1977@yahoo.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Diversion of food scraps and green waste for maximum GHG impact
Comment:

Every municipality in California can achi eve nmaxi num ener gy
recovery and GHG reduction by properly diverting organic
materials. This means not landfilling, rather source separated
col l ection(al ready happening w green waste, many prograns are now
addi ng food scraps, delivery to existing sewage treatnment
facilities for digestion.

Di gestion of organic waste harvests energy, saves transportation
costs, conserves landfill and conpost facility capacity by
reduci ng solid waste, and creates a carbon-rich residua

wel | -suited to connposting. Organics digestion should be separate
from sewage solids.

The infrastracture for this digestion diversion is substantially
built, or can be included in re-builds.

This concept is sound, tremendously cost-effective and has huge
potential for beneficial GHG inpact.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-12 14:52:43

No Duplicates.



Comment 47 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Lisa

Last Name: Skumatz, Ph.D.

Email Address; skumatz@serainc.com

Affiliation: Skumatz Economic Research Assoc (SERA)

Subject: Context for earlier comment - Research shows Solid Waste programs key in GHG
reduction
Comment:

I neglected to provide an intro on my previous coment. Find intro
par agraphs / qualifications below and "marry" to previous conmrent.

My nane is Lisa Skumatz with SERA, and | ama Ph.D. econonist with
ext ensi ve experience in the US and internationally in energy
efficiency and in solid waste. M expertise includes extensive
eval uati on/ neasurenent work in CA for all 4 1QUS and the CPUC on
the energy side; as well as recycling/plan/policy work for CAl WB
and nore than 25 cities / counties in CA. | have nore than 75
publications in each of the 2 fields.

Research we have recently conpleted (presented at severa
conferences, EPA webinars, and upcoming articles) indicates that a
variety of solid waste prograns and policies (recycling,
conposti ng, PAYT, etc.) have advantages over energy and ot her
prograns (transportation, etc.) because they are 1) cheaper per
MICE to inplenent, 2) faster to inplenment and can be "first
strike" (and they last long too!); 3) have i medi ate coverage (al
househol ds, all busi nesses, unlike energy prograns) and 4) the
conmuni ti es have the inplenmenation authority (unlike private
utilities delivering energy prograns, different entities
responsi ble for transportation, etc.). Please review comment 52
made earlier (which had ny acadenmic / work background omtted).
skumat z@er ai nc. com

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-12 15:04:31
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Comment 48 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Derek

Last Name: Walker

Email Address: dowalker@edf.org
Affiliation: Environmental Defense Fund

Subject: EDF - Recycling & WM comments
Comment:

Pl ease accept the attached recycling and waste nanagenment conments
from Envi ronmental Defense Fund on the AB 32 draft Scopi ng Pl an.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/55-edf - recycling  wm_comments.pdf

Original File Name: EDF - Recycling & WM comments.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-12 15:25:03

No Duplicates.



Comment 49 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Walter

Last Name: Vernon

Email Address: olgab@mazzetti.com
Affiliation: Mazzetti & Associates

Subject: Potential Healthcare Offsets
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coments.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/56-public_comment-ab_32.pdf

Original File Name: Public Comment-AB 32.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-12 15:45:37

No Duplicates.



Comment 50 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Jim

Last Name: Antone

Email Address: jantone@ysagmd.org

Affiliation: Yolo-Solano Air Quality Mgmt. District

Subject: Phase out of free disposable shopping bags
Comment:

A priority neasure under this category should be the phase out of
free disposable plastic and paper shopping bags provi ded by
grocery and other retail stores. This could be done with
incentive prograns or by charging for the bags with the ultimte
goal of consuners bringing their own reusabl e bags for shopping.
Thank you,

Ji m Ant one
Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-12 16:37:38

No Duplicates.



Comment 51 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Brennen

Last Name: Jensen

Email Address: bjensen@ecoact.org
Affiliation:

Subject: California Air Resources Board's DRAFT Scoping Plan asit pertains to the recycling
and wa
Comment:

RE: California Air Resources Board's DRAFT Scoping Plan as it
pertains to the recycling and waste nanagenment sector

The California Resource Recovery Association (CRRA) is a statew de
non-profit trade group. CRRA's nore than 550 nenbers represent al
aspects of California s reduce-reuse-recycl e-conpost econony.

As a recycling professional and nenber of CRRA, | am di sappointed
that mssing from CARB's draft Scoping Pl an
(http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ scopi ngpl an/ docunent / dr af t scopi ngpl an. pdf)
are any of the followi ng Zero Waste recommendati ons from Secti on 4.
I V. (Waste Reduction, Recycling and Resource Managenent) of the
CARB Econom ¢ and Technol ogy Advancenent Advi sory Conmittee
(ETAAC) report
(http /I ww. ar b. ca. gov/ cc/ et aac/ ETAACFI nal Report 2-11- 08. pdf):

Devel op Suite of Eni ssion Reduction Protocols for

Recycl|ng

K. I ncrease Conmer ci al - Sector Recycling

L. Renove Barriers to Conposting

M Phase Qut Diversion Credit for Greenwaste Alternative

Da|ly Cover Credit
Reduce Agricultural Em ssions through Conposting

In fact, the only draft Scoping Plan prelimnary reconmendation
related to Recycling and Waste is "RW1 Landfill Methane Control"
which is presented in Table 19 on pg. 35 of the draft Plan
(http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ scopi ngpl an/ docunent / dr af t scopi ngpl an. pdf) .
This |l one reconmendati on represents a narrow nm nded strategy to
mtigate the worst climate inpacts of wasting AFTER failing to
reduce, reuse, recycle, and comnpost.

IF California's comonly recycl able and conpostable material s that
are currently disposed as m xed waste were | NSTEAD recycl ed and
conposted, THEN the GHG em ssion reducti on woul d be over 25
mllion tons CO2 equival ence. This has been determ ned using US
EPA' s Waste Reduction Mddel (WARM nodel and waste
characterization data published by the California |Integrated Waste
Managenent Board (ClWvB), and has been verified by US EPA Region 9
staff.

The prioritized ordering of the waste reduction hierarchy to
optim ze resource conservation by reusing nmaterials and repairing,
refurbi shing, and rehabilitating existing products and buildings to



retain their formand function (and thus enbodi ed energy) holds the
potential for:

e substantially greater GHG reductions than recycling and
conposting al one; and

e creating ‘green collar’ jobs producing val ue-added contri butions
to the state’s econony.

Thi s above bul |l et-points are expl ai ned and docunmented further in
the recently-rel eased report Stop Trashing the dinate:
http://ww. st optrashi ngt heclinmate.org

Zero Waste (i.e., reduce-reuse-recycle-conpost) is a significant
climate protection strategy which offers tens of mllions of tons
of CO2 equival ence GHG em ssions reductions annually for
California at |ow cost (conpared to other options) using existing,
proven, environnentally sound methods.

CIWB' s Strategic Directives were adopted as “the nost effective
and efficient neans to create a zero waste California.” The
Directives (http://ww.ciwnb. ca. gov/ Boardl nfo/ Strategi cPlan/)

i nclude specific steps to ninimze waste (SD 3), nove toward
producer responsibility (SD 5) and support market devel opnent (SD
6). Inexplicably, none of CIWWB's Strategic Directives are part of
the draft Scoping Pl an.

Thus, it is difficult to understand why CARB failed to include in
the draft Scoping Plan any of the ETAAC report's Waste Reduction
Recycl i ng and Resource Managenment recommendations. It is
particularly difficult to understand this given that the
governor’s Climate Action Team has already identified Zero
Wast e/ H gh Recycling Prograns as a "high-confidence" strategy with
significant GHG reduction potential of 10 million tons CO2

equi val ent by 2020 (see
http://climatechange. ca. gov/ publi cati ons/factsheets/2005-

06_GHG _STRATEG ES_FS. PDF) .

CRRA believes this 10 mllion tons CO2 equival ent by 2020
represents a conservative estimte of the em ssion reduction
potential of Zero Waste in California.

California is off to a good start toward clinmate protection via
Zero Waste, thanks to the California Integrated Waste Managenent
Act of 1990 (AB 939) which mandat ed 50% wast e di version by 2000.
It is critical that the Scoping Plan recogni ze and i nclude Zero
Waste California (i.e., reduce-reuse-recycle-conpost) as the
significant clinmate protection strategy that it is.

Thank you for your consideration.

Si ncerely,

Brennen Jensen
Zero Waste & Pollution Prevention Program Speci ali st
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Original File Name:
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Comment 52 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Robert

Last Name: Figoni

Email Address: bfigoni @ci.ontario.ca.us
Affiliation: City of Ontario

Subject: AB 32 Scoping Plan
Comment:

Wast e diversion offers a significant opportunity to reduce
greenhouse gas emmisions in California. | urge the ARB to include
recycling, conmposting and waste reducti on nmeasures in the scope
bei ng devel oped to inplinent AB 32. Reducing our consunption of
natural resources, devel oping markets for recycled products,
reusing materials and products, and educating the public on the
benefits fromall of these should be inmportant conponents of the
AB 32 scope. Not only would there be an exponential inmpact on GHG
enmi si on reduction due to upstream factors such as m ning,
producti on and transportaton, but additionally nethane from
landfills produces many tines the greenhouse gas enm sions as C02.
Uimately, reducing landfilling is an inportant factor

Bob Fi gon
Assi stant Solid Waste Director
City of Ontario

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-13 08:27:58
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Comment 53 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Suzanne

Last Name: Barzee

Email Address: sharzee@gmail.com
Affiliation:

Subject: CARB's DRAFT Scoping Plan
Comment:

August 13t h, 2008
Suzanne Barzee
San Di ego Resi dent

3852 Eagle Street
San Di ego, CA 92103

I ama San Diego resident. | support the California Resource
Recovery Association’s opinion that zero waste recomendati ons
shoul d be included in the CARB' s DRAFT Scopi ng Pl an

“We buy a wastebasket and take it home in a plastic bag. Then we
t ake the wast ebasket out of the bag and put the bag in the

wast ebasket.” -Lily Tomin

Thank you.

Suzanne Barzee

Attachment:
Original File Name:
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Comment 54 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Bob

Last Name: Besso

Email Address: bobbesso@hotmail.com
Affiliation: CRRA

Subject: AB 32 scoping
Comment:

Dear ARB,
As a lifetime Sierra Cub nenmber, 30 year nenber of CRRA and a
Recycl i ng/ Waste reduction professional, | amwiting to express ny
concern for the inadequate wei ghing of recycling, conposting and
wast e reduction benefits for reducing air em ssion
Virtually everything we do in ny industry is ainmed at resources
conservation and pollution reduction. Landfilling, represents a

failure of our society to address our waste issues, and is clearly
i ncapabl e of addressing air em ssions especially in the short tern

Pl ease give our waste reduction efforts a fair evaluation and
assessnment for air emi ssion reductions, as outlined in the CRRA
position letter.

Si ncerely,

Bob Besso
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Original File Name:
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Comment 55 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: David

Last Name: Krueger

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation:

Subject: Draft Scoping Plan
Comment:

pl ease see attached letter

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/62-7_18 08 krueger.pdf

Original File Name: 7_18 08 krueger.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 10:47:37

No Duplicates.



Comment 56 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Evan

Last Name: Edgar

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: California Refuse Remova Council

Subject: Draft Scoping Plan
Comment:

pl ease see attached coments

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/63-8 11 08 crrc.pdf

Original FileName: 8 11 08 crrc.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 11:09:05

No Duplicates.



Comment 57 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Charles (Chuck)

Last Name: White

Email Address: cwhitel@wm.com
Affiliation: Waste Management

Subject: Comments on Scoping Plan Appendices
Comment:

Pl ease accept the bel ated attached comments from WM on the Draft
Scopi ng Pl an Appendi ces. W had hoped to fully coordi nate these
conments with the rest of the Solid Waste Industry for Cimte
Solutions (SWCS) who previously subnitted corments on the Draft
Plan itself. Unfortunately time contraints prevented that
coordi nati on.

The conments and referenced attachnments are in the zip file
transmitted with this brief note.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/64-wm_draft_scoping_plan_appendices comments.zip

Original File Name: WM Draft Scoping Plan Appendices Comments.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-14 15:47:08

No Duplicates.



Comment 58 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Dan

Last Name: Noble

Email Address; dan@resourcetrends.com
Affiliation: Association of Compost Producers

Subject: Comment & Recommendation L etter from ACP
Comment:

Dear Board,

Attached is a detailed (4 page) conment letter that we subnitted
today at the public hearing on the aRB Draft Scoping Pl an..
content is both attached as well as in this email

Thanks for your serious consideration of our recomendations!

Si ncerely,

Dan Nobl e

Executive Director

Mary Nichols, Chair

California Air Resources Board
1001 "I" Street

P. 0. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

RE: Comments on California Air Resources Board's O imte Change
DRAFT Scopi ng Pl an

The Associ ati on of Compost Producers (ACP), is a non-profit

associ ation of public and private organi zati ons dedicated to
buil di ng healthy soil, by increasing the quality, value and anount
of conpost being used in California. ACP applauds the |eadership
of the State of California and the Cinmate Action Team |ead by
the California Air Resources Board (CARB) in devel oping a very
conprehensive Draft Scoping Plan for Cimte Change in the State
of California. ACP appreciates the opportunity to submt the
following comrents on the California Air Resources Board' s DRAFT
Scopi ng Pl an

1. ACP is particularly pleased to support Scoping Plan Em ssions
Reducti on "Recommendation 15: Recycling and Waste: Increase waste
di versi on, composting, and commercial recycling, and nove toward
zero-waste." (page 34). This is because we agree with CARB that
conposting and recycling is a critical link in creating a new
econony that manages carbon sustainably, in all its many chenmnica
conpounds and solid, |iquid and gaseous states. However, we feel
the Draft Scoping Plan should give nore consideration to |arger

i npact neasures than solely land fill gas capture (1 MMICQ2E in
2020; page 35). As stated in the Scoping Plan Appendix C, there
is a 10 tines greater potential for GHG em ssions reductions by
recycling, conposting and anaerobic digestion, , It appears that
Draft Reconmendation No. 15 does not consider these significantly
greater GHG reduction potential s.



Appendi x C. Recycling and Wast e Managemnent - Ot her
Measur es Under Eval uation

Tabl e 34*

Reducti on Measure Potential 2020 Reducti ons MMICORE
Commercial Recyclingup to 6.5

I ncrease Production and Markets for Conpost

(studi es underway for data devel opnent) 3.1

Anaer obi c Digestion 2.2

Total by landfill gas avoi dance potential Up to 11.8
* from dinmate Change Draft Scoping Plan Appendi ces, page
C-127-128

2. I nclude these neasures in Recommendation 15 of this Draft and
not just in the "Other Methods for Evaluation" in Appendix C
Currently, these are actions and activities that California

nmuni ci palities, utilities and conpani es have al ready devel oped and
are currently doing, and with increased focus, can expand quickly
with nmarginal additional investment. This is especially true if
carbon tradi ng noneys can be brought to bear, as they already
exi st in other nethane avoi dance protocol s.

3. Ensure that the Scoping Plan does not explicitly or inplicitly
excl ude current compost operations from obtaining carbon credits
for additional landfill nethane avoidance in the i mediate future.
The cappi ng and net hane capture of landfills nmay have at |east

t hree uni nt ended negative consequences to the above nmeasures if

not properly witten and inplenmented: 1) elimnating nethane

avoi dance credits for conmposting, 2) encouraging landfills to
accept nore organic carbon to feed nethane production and capture
systeminvestnments, and 3) creating an inefficient biogas
production industry in landfills vs. nore GHG effici ent managenent
technol ogi es outside of landfills. Emssions of CHG fromlandfills
is of great concern because it has been identified to be one of the
| argest by volume to address. However, the recommendation should
support recycling options and processes that avoid placing organic
wastes in landfills, especially if greater GHG em ssion reductions
can be achieved with recycling, conposting and anerobic

di gestion.

Thi s includes adopting carbon trading protocols for |andfil

nmet hane production avoi dance via aerobi c conposting (or anaerobic
di gestion):

a. Already exist under the UN Cl ean Devel opnent Mechani sm ( CDM
Kyot o) Protocols,

b. Are under devel opnent by CCX (Chicago Cimate Exchange), and

c. Can be devel oped quickly by the California Cimte Action

Regi stry (CCAR) for continued use by California composters.

4. Wrk with CCAR to quickly develop a Landfill Methane Avoi dance
Protocol (like the UN CDM Kyoto, and CCX protocols). Thus using
exi sting cap & trade nmethods to continue nethane reductions in
addition to enhance land fill gas collection, but limt it to
existing carbon in landfills, not causing a draw of recycl able
carbon into landfills. This protocol is especially useful for
landfills where it is not econonic or technically feasible to
install landfill gas capturing systens. [Wiile inmproved land fill
gas capture is inmportant, enhancing landfill gas production over
ot her nmethods (i.e. dedicated energy recovery and/ or conpost
facilities) would likely enhance the need for landfills to
continue to attract and need "new' conpostabl e and energy rich



organic material in themfor years to come, to "feed" the new
capture and conversion systeminvestnents. Landfills are known to
be very inefficient and not easy to control as functioning

bi oreactors. Transitioning to fully controll able bioreactors, by
way of wet anaerobic or dry conmbustion, will help direct

i nvestnment dollars toward a sustai nabl e residual s bioenergy and
organi ¢ soil anmendnent econony, rather than toward relatively
inefficient landfill gas recovery investnents.

5. Include Soil Carbon Sequestrati on Managenent in the Draft
Scoping Plan: The conpost industry helps build an economically
and environmental | y sustainabl e carbon cycle by returning natura
organics to the soil. As extensively researched and published by
the USDA Soil Quality Institute, (http://soils.usda.gov/sqgi) soi
organi ¢ carbon plays a key role in managi ng sequestered organic
carbon to benefit overall watershed health by building and

mai ntai ning soil quality and soil health. Unfortunately, CARB s
Draft Scoping Plan did not adequately address the central role

t hat sustai nabl e organic carbon plays in resources managenent for
GHG managenent, i.e. sequestering and nanagi ng carbon in plant
materials and residuals. Soils are nentioned only once in the
Draft Scoping Plan, stating that ".sound quantification protocols
are not yet devel oped" (page 36). However, using the "Soi

Condi tioning | ndex" work of USDA

http://soils.usda. gov/sqi/concepts/soil _organic_matter/somsci.htnl,
where it is stated that "Soil organic matter is a primary indicator
of soil quality and carbon sequestration,” this deficiency could be
qui ckly remedi ed with some short termwork using existing

know edge. This should be remedied i medi ately so that policies
flowing fromthe first Scoping Plan don't run counter to inproving
the health of California's soils, upon which all our biologica
carbon sequestrating agricultural, forest urban forest and

| andscape bi ol ogi cal resources critically depend.

In addition, we would like to see the follow ng el enents included
in the final Scoping Plan

* By I ncluding Conposting in Recommendation 15 Californians al so
Support Additional Environnmental Benefits Beyond GHG mitigation
By returning carbon to soils and/or air (via conposting and

bi oenergy recovery), not only do we get over to 5 tines the GHG
avoi dance delivered by only landfill gas capture alone (by CARBs
own estimates), there are nany additional and GHG conplinmentary
environnent al benefits of conpost that are not provided by
landfill gas capture, including:

o Water conservation from conpost buil ding high organic content
soil s on | andscape and agriculture | ands

olntegrated organic materials novenent and reuse infrastructure

i nvestments and econonic sustainability (by |ocal users)
oOrganics fertilizers (conpost) energy reduction, vs. solely
chemical nitrogen to soils, which have been shown by ARB Studies
to reduce GHG production ("ARB has begun a research programto
better understand the variables affecting em ssions (Phase 1) and
based on the findings will explore opportunities for em ssion
reducti ons (Phase 2).")

elnplenent in all of CARB's dinmate Change "rul e nmaking" for CHG
reduction regulations and rul es that are perfornance based, not
best avail abl e technol ogy (BAT) based. The BAT net hod has proven
over the years (at both the national and local levels) to limt

t echnol ogy i nnovation by causi ng environnental inprovenent

i npl enentation to get "stuck" with, or blocked by, old
technologies. This lints rather than enhances ongoi ng new

net hods of devel opnent and i npl enmentation. Continuous innovation



is a hallmark of market and performance based approaches, but not
BAT rul es based approaches.

* I ncl ude reconmendations outlined in the CARB Econom ¢ and
Technol ogy Advancenent Advisory Committee (ETAAC) report
(http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ et aac/ ETAACFi nal Report 2- 11-08. pdf)
directly in the current Scoping Plan, i.e.

J. Devel op Suite of Eni ssion Reduction Protocols for Recycling

K. I ncrease Conmer ci al - Sect or Recycling

L. Renove Barriers to Conposting

M Phase Qut Diversion Credit for Greenwaste Alternative Daily
Cover Credit

N. Reduce Agricultural Em ssions through Conposting

These are consistent with CCWWMB's Strategic Directives
(http://ww. ci wnb. ca. gov/ Boardl nfo/ Strategi cPl an/) which include
specific steps to mininize waste (SD 3), nove toward producer
responsibility (SD 5) and support market devel opment (SD 6).

Subdi rective 6.1 addresses renoval of 50% of organics in the waste
stream by 2020, addressing the |argest category of disposed
materials, and contributing, with the other neasures to 10X the
GHG reduction of sinmple landfill gas capture. W would like to
see this incorporated into the plan

I n Concl usi on:

The governor’s Climate Action Teamitself has identified Zero
Wast e/ H gh Recycling Progranms as a "high-confidence" strategy with
significant GHG reduction potential of up to 11.8 million tons CO2
equi val ent by 2020 (see
http://climtechange. ca. gov/ publicati ons/factsheets/2005-

06_GHG _STRATEQ ES_FS. PDF,

and cited above in the Draft Plan Appendix C). ACP believes this
>10 mllion tons CO2 equival ent by 2020 represents a conservative
estimate of the em ssion reduction potential of conposting and
reuse/recycling to help contribute to our GHG reducti ons.
Therefore, composting, along with other reduce, reuse and
recycling systens have been identified as valuable climte
protection factors by the Governor, as well as ETAAC and the
conposting industry. W strongly support the el evation of these
strategies into the body of the Scoping Plan for inmmediate

i mpl enentati on by our industry in support of GHG reduction for our
State.

Thank you for your serious consideration of our recomendati ons.

Si ncerely,

Dan Nobl e

Executive Director

and

ACP Board of Directors:

Bob Engel, Engel & Gray Inc.

Kat hy Kel | ogg- Johnson, Kel |l ogg Garden Products
John @undl ach, Garick Corporation

Lorrie Loder, Synagro

M ke Moore, Orange Co. Sanitation District

M ke Sullivan, Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County
Jeff Ziegenbein, Inland Enpire Wility Agency

CC. dimte Action Team



Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
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Comment 59 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Nick

Last Name: Lapis

Email Address: nicklapis@cawrecycles.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Group Letter on Recycling in AB 32 Scoping Plan
Comment:

Attached is a letter on behalf of several environnental
organi zati ons regardi ng strengthening the recycling
reconmendations in the AB 32 Scoping Pl an.

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/66-recycling_in_draft_scoping_plan_-_group letter.doc

Original File Name: Recycling in Draft Scoping Plan - Group Letter.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-08-22 09:54:08

No Duplicates.



Comment 60 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Tayseer

Last Name: Mahmoud

Email Address: tmahmoud@dtsc.ca.gov

Affiliation: Department of Toxic Substances Control

Subject: Comments on Section 7 (Recycling and Waste Management)
Comment:

Comments on California’s Cimte Change Draft Scoping Pl an
June 2008 Di scussion Draft

These coments pertain to Section 7 (Recycling and Waste
Managenent )

O her Measures Under Eval uation

Anot her aspect of California s waste nanagenent sector that should
be included in the dimte Change Scoping Plan is the clean-up of
wast e managenent facilities. These are facilities at which wastes
have been m smanaged in the past, often resulting in soil and/or
ground water contam nation. Cean-up efforts can |ast decades and
often require high usage of fossil fuels and electricity, which
generates greenhouse gases. It is DISC s interest to inprove

cl ean-ups at waste managenent facilities so that their use of
fossil fuels and electricity is reduced, while at the sanme tine
the effectiveness of the clean-ups is assured.

Qpportunities for reduci ng greenhouse gas em ssions during
cl ean-ups i ncl ude:

» Usi ng bi odi esel fuel in construction and excavation equi pnent
any tinme during the renedial process, which starts with

i nvestigation and cl eanup of sites

* Runni ng punps and ot her equi prment on solar or wi nd power rather
than grid electricity

 Treating contam nation with biologic processes rather than
energy-intensive nmechani cal or thernal processes

DTSC has begun expl ori ng met hodol ogi es for eval uati ng existing

cl ean-ups to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions. W are also
exploring ways to include a review of expected greenhouse gas

em ssions as a factor in decision-making when we are sel ecting new
cl ean-up remedi es or inproving existing clean-up renedies. In
addition, DISCis currently testing proto-type methodol ogies at a
pilot site in California. Federal EPA is also involved in sinlar
efforts.

Recomrendati ons for actions are:

e Devel op a net hodol ogy for estinmating green house gas eni ssions
fromclean-up sites

e ldentify opportunities for reduci ng green house gas em ssions
fromthese existing clean-ups



* Apply the met hodol ogy to new cl ean-up deci sions

* Apply the met hodol ogy for evaluation of the renedi ati on once the
renedy is in place (often referred to as “renedi ati on process
optim zation”)

Clean-ups in California are conducted under a variety of State
prograns, including Brownfields and Environmental Restoration
Program and Hazar dous Waste Managenment Permitting Prograns.

Federal EPA al so conducts clean-ups in California under federal
Superfund, RCRA* Corrective Action, and Underground Tank prograns.
At present there are no state or federal regulatory requirenents
for including greenhouse gas enissions as a factor in

deci si on-nmaki ng for clean-ups. However, DISC is exploring ways in
which to encourage facility owners or responsible parties to
participate in reviews of their clean-ups.

DTSC is still at an early stage in understanding the |evels of

em ssi ons of greenhouse gases that occur as a result of clean-ups
of waste managenent facilities, and therefore do not have
estimates for potential 2020 reductions to be realized as a result
of the reconmended actions noted above. However, it is inportant
to include these clean-ups of waste nmanagenent facilities in the
C i mate Change Scoping Plan in order to create awareness of this
addi ti onal source of greenhouse gases that could potentially be
reduced.

We include as references the foll owi ng docunments and web |inks,
which we believe will be useful as descriptions of potential
climate inpacts from hazardous waste sites renediation

DTSC s Energing |Issues — Green Renedi ation

http://ww. dt sc. ca. gov/ energi ng_i ssues. cfm

EPA' s Green Renedi ation Wbsite:
http://cluin.org/greenrenedi ati on/

EPA' s Green Renediation Prinmer:

http://cl uin. org/ downl oad/ r ened/ Gr een- Renedi ati on- Pri ner. pdf
Fact Sheet on Green Renedi ation: forwarded as pdf

* Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/68-gr_quick ref fs 2-26-08.pdf

Original File Name: GR quick ref FS 2-26-08.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-29 09:04:43

No Duplicates.



Comment 61 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Virginia

Last Name: Johnson

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: Ecology Action

Subject: Draft Scoping Plan
Comment:

Pl ease see attached conment

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/69-9 23 08 _ecologyaction.pdf

Original File Name: 9 23 08_ecologyAction.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-09-30 16:28:59

No Duplicates.



Comment 62 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Virginia

Last Name: Johnson

Email Address: gjohnson@ecoact.org
Affiliation: Ecology Action

Subject: Request to Incorporate Zero Waste Recommendations to Draft Scoping Plan
Comment:

RE: California Air Resources Board' s DRAFT Scoping Plan: (7)
Recycling and Waste Management Sector

Ecol ogy Action of Santa Cruz is a nonprofit environnenta

consul tancy that delivers effective resource conservation
education services, technical assistance and program

i mpl ementation. Since Earth Day 1970 EA and agency partners have
created cutting-edge conservation progranms, proven their

ef fecti veness, and established each program as a sustainable
conmunity resource.

Ecol ogy Action is pleased by the adoption of California’s AB 32
climate protection |egislation. However, our review of the draft
Scoping Plan reveals that the current document falls short in the
cruci al area of Zero Waste

http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ scopi ngpl an/ docunent / dr af t scopi ngpl an. pdf

In addition to our nmany conservation prograns, Ecology Action has
recently launched the CLI MATE SOLUTI ONS PROGRAM a bol d | eadership
initiative to nobilize the entire Monterey Bay Area to radically
reduce our carbon footprint. Waste reduction and recycling will
play a vital role in achieving the goals of the programto reduce
gr eenhouse gas eni ssi ons.

In order to achieve these vital protections, Ecology Action
strongly urges the California Air Resources Board to incorporate
the followi ng integral Zero Waste recommendati ons from Section 4.
I'V. (Waste Reduction, Recycling and Resource Managenent) of the
CARB Econoni ¢ and Technol ogy Advancenent Advi sory Conmittee
(ETAAC) report:

http://ww. ar b. ca. gov/ cc/ et aac/ ETAACFi nal Report 2- 11- 08. pdf

J. Devel op Suite of Emi ssion Reduction Protocols for Recycling
K. I ncrease Commerci al - Sect or Recycling

L. Remove Barriers to Conposting

M Phase Qut Diversion Credit for Greenwaste Alternative Daily
Cover Credit

N. Reduce Agricul tural Em ssions through Conposting

Qur review indicates that the only prelimnary reconmendation
related to Recycling and Waste in the current draft Scoping Plan
is "RW1 Landfill Methane Control" which is presented in Table 19
on pg. 35 of the draft Plan

http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ scopi ngpl an/ docunent / dr af t scopi ngpl an. pdf



Al t hough our organi zation recogni zes the inportance of Landfil

Met hane Control, this |lone reconmendati on represents an i nadequate
and shortsighted strategy to mtigate the worst climte inpacts of
wasting AFTER failing to reduce, reuse, recycle, and conpost. By
choosing instead to incorporate a conprehensive Zero Waste
strategy (reduce-reuse-recycle-conpost) before waste is generated,
we believe a greater overall inpact can be achieved.

Zero waste effectively preenpts substantial greenhouse gas (GHG
em ssions before they are emtted, rather than controlling them
after they are generated. These avoi ded eni ssions through Zero
Wast e represent a significant source of imediate, permanent and
system ¢ GHG reductions and a far superior econonic and

envi ronnent al approach to acconplishing AB 32 goal s.

Qur organization is concerned that CARB has not chosen to include
any of the ETAAC report's Waste Reduction, Recycling & Resource
Managenent recommendations in the draft Scoping Pl an

Using the US Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) Waste Reduction
Model (WARM) and waste characterization data published by the
California Integrated Waste Managenent Board (CIVWvB), and verified
by US EPA Region 9 staff, IF California's conmonly recycl able and
conpostabl e materials that are currently di sposed as m xed waste,
wer e | NSTEAD recycl ed or conmposted, THEN the resulting GHG

emi ssion reduction would be over 25 million tons CQRe.

The prioritized ordering of the zero waste reduction hierarchy (to
reduce, then reuse, then recycle or conpost) further optim zes
resource conservation by reusing materials and repairing,

refurbi shing, and rehabilitating existing products and buil di ngs
to retain their formand function (and thus enbodi ed energy),
representing additional potential for

e substantially greater GHG reductions achi eved t hrough reduction
and reuse than recycling and conposting al one; and

e consi derabl e GHG reducti ons through recycling or conposting of
itenms at the end of their life rather than trashi ng waste; and

e the creation of ‘green collar’ jobs producing val ue-added
contributions to the state's econony.

CIWWB' s Strategic Directives were adopted as “the nost effective
and efficient nmeans to create a zero waste California,” all of
these directives are noticeably absent fromthe draft Scoping

Pl an. These Directives

http://ww. ci wrb. ca. gov/ Boar dl nfo/ Strategi cPl an/ include specific
steps to minimze waste (SD3), nmove toward producer responsibility
(SD5) and support narket devel oprment (SD6).

Mor eover, the governor’s Climate Action Team has al ready
identified Zero Waste/ Hi gh Recycling Progranms as a

"hi gh-confi dence" strategy with significant GHG reduction
potential of 10 mllion tons CO2e by 2020 (see:
http://climtechange. ca. gov/ publ i cati ons/factsheets/2005-
06_CGHG_STRATEQ ES_FS. PDF) .

Zero Waste is thus a significant clinmate protection strategy which
offers tens of mllions of tons of CO2e GHG eni ssions reducti ons
annually for California at | ow cost (conpared to other options)
usi ng existing, proven, environnentally sound nethods. These

i mportant findings are docunented further in the recently-rel eased
report Stop Trashing the dinate:



http://ww. st opt rashi ngt hecli mate. org

Based on these data, Ecol ogy Action believes that 10 million tons
CQ2e by 2020 represents a conservative estimate of the em ssion
reduction potential of Zero Waste in California.

California is off to a good start toward clinmate protection via
Zero Waste, thanks to the California Integrated Waste Managenent
Act of 1990 (AB 939) which mandat ed 50% wast e di versi on by 2000
It is critical that the Scoping Plan recogni ze and i nclude Zero
Waste California (i.e., reduce-reuse-recycle-conpost) as the
significant clinmate protection strategy that it is.

Thank you for your consideration.

Si ncerely,

Vi rgi ni a Johnson
Excecuti ve Director

Attachment: https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/filessBARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/70-ecologyaction_draftab32_scopingplan_comments.pdf
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Comment 63 for Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping Plan (sp-recyc-
waste-ws) - 1st Workshop.

First Name: Daniel

Last Name: Domonoske

Email Address: cseghers@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: Potetnial Industries, Inc.

Subject: Lack of Strong Recycling in Draft AB 32 Scoping Plan
Comment:

Pl ease see attached conment

Attachment: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files'BARCU/barcu-attach-ol d/sp-recyc-waste-
ws/71-9 20 08 potentialindustries.pdf

Original File Name: 9 20 08 potentialindustries.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2008-10-03 13:07:22

No Duplicates.



There are no comments posted to Recycling Commentsfor the GHG Scoping
Plan (sp-recyc-waste-ws) that wer e presented during the Workshop at this
time.



