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FISCAL AND POLICY NOTE
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Environmental Matters and Economic
Matters

Recycling - Restaurants and Bars - Aluminum, Glass, and Plastic Bottles

This bill requires the owner or manager of a bar or restauraatycle aluminum, glass,
and plastic bottles that would otherwise be disposed of. The MarPypartment of the
Environment (MDE) is required to facilitate coordination betwemallgovernments and
the bars and restaurants within their jurisdictions, and must algd @edmlations for the
enforcement of the bil. MDE may exempt a bar or restauranfirids that the bar or
restaurant is unable to find a recycling facility to acceptacyclable materials or if the
required recycling would create an undue financial hardship. A Yidation is
punishable by a fine of up to $100, and any subsequent violation is punibliabline
of up to $250, with total fines capped at $500.

Fiscal Summary

State Effect: Special fund expenditures increase by $49,300 in FY 2010 for additional
staffing in MDE to implement the bill. Future expenditures flennualization and
inflation.  Special fund revenues increase beginning in FY 2010 due to tiee bil
administrative penalties.

(in dollars) FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014
SF Revenue - - - - -
SF Expenditure $49,300 $63,200 $66,000 $69,000 $72,2Q0
Net Effect ($49,300) ($63,200) ($66,000) ($69,000) ($72,200)

Note:() = decrease; GF = general funds; FF = federal funds; SF = special funds; - = indeterminate effect

Local Effect: Local government workload and expenditures may increase $b iastie
implementation of the bill.



Small Business Effect: Minimal adverse impact on small business restaurants and bars
to purchase recycling receptacles, contract for removal of talleecyclable materials,

or pay any fines for noncompliance. Minimal beneficial impatrecycled material
haulers, transporters, and processors.

Analysis

Current Law: In 1988, the Maryland Recycling Act required each county to submit a
recycling plan. Jurisdictions with more than 150,000 residents wquéred to reduce
their solid waste by 20%, and jurisdictions with less than 150,G0@er#s were required

to reduce their solid waste by 15%. According to MDE, by 2000, eaermgty had met

or exceeded their percentage requirements under the MarylaydliRgAct. Further
legislation enacted in 2000 established a voluntary statewide diversibofgt@?o by
2005.

Counties have flexibility to determine the best way to reachidheired recycling rates.
However, the county recycling plan must address specified issuesasube feasibility
of composting mixed solid waste, methods for the separate cotleatid composting of
yard waste, and methods of financing county recycling efforts. Caoanfgling plans
are currently revised on a triennial basis.

Background: The Container Recycling Institute (CRI) notes that nationwedgcling
campaigns in the 1980s caused a surge in recycling rates, which reached a peak of 54% in
1995. Recycling rates have steadily declined since 1995 and wé8dmaby 2006.

MDE reports that, in 2005, Maryland had a recycling rate of 39.2% aas$i@ diversion

rate of 42.6%.

In 2007, the municipal solid waste stream totaled just over 6.9 mibios statewide.
Data from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency indicdtas lieverage containers
constitute, on average, 4.7% of the municipal solid waste stream. d Basehat
percentage, there were approximately 322,579 tons of beverage containers imd/iaryla
2007. MDE reports that 112,006 tons of beverage containers wereerkeaycR007
(an estimated 35% of the total).

In addition to the issue of landfill diversion, recycling is encouratiedto the potential
for significant reductions in virgin material extraction, energy @&l emissions of
greenhouse gases. For example, according to CRI, recycling an alusoda can uses
75% less energy than the production of a new soda can, and the recydismgle can

saves enough energy to run an average laptop computer for four hours.
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Recycling rates have decreased since the summer of 2008 akaglotraodity values
have fallen substantially, thereby reducing the incentive andtgddiiy of substituting
recycled scrap materials for virgin materials. For exampkeNew York Times reports
that the value of tin fell by more than 98%, from $397 to about $5 in 2@G08ddition,
in a public fiing with the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commissiomast&V
Management Incorporated noted that recycling market prices dedrgaar-on-year by
about 60% in November 2008.

State Expenditures. Special fund expenditures increase by $49,287 in fiscal 2010,
which accounts for the bill's October 1, 2009 effective date. Thima&® reflects the
cost of hiring one natural resources planner within the MDE RiegyDivision to assist
in the development of regulations, conduct outreach with restaurahtsaas, administer
the waiver process, and coordinate with MDE enforcement persorhehcludes a
salary, fringe benefits, one-time start-up costs, and ongoing operatipgnses.
Currently, the MDE Recycling Division consists of two permanenchrical staff and
part-time oversight by one program manager. The fiscal 2008 enghdgbflance for
the Maryland Recycling Trust Fund was $548,475 and the fiscal 2009 apficopwas
$810,000; this estimate assumes the additional personnel cost eémiemplthe bill can
be covered by the fund.

Position 1
MDE Salary and Fringe Benefits $40,786
MDE Start-up Costs and Operating Expenses _ 8,501
Total MDE FY 2010 Expenditures $49,287

Future year expenditures reflect a full salary with 4.4% animgadases, 3% employee
turnover, and 1% annual increases in ongoing operating expenses.

State Revenues: State Recycling Trust Fund revenues increase by an indeatem
amount annually beginning in fiscal 2010 due to additional fine collections thmelbil.
According to the 2002 Maryland Economic Census there were 8,694 foodesand
drinking establishmentsFor illustrative purposes only, if 1% of restaurants and bars
failed to comply with the bill once, and half of those establistimeemained out of
compliance permanently, then revenues may increase by $26,300 ah 2i3tO.
MDE advises that the penalty amounts set in the bill are noly litee discourage
noncompliance given the significantly greater cost of contractingawecycled material
hauler. Therefore, revenues may increase by a significantyegramount each year to
the extent that far more restaurants and bars choose to payxineumapenalty of $500
rather than contract for the removal of recyclable materials.
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Additional Information
Prior Introductions. None.
CrossFile: None.
Information Source(s): Maryland Department of the Environment, Comptroller’s
Office, Judiciary (Administrative Office of the Courts), Maryland/Eonmental Service,

North East Maryland Waste Disposal Authority, Department of Ldgisl&ervices

Fiscal Note History:  First Reader - March 11, 2009
ncs/ljim

Analysis by: Evan M. Isaacson Direct Inquiries to:
(410) 946-5510
(301) 970-5510
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