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State Gover nment - Recycling Program - Aluminum, Glass, Paper, and Plastic

This bill requires State agencies by July 1, 2010, to includbeim tequired recycling
plans a system for recycling aluminum, glass, paper, and piastieding the placement
of collection bins in locations determined to be practical and ecaadiynieasible. Each
agency must begin implementation of this plan by January 1, 2012.

Fiscal Summary

State Effect: General fund expenditures may increase by about $161,600 in FY 2010

only for the cost of recycling bins. Special fund expenditures inerbgs$50,700 in
FY 2010 and by more than $64,700 annually thereafter for the Marylandtbeps of
the Environment (MDE) to hire an additional position to implementhitle State
expenditures (all funds) may decrease due to lower costs asdowigh landfill disposal
fees. General fund revenues may increase to the extent thaeplaetident of General
Services (DGS) is able to profit from the sale of recyclable naéte

(in dollars) FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014
GF Revenue - - - - -
GF Expenditure $161,600 $0 $0 $0 $0
SF Expenditure $50,700 $64,700 $67,800 $71,000 $74,400
GF/SF/FF Exp. () () () () ()
Net Effect ($212,400) ($64,700)  ($67,800) ($71,000)  ($74,400)

Note:() = decrease; GF = general funds; FF = federal funds; SF = special funds; - = indeterminate effect
Local Effect: None.

Small Business Effect: Potential minimal beneficial impact to the extent that addition
business is generated for small business recyclable matesialers, collectors,
processors, and transfer stations.



Analysis

Current Law: Beginning January 1, 1992, each State agency was required tongnple
a recycling plan created in part by the Office of Recyctmgeduce through recycling
the amount of the solid waste stream generated for disposal by the Statengoidoy at
least 20% or to an amount that is determined practical and racaily feasible, but in
no case less than 10%.

Background: In 1988, the Maryland Recycling Act required each county to submit a
recycling plan. Jurisdictions with over 150,000 residents were ezhjtor reduce their
solid waste by 20%, and jurisdictions with less than 150,000 residenésrequired to
reduce their solid waste by 15%. Legislation enacted in 2000 isk&bla voluntary
statewide diversion goal of 40% by 2005. Counties have the flexitnlithetermine the
best way to reach the required recycling rates.

The Container Recycling Institute (CRI) notes that nationwide recydiingpaigns in the
1980s caused a surge in recycling rates which reached a peak of 589%inRecycling
rates have steadily declined since 1995 and were at 34% by 2006.ré@bfs that, in
2005, Maryland had a recycling rate of 39.2% and a waste diversioof ¥2e6%. The
39.2% recycling rate included the recycling of 104,652 tons of containers.

In addition to the issue of landfill diversion, recycling is encouratiedto the potential
for significant reductions in virgin material extraction, energy @& 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. The reaychngingle can

saves enough energy to run an average laptop computer for four hours.

Recycling rates have decreased since the summer of 2008 as aglobabdity values
have fallen substantially, thereby reducing the incentive andtgdodiiy of substituting
recycled scrap materials for virgin materials. For exanpkeNew York Times reports
that the value of tin fell by more than 98%, from $397 to about $5 in 2008&ddition,
in a public fiing with the U.S. Securities and Exchange CommissiMaste
Management Incorporated noted that recycling market pricesadecrgear-on-year by
about 60% in November 2008.

State Fiscal Effect: General fund expenditures for DGS increase by $161,640 in
fiscal 2010 to procure the recycling bins required by the bill. &kignate is based on
the following information and assumptions:

° DGS advises that it provides service to 449 State buildings;
° the cost for each collection bin is $60;
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° each recycling station consists of three bins, of which one is fmrpane is for
plastic, and one is for glass and aluminum; and

° there are, on average, two recycling stations per building, though laaldimgs
may have only one station while others may have three or more.

This estimate may overstate actual costs to the extenththatdiusion of collection bins
required by the bill are determined to be impractical or noh@mically feasible in a
large number of locations.

Special fund expenditures increase by $50,711 in fiscal 2010, whiclurdascfor the
bill's October 1, 2009 effective date. This estimate refldetscbst of hiring one natural
resources planner in MDE to develop recycling plans and provide tathsgstance to
other State agencies. It includes a salary, fringe benefitsimaestart-up costs, and
ongoing operating expenses. Costs rise to $64,704 in fiscal 2011 and $74,364 in
fiscal 2014, which reflects a full salary with 4.4% annual in@sas8% employee
turnover, and 1% annual increases in ongoing operating expenses. IgutneniiDE
Recycling Division consists of two permanent technical staffpartitime oversight by
one program manager. The fiscal 2008 ending fund balance for the MargandiRg
Trust Fund was $548,475 and the fiscal 2009 appropriation was $810,000; thateestim
assumes the additional personnel cost to implement the bill caovieeed by the fund.
Legislative Services advises that, to the extent that thei@uhli position created at the
MDE Recycling Division is insufficient to implement the requments of the bill,
additional personnel may be needed at either MDE or DGS.

MDE advises that in fiscal 2007 the State realized savings of $v8 million from
recycling activities by all State agencies. MDE estenaiat, if each State agency
achieved a 20% recycling rate, the State may realize an addifib84/082 in savings
due to lower costs associated with landfill disposal fees dssumed that any additional
cost to enhance recycling within State agencies is mininghih@ore than offset by such
savings. Although the value of recyclable materials is subdtgnti@pressed due to
current economic conditions, if the market for recycled masenaproves, the State may
also generate significant additional revenue.

Additional Information
Prior Introductions: None.

CrossFile None.
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Information Source(s): Maryland Department of the Environment, Department of
General Services, Maryland Environmental Service, North Eastyldftal Waste
Disposal Authority, Department of Legislative Services

Fiscal Note History:  First Reader - February 24, 2009
mcp/ljm Revised - Enrolled Bill - May 5, 2009

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