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POLYSTYRENE DRINK AND FOOD CONTAINERS
 AND 
SINGLE-USE PLASTIC SHOPPING BAGS
The use of polystyrene drink and food containers and single-use plastic shopping bags presents health and environmental problems that have prompted 21 Massachusetts municipalities – and municipalities and states elsewhere in the US as well as other nations – to ban either or both products. It is time for our three towns to act.
Executive Summary
· Public health and environmental concerns: 
· Polystyrene drink and food containers and single-use plastic shopping bags pose potentially serious direct and indirect health effects:
· styrene is a suspected carcinogen that in our bodies is causally related to tumorigenesis; and 
· the bags, made of polyethylene, release endocrine disruptors and directly and/or through the food chain introduce other toxic chemicals to our bodies.
Based upon our research to date, there is both sufficient clarity and ambiguity to justify doing all we can to reduce the exposure of our residents and visitors to these products.
· These products also cause significant environmental problems, from solid waste disposal and clogged sewers to litter and harm to wildlife. 
· The severity of the problems these products cause stems from their toxic make-up, ubiquity, long life, extremely low rates of recycling and reuse, and the challenges they pose for disposal.
· Significant local use of these products: Based upon resident population, we estimate that each year the three towns use more than 7 million single use plastic bags, over a million polystyrene-based cups, and an unknown number of polystyrene-based food containers. The actual figures are probably far greater because the three towns are popular tourist destinations.
· Current efforts to address these issues: 
· The Lee Recycling Committee (LRC) and Lenox Environmental Committee (LEC), with support from town leadership, other town bodies, and the MA Department of Environmental Protection, are spearheading an initiative to address the use of these products as part of their waste reduction missions. 
· Regardless of the regulatory path, before and after adoption, the LRC and LEC will provide support by – 
· garnering and sustaining community buy-in and compliance, 
· bringing representatives from Stockbridge up to speed and involving them in our efforts, and
· sharing our research and the insights we have gained from analyzing existing regulations and interviews, including identifying key areas that have yet to be addressed. 
· By acting now – before pending state legislation is enacted – our towns can tailor solutions that meet our particular needs and desires. 
· Two possible regulatory paths: In light of the public health and environmental need, we hope the Boards of Health will work with us to help develop the best means to limit the use of these products, through regulations either adopted by the Tri-Town District or by Town Meeting votes in each community. Considering the following factors in consultation with Town leaders should lead to a successful path for each set of products. 
· The Board of Health path places Tri-Town in control of regulations it would have to enforce.
· Board of Health procedures provide more timing flexibility than the Town Meeting process to ensure a full airing of the issues and the community buy-in that is essential for ease of implementation.
· Tri-Town regulation would ensure consistency across our three towns, facilitating enforcement, putting all affected businesses on a level playing field, and simplifying matters for residents.
· Board of Health processes would greatly facilitate any needed regulatory updates or revisions.
· Town Meeting approval might generate more community support, particularly in Lenox and Stockbridge (and less so in Lee because of its representative Town Meeting structure).
· Town Meeting approval would be more difficult to overturn than Board of Health action. 
· What the Tri-Town District could do:
· Develop the best, clearest set of regulations to date in Massachusetts: measures adopted elsewhere in the state vary in clarity and comprehensiveness. We can borrow from the best and possibly fill gaps and address other shortcomings, thereby further reducing public health risks, increasing buy-in, and facilitating implementation and enforcement. When extending coverage beyond what others have done, including the concepts in its public outreach efforts would be useful, to gain a sense of community receptiveness and possible mitigating measures. This effort could produce the most effective regulations to date in the state, adoption with minimal opposition, and tangible benefits for public health and the environment with few, if any, enforcement issues.
· Tackle polystyrene-related health risks that existing measures have generally not addressed: 
· Most glaring is the exemption of polystyrene containers for unprepared food, including raw meat, fish, and eggs, leaving most of the public exposed and at risk. Yet, growing market demands and advances in materials and product development are driving a growth in acceptable polystyrene alternatives for this use (see Attachment 4 for one example). Exploring options from multiple perspectives should inform a decision regarding this use – from not exempting it (while working with businesses most affected to ensure a smooth transition) to requiring the posting of appropriate health safety warnings and possibly the separation of food from the containers using a non-toxic material. c health by not doing so,. 
· Despite the health risks they pose, rigid polystyrene food containers are covered in few existing measures.  No measure requires the posting of warnings about the products risks and information on how to minimize them (i.e. don’t microwave food in them). Tri-Town should at least address this gap and, if acceptable options exist, consider regulating this product line.
· Unlike several sets of regulations aimed at single-use plastic shopping bags, not a single polystyrene measure permits establishments to charge for alternatives: Polystyrene containers are less expensive than alternatives, especially for larger items, such as clamshells. Permitting such fees seems fair (especially with protections in place) and should increase buy-in.
· Tackle significant risks posed by single-use plastic bags generally overlooked by other regulations: 
· Most glaring here is the exemption for produce and other bulks items: This use poses a health risk, as toxic chemicals could leach into food. More research is needed to determine whether sufficient safe, available, sustainable, and affordable alternatives exist to permit regulatory coverage. If not, requiring the posting of warnings regarding the risk might be appropriate. 
· The use of single-use plastic bags for non-food storage purposes, including for dry cleaning, newspapers, etc.: While these bags represent less of a health risk, they still pose many of the same health and environmental problems as other single-use bags. Again, the widespread exemption of these bags might be due to a perceived lack of alternatives or political concerns. 
· The composition of alternative bags made from paper: Several bans that identify paper bags as an alternative to the plastic bags require a minimum percentage of recycled fiber content (typically 40%), none prohibits the use of old-growth or virgin fiber. This, too, could be required.
· Dyes used on bags: No ban addresses the potential health and/or environmental effects of the dyes used on bags – regardless of the material(s) from which they are made. Some dyes pose potential health and environmental risks, so the towns should consider addressing this issue.
· Acceptable alternatives and the mixed reviews concerning the use of “biodegradable” and “compostable” bags: A majority of the bans define acceptable alternatives, most of which include biodegradable and/or compostable bags in addition to paper and reusable bags, several citing ASTM standards D6400 and 7081. While an improvement over existing plastic bags, these alternatives raise some concerns related to (1) differences between the conditions assumed in ASTM standards and actual real world conditions, leading to a continuation of adverse effects; (2) differences between bio-plastics and petroleum-/natural gas-based bags; and (3) solid waste disposal issues and the continued potential for the bags or remnants to cause environmental and/or wildlife harm. These concerns might be avoided by not permitting the use of these bags or by conducting a further investigation and having the results inform regulatory provisions.

Discussion
· Polystyrene Drink and Food Containers
· Rationale: Polystyrene is non-sustainable and non-renewable, poses substantial health risks, and has significant adverse environmental consequences that warrant action to reduce its use in our three communities (references and notes follow this text). As an overview, the following graphic conceptually depicts the pathways from product to health impacts.

Polystyrene drink and food containers: pathways to health risks
Ethylene (ethylene oxide is a known carcinogen) 
+ benzene (a recognized carcinogen) 
=  Styrene  ⇒ Polystyrene


Direct (contact)	         Indirect (food chain)
      Leached into food			   	  Particles consumed

Metabolized in humans into styrene oxide (toxic, mutagenic and possibly carcinogenic)  ⇒ DNA adducts (pieces of DNA covalently bonded to a cancer-causing chemical) found in circulating white blood cells of styrene-exposed workers ⇒ covalent bonding of carcinogens to DNA is causally related to tumorigenesis
= Styrene is reasonably anticipated to be a human carcinogen

· 
· 
· 






· From a health perspective, polystyrene poses both direct and indirect risks –
· polystyrene is a petroleum-based polymer made from the styrene monomer, which consists of ethylene and benzene, suspected and recognized carcinogens [15] and neurotoxins (while our discussion focuses on styrene, we note that the American Cancer Society cites benzene as a known carcinogen); 
· food containers made of polystyrene leach at least styrene into substances they contain, such as warm food and beverages, alcohol, oils, and acidic foods, thus endangering human health; indeed, a study concerning the migration of styrene in polystyrene cups to hot drinks found that the concentration of styrene monomer in the drinks was above the EPA recommended levels, including the Maximum Contaminant Level Goal (MCLG) standard [11] (the amount of monomer migration from polystyrene into hot drinks depended upon the temperature and fat content of the drinks [12])
· styrene – 
· is a synthetic, organic compound, a colorless, oily liquid that easily evaporates [1] 
· is used to make a wide range of products [9], and is a precursor in the production of polystyrene;
· exposure can occur through smoking, inhalation of indoor air, and ingestion of food [10];
· vapor exposure to styrene can cause irritation of the eyes, nose, throat, skin, as well as toxic effects on the liver, and can act as a central nervous system depressant that also causes neurological impairment [13]
· via the cytochrome P450 metabolic pathway [16], styrene is primarily  metabolized in humans into styrene oxide, which is toxic, mutagenic and possibly carcinogenic [2] [3] [4] [5];
· polystyrene makes its way into the human food chain when we ingest marine animals.
· Polystyrene also has a wide range of significant adverse environmental consequences –
· from the manufacturing process alone – in terms of energy consumption, contribution to greenhouse gases, and total environmental impact – the negative impacts are second only to those associated with aluminum production [14];
· it is a major component of both terrestrial and marine litter (35% of fast food restaurants’ waste does not end up in landfills.) [16]
· it is rendered non-recyclable by grease contamination and is not biodegradable – useful just for minutes or hours, it requires decades or even hundreds of years to deteriorate in the environment and landfills, occupying more space in landfills than paper;
· it reenters the environment when water or mechanical forces infringe on landfills; 
· it is lightweight and floats readily, traveling through storm drains and other conveyances, eventually reaching the ocean;
· on its way to the ocean it breaks down into small non-biodegradable pieces that harm or kill marine wildlife; and  
· along with other plastics, it is the largest component of marine debris worldwide.
We think the adverse public health and environmental effects alone associated with polystyrene drink and food containers more than warrant addressing their use in our three communities.  
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· Polystyrene in our communities: 
· Polystyrene-based drink and food containers are used throughout the three towns, from Dunkin Donuts to numerous restaurants and grocery stores. Based upon resident population and national averages, over a million polystyrene-based cups, and an unknown number of polystyrene-based food containers are consumed in our three towns. The actual usage is greater because the towns are major tourist destinations. These products can also be purchased in many local stores. 
· At the same time, each town [CHECK STOCKBRIDGE] has examples of businesses that use safer and more environmentally friendly and sustainable alternatives to polystyrene, demonstrating that such a transition is possible while remaining successful. These examples include McDonald’s (for 25+ years), the Starving Artist Café in Lee, and others in the three communities. 
· Ten municipalities in Massachusetts have adopted polystyrene bans (see Attachment 1), five of them in our region: Amherst, Great Barrington, Pittsfield, South Hadley, and Williamstown. All of them cited health and environmental justification for their actions. Thus far South Hadley is the only municipality in Massachusetts that adopted a polystyrene ban through a Board of Health regulation rather than a by-law change. With a ban adopted in Great Barrington in 1990 and one just adopted in Pittsfield in October, our residents will become increasingly used to shopping where polystyrene-based products are no longer available and, if our three towns adopt similar regulations, our local businesses will not be disadvantaged, but rather will be on a level playing field with competitors to the north and south. 
· Lee and Lenox have businesses that are part of national and regional corporations, which have had to deal with bans in other parts of the country as well as other Massachusetts municipalities. For example, Dunkin Donuts has 31 restaurants where PS bans are in place in this state alone, CVS has 18, Big Y has 5, and Price Chopper 2. 
· Polystyrene alternatives considerations, availability, and cost comparison: Given how long measures to reduce the use of polystyrene have been in place (for example, 1989 in Nantucket and 1990 in Great Barrington), multiple acceptable alternatives exist for most drink- and food-related polystyrene-based containers. With the spread of these measures and product development advances, choices are increasing, even for the least regulated use – unprepared/raw food trays/containers. When looking at viable alternatives the key criteria should be health safety, sustainability, affordability, availability, and environmental compatibility. As an example, Attachment 2 presents a table of approved alternatives, which is updated quarterly by Somerville MA in accordance with its 2013 regulations (and we know of even more). At this point, polystyrene products are less costly to purchase than alternatives, but in many cases the price differences are not sufficient to affect an establishment’s profitability or competitiveness.  
· What others have and haven’t done: the table in Attachment 3 highlights key provisions of all the polystyrene regulations adopted to date, as well as areas not covered. The regulations share many common elements, but vary in comprehensiveness and coverage. Some of the regulations have unique provisions that are worth considering and most share weaknesses that we might consider addressing.

· Single-use plastic bags
· Rationale: Plastic shopping bags, especially thin-film single-use bags, cause widespread, well-documented, direct, and indirect health and environmental problems. The public health risks are both direct – such as the release of Endocrine Disruptors and possibly other toxic chemicals from the bags themselves – and indirect – through food chain contamination. The path from product to health effects is conceptually illustrated in the graphic on the following page. The adverse effects of plastic bags on the biosphere are enormous and are recognized worldwide, so much so that many other countries lead the US in addressing them. The impacts include global warming, environmental degradation, threats to terrestrial and marine wildlife, poor natural resource utilization, unnecessary and excessive solid waste, and waste disposal issues. The effects stem from the bags’ chemical makeup, their physical attributes, and their ubiquity. 

Single-use plastic bags: pathways to health risks
Polyethylene  +  toxic chemicals  =  Single-use plastic bags
		 Direct 		Endocrine disruptors
Health effects from other toxic chemicals
Indirect	Health effects from micro-/nano-plastics adsorbing toxic chemicals then entering the food chain










· The ubiquity of the bags contributes greatly to the magnitude of their adverse effects. To appreciate this, consider the following:
· As previously noted, residents in our three towns use more than 7 million single-use plastic bags a year. Since Lee, Lenox, and Stockbridge are popular tourist destinations with numerous restaurants and retail stores, actual bag usage is probably greater.  
· Massachusetts residents are estimated to use more than 2 billion bags per year (about a bag per person per day). [8]
· During the 2011 International Coastal Cleanup, Massachusetts CLEANSWEEP volunteers collected 5,712 pounds of plastic bags, one of the most common forms of litter found. The US total was 120,450 pounds. [10] Our towns, despite being far inland, can well contribute to coastal litter and marine contamination, since the Housatonic River – which passes through our three towns – empties into Long Island Sound.
· As of October 2014, it is estimated 100 billion plastic bags pass through the hands of U.S. consumers per year. That’s almost 1 bag, per person, per day (more than 300 bags per person, per year.) [7]
· It is estimated that worldwide 500 million to 1 trillion single-use plastic bags are used per year, nearly 2 million per minute. [6]
· Yet, plastic bag recycling rates have been pegged as low as less than 1%. [1] 
· To understand the direct health effects, consider the following:
· Thin-film plastic bags are produced from polyethylene plastic (HDPE, LDPE and LLDPE: Resin Identification Code and Safety Level [RIC]#2 and #4). While polyethylene and polypropylene plastics (RIC #’s1,2, 4, and 5) are described as “safer” than non-polyethylene plastics in RIC #’s 3, 6,and 7, they nevertheless contain toxic additives. [3] Annual global production of polyethylene is around 80 million metric tons (approximately 2,200 pounds/ton), and its primary use is in packaging, including plastic bag manufacture. [4] The monomer is ethylene, a gaseous hydrocarbon usually from petrochemical sources (oil and natural gas). [5] In fact, the production of plastic bags uses around eight percent of the world’s oïl production [19] (the energy required to manufacture 12-14 plastic shopping bags “could drive a car 1 mile” [18]).
· A major concern is synthetic estrogens and human health [26] – the release of estrogenic chemicals or chemicals having estrogen activity (EA). These are also commonly known as Estrogen Disruptors. In a study published in “Environmental Health Perspectives,” volume 119, number 7, July 2011, Chun et al. studied more than 500 commercially available products for the release of chemicals demonstrating EA. They concluded that “most plastic products release estrogenic chemicals.” [page 989]
· Among the plastic products sampled in this study were plastic bags. In four tests conducted on plastic bags, 97%, 100%, 96%, and 98%, respectively, leached EA chemicals. [page 991] It was determined in subsequent tests that stressing the test products often increases the leaching of EA chemicals from the plastics. One of the common stresses mentioned was exposure to sunlight (UV). [page 995]
· This is important because chemicals having EA mimic or antagonize the natural estrogens in our bodies, the most common form of endocrine disruption. These chemicals can produce health problems in mammals such as “early puberty in females, reduced sperm counts, altered functions of reproductive organs, obesity, altered sex-specific behaviors, and increased rates of some breast, ovarian, testicular, and prostate cancers.” [page 989]
· In their study’s conclusion, Chung et al. note: “Many scientists believe that it is not appropriate to bet our health and that of future generations on an assumption that known cellular effects of chemicals having EA released from most plastics will have no severe adverse health effects.” [29, page 995]
· Adverse health effects from toxic chemicals also used in manufacturing single-use plastic bags, such as certain plasticizers, are also a concern. The problem is that the manufacturing formulas for the bags are proprietary to each company, so their components – including toxic chemicals – are unknown and unregulated.  
· The indirect health effects stem from most of the environmental problems associated with these bags. Indeed, the problems caused by both macro-, micro-, and nano-plastics in the our oceans are likely where plastic bags have their heaviest environmental impact and pose the greatest indirect public health risk.
· Whether these bags ultimately end up in the landfill or are tossed away as litter, they are lightweight and easily carried by the wind, making them one of the most ubiquitous forms of litter. They clog sewers and gum up equipment at transfer stations, creating potential health hazards and solid waste disposal problems. The volume of non-recycled bags constitutes a huge burden on already beleaguered landfills. Major problems stem from their long life: plastic bags do not biodegrade. Light breaks them down into smaller and smaller particles that contaminate the soil and water and are expensive and difficult to remove.  [17] Plastic bags are used an average of 12 minutes, yet it takes a single plastic bag 500 to 1,000 years to degrade. [9][16]
· Outdoor degradation of PE occurs predominantly via UV radiation and mechanical forces. [pages 5 and 18]  As plastics degrade they break up into ever smaller pieces. While there is yet no universally agreed upon definition for microplastics, Gesamp agreed on sampling pieces in the 1 nanometer to <5 millimeter range. [page 14] These small bits of plastic act as sponges (substrates) for many of the toxic chemicals found today in our oceans. DDT and PCBs are common examples. Thin plastic film such as PE adsorbs these toxins quicker than thicker plastics. [page 45]
· The environmental toxic chemicals that can be adsorbed by microplastics are beginning to gain the attention of some major conservative medical groups. The International Federation of Gynecology and Obstetrics (FIGO) met in Vancouver Canada in October 2015. At this conference, it was revealed that the “average pregnant woman in the U.S. carries at least 43 industrial chemicals in her body.” [27] Exposures in utero and/or to breast feeding infants are of special concern. Even very small amounts of chemicals common in plastics and other everyday products have the potential to interfere with development of the fetal brain and other organs. These problems can have far-reaching negative consequences such as ADHD and increased vulnerability to certain cancers, as well as epigenetic impact. Dr. Giancarlo Di Renzo, principal author of the FIGO opinion proclaimed that FIGO was late in addressing these environmental exposure risks to humans. He further warned: “The threat of toxic chemical exposures to human reproduction, especially over the last decades has been dramatically increasing.” [28]
· Microplastics can migrate via wind and currents to heavily polluted areas, adsorb heavy concentrations of circulating toxins and redistribute these concentrated toxins randomly. [page 45] This causes spreading of water pollution, as well as transporting and adding toxins to the food chain. Microplastics can also be “taken up” and stored by marine organisms and transported. Seals and seabirds can even carry these contaminants back to land. [page 28]
· Contaminated and/or uncontaminated microplastic particles may pass through the food chain as prey are consumed by predators, or they may simply be ingested by animal species who mistake them for food.  Some species consumed by humans have been studied and found to contain microplastics in organs and tissues. Microplastic particles have been found in fish, birds, marine mussels [page 43], and Norway lobsters [page 45]. Fish and shellfish are most often exposed by ingesting micro particles.
· The Joint Group of Experts on the Scientific Aspects of Marine Environmental Protection (Gesamp) presents in their “Sources, Fate and Effects of Microplastics in The Marine Environment: A Global Assessment,” a retroactive meta-analysis of the current state of human knowledge regarding microplastics in our oceans, recommendations for further research and remediation efforts.
· Of the 42 studies they reviewed of microplastic samples taken at sea or from marine sediments 79% (33 of 42 studies) found polyethylene (PE) debris. Of all the polymer types recovered in these samples, PE was the most prevalent. PE is the base polymer used in making many products, including plastic bags. [page 15,  (from Hidalgo-Ruz et al. 2012)] PE debris was the most prolific polymer found in beach sediments and estuaries. Samples were also found in birds, fish and shorelines. [page 17]
· If humans consume seafood containing microplastics, exposure is a real health concern. [page 51] Gesamp states that “A large body of evidence in the peer-reviewed literature reveals that micro particles of plastic in the human body or mammals are unhealthy. [page 49] In fact, researchers have learned a great deal from PE implants in humans that degrade, releasing particles within the human body that cause particle-induced osteolysis (pathological bone destruction). [page 49} 
· Eighty percent of marine debris comes from land-based waste, and the most direct route to the Great Atlantic Garbage Patch – an area in the middle of the Atlantic that spans the distance between Virginia to Cuba containing a soup of plastic with up to 26 million plastic particles per square kilometer – is from the US east coast. [11][13]
· In the ocean, plastics break down into small, plankton-sized particles that can outnumber plankton six to one. These pieces collect toxins like PCBs and DDT at levels up to 1,000,000 times the levels found in seawater. [12]
· Marine wildlife often mistake plastic bags for food, especially sea turtles hunting jellyfish. In fact, high amounts of plastic material, especially plastic bags, have been found blocking the breathing passages and stomachs of many marine species, including whales, dolphins, seals, puffins, and turtles. [14]
· Eighty-five percent of all sea turtles will be injured or killed by plastics in their lifetimes, including the endangered leatherback turtles that summer in Massachusetts Bay before migrating to the tropics to mate. [15]
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· Plastic bags in our communities
· As noted, more than 7,000,000 single-use plastic bags of varying thicknesses are used in our three communities. The greatest use is likely at grocery stores, not only at the point of sale, but also throughout the stores for produce, bulk items, etc. 
· However, not all retail stores use thin, single-use plastic bags. For example, at the Premium Outlet Mall in Lee, one third of the stores use paper bags, one third uses heavy, reusable plastic bags, and the remaining third uses the single-use bags. 
· Seventeen Massachusetts municipalities have adopted single-use plastic bag bans (Attachment 1), many of them in the eastern part of the state, driven by a range of environmental, solid waste disposal, and health concerns. The list also includes three important communities in our region: Great Barrington, Northampton, and Williamstown. Great Barrington adopted a single-use plastic bag ban in 2013, leading Guido’s, a popular grocery/specialty store, to voluntarily apply the ban to its Pittsfield store. Pittsfield itself is considering a similar ban, after having just adopted a polystyrene ban in October. As a result, many residents in our three towns will increasingly shop where single-use bags are no longer available. If our three towns adopt similar regulations, our local businesses will not be disadvantaged, but rather will be on a level playing field with competitors to the south and ultimately to the north.
· The Executive Director of the Lee Chamber of Commerce, anticipating a ban at some point, has already designed a cloth bag it plans to sell to downtown businesses, which in turn could sell them to customers (note that the Chamber’s Board has not yet taken a position on this issue). Lenox is conducting a competition among its students to design the artwork for a reusable bag. 
· Several businesses in Lenox and Lee are part of national and regional corporations that have had to deal with bans in other parts of the country as well as other Massachusetts municipalities. Examples include Big Y, CVS, and Price Chopper, as well as many of the stores in Lee’s outlet mall. Other large businesses have long used paper bags without suffering financially, including such price-competitive businesses as McDonald’s and Dunkin Donuts.
· Bag alternatives considerations, availability, and cost comparison: Many alternatives to single-use plastic shopping exist, from paper to a wide range of reusable bags made from various materials, including plastic. From a purely cost perspective, the existing bags are cheaper – in large part because they don’t include the full life-cycle cost. Most, but not all, bag regulations permit the use of plastic reusable bags, but this is an issue the Boards of Health might want to address, as discussed below. 
· What others have and haven’t done: the table in Attachment 5 highlights key provisions of the single-use plastic bag bans adopted to date in Massachusetts. Perhaps of particular note are provisions that are absent from these regulations, which we address in the next section. Given the likely interest in the economic impact of these regulations, we note the following:
· Many bans either permit or require retail establishments to charge a fee for bags if customers don’t bring their own and enable the retail establishment to keep the revenue. As a result, research has shown that single-use plastic bag bans tend to increase the profitability of retail businesses, since they no longer have to absorb the cost of the plastic bags and might generate income from selling alternatives. 
· Municipalities with bans have also taken steps to mitigate the economic impact, such as exempting very small retail establishments, certain not-for-profit organizations, and families participating in the WIC program. And one municipality purchased reusable bags for distribution to non-profit organizations, the elderly, and people on welfare. 
Of course, as has already been noted, the market price to retailers (and indirectly to customers) of the single-use bags does not reflect the true life-cycle cost, which society pays one way or the other.

· Board of Health Regulation versus Town Meeting-Approved By-law Changes 
· If it determines that PS-based drink and food containers pose sufficient public health and environmental risks to warrant action, the District has two options:
· Follow the lead of South Hadley, by issuing appropriate regulations; or 
· Actively support the effort to develop appropriate by-law changes and gain their approval at Town Meeting.
Given the importance of these issues and the changes they will mean for residents and businesses, Town leadership is essential for success. Especially since this initiative was originally designed to develop proposed by-law changes that would be brought before Town Meeting, decisions to have the Boards of Health address either or both through regulation represents a significant change of plans. Having Town leaders insights regarding the implications of the change and their support of decisions to make it will be essential for picking the best path and succeeding in the short and long terms. 
Regardless of the path taken, the Boards of Health/Tri-Town Health Department should be actively involved in drafting the measures, since they will be the enforcing agencies. 
· Under either option, the initiative should actively solicit resident and business input. The purpose would be to educate people about the issues and gather their input and feedback regarding regulatory options, leading to greater community support. We think the following advantages exist for the first option:
· The Board’s flexibility in the timing of the adoption process ensures we will have sufficient time to fully reach out to residents and businesses before finalizing any regulations and adopting them. We think this is crucial for effective, trouble-free implementation.
· Since they do not need Attorney General approval, the Board’s regulations  can more readily be tailored to meet the specific needs and desires of our three communities and avoid the uncertainties – and potential inconsistencies – as well as the time delay associated with that state review and approval process.
· The Board of Health route would result in common regulations across the three communities, while to the extent possible taking into account each town’s unique context. The consistency across the towns would make it easier for residents and businesses alike, would also place all businesses on a level playing field, and would make enforcement far more straightforward and efficient. 
· The Board’s procedures enable the towns to adjust the regulations far easier, if needed – because of shortcomings in initial measures; the release of new relevant research, advances in the development of acceptable alternative materials/products; and desires to amend the measures and grandfather them before any state action prohibits us from doing so. 


·  On the other hand, two other considerations might justify taking the second option:
· Having the regulations voted on at Town Meeting might garner more public support and long-term buy-in than if they were adopted by each town’s Board of Health. On the other hand, the Boards of Health are well established in each community and benefit from broad public support. Those factors, combined with an extensive, transparent public involvement and development process that leads to the new regulations, should also garner public support.
· It has also been noted that Board of Health regulations can be more easily reversed with changes in the composition of Boards than by-law changes, which would require a Town Meeting vote. On the other hand, if we implement a broad public involvement program leading to regulations that fit the needs and desires of our communities, implementation should be relatively trouble free, greatly minimizing the likelihood that the new measures would be overturned. 

· LEC/LRC support
· Our two committees have reviewed all the regulations adopted throughout Massachusetts and interviewed representatives from each adopting municipality. We also searched for information on the health and environmental impacts of polystyrene products and single-use plastic shopping bags as well as alternatives to these products. We will gladly share all the materials we have with the Boards of Health as well as representatives from Stockbridge to bring everyone up to speed and appropriately involve them in the process going forward. 
· We plan to engage in a broad public/business involvement program, and have already begun that effort. Our purposes are to inform our communities about the effects of these products and our efforts to address them, to gather input regarding perceptions of the seriousness of the issues and possible solutions, and to obtain feedback to potential regulatory measures. If decisions are made to tackle these issues through Tri-Town action, we will support efforts to thoroughly and transparently engage our communities in the process. If we collectively decide to go the by-law route, we hope the Boards of Health will actively support our efforts by providing assistance in drafting the regulations and appropriately advocating for them in each community.
· From our interviews we have learned the extreme importance of pre- and post-adoption education to the smooth implementation of regulations covering polystyrene products and single-use bags. Regardless of the path taken, we will carry out appropriate educational activities prior to regulations being adopted and then as they are rolled out, implemented, and enforced.  


ATTACHMENT 1
SUMMARY OF POLYSTYRENE AND SINGLE-USE PLASTIC SHOPPING BAG BANS
IN MASSACHUSETTS
November 30, 2015
	MUNICIPALITY 
	POLYSTYRENE 
	APPROXIMATE EFFECTIVE DATE
	BAG 
	APPROXIMATE EFFECTIVE DATE

	WESTERN MASS 
	
	
	
	

	Amherst 
	√
	1/1/14
	
	

	Great Barrington 
	√
	9/1/90
	√
	1/1/14

	Northampton 
	
	
	√
	1/1/16

	Pittsfield 
	√
	7/16
	
	

	South Hadley 
	√
	4/1/15
	
	

	Williamstown 
	√
	11/19/15
	√
	11/19/15

	
	
	
	
	

	OTHER MASS MUNICIPALITIES
	
	
	
	

	Barnstable 
	
	
	√
	10/16

	Brookline
	√
	12/1/13
	√
	12/1/13

	Cambridge 
	
	
	√
	3/30/16

	Concord
	
	
	√
	1/1/16

	Falmouth
	
	
	√
	8/6/16

	Hamilton 
	√
	7/27/16
	√
	7/27/16

	Harwich
	
	
	√
	5/4/16

	Manchester
	
	
	√
	7/1/13

	Marblehead
	√
	5/5/15
	√
	5/5/15

	Nantucket 
	√
	4/5/90
	√
	4/5/90

	Newburyport
	
	
	√
	3/29/15

	Newton
	
	
	√
	7/20/15

	Provincetown
	
	
	√
	4/15/15

	Somerville
	√
	9/3/14
	
	

	Wellfleet 
	
	
	√
	1/1/16

	TOTALS
	10
	
	17
	





ATTACHMENT 2
	Sample Products and Pricing: Environmentally Friendly Products

	The following list of available alternatives to Foam Food Containers in no way constitutes or implies an endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the City of Somerville of any vendor or product included. This list is updated quarterly.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Product Type
	Standard Sizes
	Vendor Name
	Price
	Units
	Unit Price
	Material Type

	Bowl-To-Go W/ Lid
	8 oz.
	HR Supply
	$60.24 
	250
	$0.24 
	Paper

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Bowl
	12 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$35.71 
	1000
	$0.04 
	Plastic

	Bowl
	12 oz.
	BMS Paper
	$72.99 
	1200
	$0.06 
	Compostable

	Bowl
	12 oz.
	*Costco Online
	$10.03 
	175
	$0.06 
	Paper

	Bowl
	12 oz.
	HR Supply
	$83.71 
	1000
	$0.08 
	Fiber

	Bowl
	12 oz.
	Usecoproducts.com
	$22.70 
	500
	$0.05 
	Fiber

	
	 
	*2% surcharge for non-members
	 
	
	 
	

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Bowl-To-Go
	12 oz.
	HR Supply
	$102.30 
	500
	$0.20 
	Fiber

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Bowl-To-Go W/ Lid
	12 oz.
	HR Supply
	$54.31 
	250
	$0.21 
	Paper

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Clamshell
	6 inch (1 compartment)
	HR Supply
	$71.30 
	400
	$0.17 
	Fiber

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Clamshell
	6 inch (1 compartment)
	*Biomasspackagingstore.com
	$95.96 
	500
	$0.19 
	Bagasse

	
	 
	*Discounts available for orders over $700
	 
	
	 
	

	Clamshell
	6 inch (1 compartment)
	*Biodegradablestore.com
	$57.16 
	240
	$0.24 
	PLA

	
	 
	*Free shipping for order over $100.
	 
	
	 
	

	Clamshell
	6 inch (1 compartment)
	*Worldcentric.org
	$71.25 
	500
	$0.14 
	Wheatstraw

	
	 
	*Free shipping for orders over $75.
	 
	
	 
	

	Clamshell
	6 inch (1 compartment)
	*Foodservicewarehouse.com
	$63.29 
	500
	$0.13 
	Bagasse

	
	 
	*Free shipping if purchasing at least 5 cases.
	 
	
	 
	

	Clamshell
	6 inch (1 compartment)
	Usecoproducts.com
	$62.89 
	500
	$0.13 
	Bagasse

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Clamshell
	7 inch (1 compartment)
	*Vegware.us
	$76.02 
	500
	$0.15 
	Compostable

	
	 
	*Free shipping for orders over $400
	 
	
	 
	

	Clamshell
	7 inch (1 compartment)
	Usecoproducts.com
	$66.59 
	500
	$0.13 
	Corn

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Clamshell
	8 inch (3 compartment)
	Restaurant Depot
	$36.42 
	200
	$0.18 
	Compostable

	Clamshell
	8 inch (3 compartment)
	BMS Paper
	$55.99 
	300
	$0.19 
	Compostable

	Clamshell
	8 inch (3 compartment)
	*Foodservicewarehouse.com
	$40.69 
	200
	$0.20 
	Bagasse

	
	 
	*Buy at least 8 cases for free shipping and handling
	 
	
	 
	

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Clamshell
	8 inch (1 compartment)
	HR Supply
	$55.80 
	250
	$0.22 
	PET

	Clamshell
	8 inch (1 compartment)
	Restaurant Depot
	$38.46 
	200
	$0.19 
	Compostable

	Clamshell
	8 inch (1 compartment)
	BMS Paper
	$55.99 
	300
	$0.19 
	Compostable

	Clamshell
	8 inch (1 compartment)
	*Foodservicewarehouse.com
	$40.69 
	200
	$0.20 
	Bagasse

	
	 
	*Buy at least 8 cases for free shipping and handling
	 
	
	 
	

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Clamshell
	9 inch (3 compartment)
	HR Supply
	$77.50 
	150
	$0.51 
	PET

	Clamshell
	9 inch (3 compartment)
	Restaurant Depot
	$46.53 
	200
	$0.23 
	Compostable

	Clamshell
	9 inch (3 compartment)
	BMS Paper
	$68.90 
	300
	$0.23 
	Compostable

	Clamshell
	9 inch (3 compartment)
	*Foodservicewarehouse.com
	$52.29 
	200
	$0.26 
	Bagasse

	
	 
	*Buy at least 6 cases for free shipping and handling
	 
	
	 
	

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Clamshell
	9 inch (1 compartment)
	Restaurant Depot
	$46.87 
	200
	$0.23 
	Compostable

	Clamshell
	9 inch (1 compartment)
	BMS Paper
	$68.90 
	300
	$0.23 
	Compostable

	Clamshell
	9 inch (1 compartment)
	*Foodservicewarehouse.com
	$52.29 
	200
	$0.26 
	Bagasse

	
	 
	*Buy at least 6 cases for free shipping and handling
	 
	
	 
	

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Clamshell
	Hoagie Style
	HR Supply
	$44.10 
	200
	$0.22 
	Fiber

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Cold Cup
	7 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$75.65 
	2000
	$0.04 
	Paper

	Cold Cup
	7 oz.
	BMS Paper
	$63.99 
	1000
	$0.06 
	Plastic

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Cold Cup
	8 oz.
	HR Supply
	$39.05 
	500
	$0.07 
	PLA

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Cold Cup
	12 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$37.14 
	1000
	$0.04 
	Cardboard

	Cold Cup
	12 oz.
	Costco Online
	$13.38 
	300
	$0.04 
	Paper

	
	 
	*2% surcharge for non-members
	 
	
	 
	

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Cold Cup
	16 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$26.63 
	600
	$0.04 
	Paper

	Cold Cup
	16 oz.
	BMS Paper
	$84.90 
	1000
	$0.08 
	Plastic

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Cold Cup
	24 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$61.78 
	1000
	$0.06 
	Plastic

	Cold Cup
	24 oz.
	BMS Paper
	$71.90 
	600
	$0.12 
	Paper

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Deli Box
	8 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$25.01 
	200
	$0.13 
	Fiber

	Deli Box
	12 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$26.66 
	200
	$0.13 
	Fiber

	Deli Box
	16 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$30.13 
	200
	$0.15 
	Fiber

	Deli Box
	24 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$43.25 
	200
	$0.22 
	Fiber

	Deli Box
	32 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$44.74 
	200
	$0.22 
	Fiber

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Deli Box
	Kraft #1 (5x4.5x2)
	BMS Paper
	$69.99 
	450
	$0.15 
	Paper

	Deli Box
	Kraft #2 (8.5x6x2)
	BMS Paper
	$64.98 
	200
	$0.32 
	Paper

	Deli Box
	Kraft #3 (8.5x6x2.5)
	BMS Paper
	$69.99 
	200
	$0.35 
	Paper

	Deli Box
	Kraft #4 (8.75x6.5x3.5)
	BMS Paper
	$64.99 
	160
	$0.40 
	Paper

	Deli Box
	Kraft #5 (6.75x5.5x2.5)
	BMS Paper
	$69.99 
	140
	$0.49 
	Paper

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Deli Box
	8 oz.
	*Biodegradablestore.com
	$59.37 
	300
	$0.19 
	Plastic

	Deli Box
	12 oz.
	*Biodegradablestore.com
	$64.39 
	300
	$0.21 
	Plastic

	Deli Box
	16 oz.
	*Biodegradablestore.com
	$64.72 
	300
	$0.22 
	Plastic

	Deli Box
	24 oz.
	*Biodegradablestore.com
	$61.40 
	200
	$0.30 
	Plastic

	Deli Box
	32 oz.
	*Biodegradablestore.com
	$65.28 
	200
	$0.32 
	Plastic

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Deli Container
	8 oz. (Round)
	Restaurant Depot
	$20.83 
	500
	$0.04 
	Plastic

	Deli Container
	8 oz. (Round)
	BMS Paper
	$25.99 
	500
	$0.05 
	Plastic

	Deli Container
	8 oz. (Round)
	HR Supply
	$46.95 
	240
	$0.20 
	Plastic

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Deli Container
	16 oz. (Round)
	Restaurant Depot
	$28.17 
	240
	$0.12 
	Plastic

	Deli Container
	16 oz. (Round)
	BMS Paper
	$31.90 
	500
	$0.06 
	Plastic

	Deli Container
	16 oz. (Round)
	HR Supply
	$46.95 
	240
	$0.20 
	Plastic

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Deli Container
	32 oz. (Round)
	Restaurant Depot
	$38.86 
	500
	$0.08 
	Plastic

	Deli Container
	32 oz. (Round)
	BMS Paper
	$49.98 
	500
	$0.10 
	Plastic

	Deli Container
	32 oz. (Round)
	HR Supply
	$68.82 
	240
	$0.14 
	Plastic

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Deli Container Lid
	8-32 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$16.23 
	500
	$0.04 
	Plastic

	Deli Container Lid
	8-32 oz.
	BMS Paper
	$19.99 
	500
	$0.04 
	Plastic

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Hot Cup
	12 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$28.51 
	600
	$0.05 
	Paper

	Hot Cup
	12 oz.
	BMS Paper
	$56.90 
	1000
	$0.06 
	Paper

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Hot Cup
	16 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$34.83 
	600
	$0.06 
	Paper

	Hot Cup
	16 oz.
	BMS Paper
	$68.99 
	1000
	$0.07 
	Paper

	Hot Cup
	16 oz.
	FoodpackagingWarehouse.com
	$59.99 
	1000
	$0.06 
	Paper

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Hot Cup
	20 oz.
	Restaurant Depot
	$40.87 
	500
	$0.09 
	Paper

	Hot Cup
	20 oz.
	BMS Paper
	$49.98 
	500
	$0.10 
	Paper

	Hot Cup
	20 oz.
	FoodpackagingWarehouse.com
	$44.99 
	500
	$0.09 
	Paper

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Plate
	7 inch
	Restaurant Depot
	$43.18 
	1000
	$0.04 
	Paper

	Plate
	7 inch
	BMS Paper
	$43.99 
	1000
	$0.04 
	Compostable

	Plate
	7 inch
	HR Supply
	$137.95 
	500
	$0.29 
	Compostable

	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	

	Plate
	9 inch
	Restaurant Depot
	$13.92 
	1000
	$0.02 
	Paper

	Plate
	9 inch
	BMS Paper
	$41.99 
	500
	$0.08 
	Compostable

	Plate
	9 inch
	HR Supply
	$113.70 
	500
	$0.23 
	Compostable

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Restaurant Depot
	(82 Boston Street Everett, MA 02149)
	617-889-2244
	
	

	BMS Paper
	(3390 Washington Street Boston, MA 02130)
	617-522-1122
	
	

	Costco Online: www.costco.com
	
	
	
	
	

	Foodpackagingwarehouse.com
	
	
	
	
	

	Biodegradablestore.com
	
	
	
	
	

	Worldcentric.org
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vegware.us
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Biomasspackaginstore.com
	
	
	
	
	

	Usecoproducts.com
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*All companies also have additional environmentally-friendly products and merchandise for sale.*
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	For additional products, quotes, estimates, and materials, check out these additional companies:
	
	
	

	Local Suppliers
	
	Online Suppliers
	
	
	
	

	Highland Restaurant Supply: hrsupply.net
	MrTakeOutBags.com
	
	
	
	

	TriMark United East: trimarkusa.com
	Begreenpackaging.com
	
	
	
	

	Packaging Specialties: pak-spec.com
	Webstaurantstore.com
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	For businesses needing any additional help on specific requests, vendor look-up, 
	
	
	
	

	or questions/concerns, please contact Max MacCarthy at 617-625-6600 x 2515
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*The City of Somerville does not endorse nor encourage any specific business. This information is
	
	
	

	strictly intended to be educational for Somerville businesses.*
	
	
	
	




ATTACHMENT 3
POLYSTYRENE WASTE REDUCTION: KEY PARAMETERS AND ASSOCIATED RANGE OF OPTIONS
November 19, 2015/Revised November 23, 2015
Ten Massachusetts municipalities have acted to minimize waste from expanded polystyrene, nine by municipal by-law/code and one by Board of Health regulation. This table identifies the key parameters included and their range (western Massachusetts municipalities are highlighted).
	Parameter
	Specifics and Municipality/ies

	Definitions
	Pittsfield (most others include many of these)
· Biodegradable Food Service Container
· Disposable Food [Service] Container (South Hadley itemized the most)
· City (or Town) Facility
· City (or Town) Facility User
· Expanded Polystyrene (EPS)
· Food Establishment
· Polystyrene
· Prepared Food
· Recyclable Food Service Container
Plus…Williamstown:
· ASTM Standard (D6400, D6868, and D7081)
· Compostable
· Disposable Food Service Ware – goes well beyond containers
· Polystyrene Loose Fill Packaging
· Recyclable 
· Retail Establishment – broadest definition
· Reusable 
Plus others:
· Restaurant – on- or off-premises consumption, so similar to Food Establishment (Hamilton, Marblehead)
· Retail Food Establishment – solely off-premises consumption (Hamilton, Marblehead)
· Styrene (South Hadley)

	Regulations
	· Prohibits use, purchase, sale, distribution, etc. of containers made from polystyrene or expanded polystyrene by Food Establishments (South Hadley)
· Expands the prohibition specifically rigid polystyrene and to all retail establishments (Williamstown)
· Expands the prohibition to the use of food containers that are not biodegradable or recyclable (Pittsfield) or compostable or reusable (Williamstown)
· Expands the prohibition to municipal department and agencies (Somerville)
· Expands the prohibition to City/Town Facility Users (Amherst, Pittsfield, Somerville – perhaps broadest)
· Encourages the use of reusable rather than disposable ware (Williamstown)
· Prohibits the sale and dispensing by manufacturers of Polystyrene Loose Fill Packaging (Williamstown)





	Parameter
	Specifics and Municipality/ies

	Alternatives
	· Published and updated list of acceptable alternatives by responsible agency (Hamilton, Marblehead, Somerville)

	Exemptions
	· Packaging for unprepared food  (South Hadley) (many refer specifically to uncooked or raw meat, fish, or eggs)
· Straws, cup lids, and utensils (South Hadley) 
· Food prepared or packaged outside of the municipality (Williamstown)
· On a case-by-case basis where a suitable alternative doesn’t exist (Williamstown)
· Coolers and ice chests intended for reuse (Williamstown)
· Personal use (Somerville)

	Deferment/waiver
	· When compliance imposes undue hardship – typically up to one-year at a time (Brookline’s is six months) (Amherst, Brookline, Pittsfield, South Hadley, Williamstown)

	Enforcing agency
	· Board of Health/Health Department/Health Agent or designee (Amherst, Brookline, Hamilton, Marblehead, Pittsfield, Somerville, South Hadley, Williamstown)

	Enforcement
	· Annual inspection (Amherst) 
· Citizen complaint (Pittsfield, South Hadley)

	Penalties/fines
	· Each day a separate offense (virtually all)
· $25, $50 (Hamilton, Marblehead)
· $50, $100, $200 (Williamstown)
· $100, $200, $300 (South Hadley)
· $100, $250 (Amherst, Pittsfield)
· $100, $300 (Somerville)
· Warning before fine (Amherst, Hamilton, Marblehead, Pittsfield, Somerville, Williamstown)
· Permit suspension/potential loss (Amherst, Pittsfield, Somerville, South Hadley, Williamstown)

	Enforcement delay (post adoption)
	· Less than 6 months (Great Barrington, Nantucket, South Hadley)
· 6-12 months (Marblehead, Pittsfield, Williamstown)
· 12+ months (Amherst, Brookline, Hamilton, Somerville)

	What has not been addressed:
	· Restaurants charging for alternative containers
· Options for unprepared food, especially raw meat, fish, and eggs
· Warnings to consumers re health risks of all polystyrene and information on how to minimize them (e.g., don’t cook food in these containers).





ATTACHMENT 4
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ATTACHMENT 5
SINGLE-USE PLASTIC SHOPPING BAG WASTE REDUCTION: 
KEY PARAMETERS AND ASSOCIATED RANGE OF OPTIONS
November 25, 2015
Seventeen Massachusetts municipalities have acted to ban single-use plastic shopping bags, all of them by municipal by-law changes. The table below identifies the key parameters included and their range (western Massachusetts municipalities are highlighted).
	Parameter
	Specifics and Municipality/ies

	Definitions
	Williamstown (the most comprehensive; others use several of these terms)
· ASTM 6400
· ASTM 7081
· Biodegradable
· Carryout (others use Checkout) Bag
· Compostable Plastic Bag
· Customer
· Marine Degradable Plastic Bab
· Person
· Postconsumer Recycled Material
· Produce Bag or Product Bag
· Recyclable
· Recyclable Paper Bag – most cite minimum (typically 40%) post-consumer recycled material content 
· Retail Establishment
· Reusable Carryout Bag
· Single-Use Plastic Bag (some add Thin-Film)
Plus Northampton:
· Biodegradable Packaging
· Compostable Packaging
· Merchandise
· Retail Food Establishment
· Retail Service Establishment
Plus others:
· Enforcing Person (Barnstable; others – Brookline, Cambridge, Newburyport –  Department; Marblehead – Director; Cambridge, Newton – Commissioner)
· Grocery Store (Barnstable, Concord)
· Operator (Barnstable)
· Plastic Bag (Barnstable)
· Retail

	Single-Use Plastic Bag Thickness
	· <1.5 mils (Provincetown)
· <2.25 mils (Brookline)
· <2.5 mils (Falmouth)
· <2.5 mils (Concord, Great Barrington, Harwich, Manchester)
· <3.0 mils (Barnstable, Cambridge, Hamilton, Marblehead, Newton )
· <3.0 mils (Newburyport, Northampton)
· <3.5 mils (Wellfleet)
· <4.0 mils (Williamstown)




	Parameter
	Specifics and Municipality/ies

	Regulations
	· Prohibits any establishment from selling, providing, or distributing single-use plastic bags to customers (all but Nantucket – which bans all plastic - have this or something similar)
· Establishments may and are strongly encouraged to distribute paper bags, reusable bags and boxes to customers with or without charge and to promote washable reusable bags (Barnstable, Falmouth, Great Barrington and Manchester – note reusable or biodegradable thick plastic, fabric, other types, as well as paper, Harwich, Manchester, Newburyport – biodegradable or reusable, Newton and Provincetown – paper or reusable, Wellfleet 
· Retail establishments may provide or sell reusable bags (Williamstown)
· Retail establishments must have prominent displays advising customers to sanitize reusable bags (Cambridge)
· Retail establishments must encourage customers to bring their own bags (Concord)
· Customers encouraged to bring their own bags (Concord, Great Barrington, Harwich, Manchester, Provincetown)
· NOTE: most authorize development of rules and regulations to implement 

	Alternatives
	Barnstable, Brookline, Hamilton, Marblehead, Williamstown; Northampton – without paper, 
· If any establishment provides carryout bags, produce bags, or product bags to customers, the bags must be one of the following:
· Recyclable Paper Bag, or
· Reusable Carryout Bag, or (Concord, Falmouth only have this)
· Compostable Plastic Bag (meeting ASTM D6400), or (Brookline and Marblehead say and)
· Marine Degradable Plastic Bag (meeting ASTM 7081)
Cambridge
· Only Recyclable Paper Bags and Reusable Bags

	Charging for Alternative Bags
	· Retail establishments may or may not charge (Falmouth, Great Barrington, Harwich, Manchester, Provincetown, Wellfleet)
· Retail establishments must charge no less than the amount set forth in regulations - $0.10 (Cambridge, Williamstown) 
· Retail establishments must separately itemize the charge on receipts (Cambridge)
· Retail establishments keep the revenues from these charges (Cambridge, Provincetown, Wellfleet, Williamstown)
· A reasonable price (Concord, Harwich)
· No charge for reusable bags for customers with a voucher issued under WIC (Barnstable)





	Parameter
	Specifics and Municipality/ies

	Exemptions
	Barnstable, Cambridge, Falmouth, Great Barrington, Hamilton, Harwich, Manchester, Marblehead, Newton, Northampton, Provincetown, Wellfleet, Williamstown
· Bags used by customers inside establishments to:
· package bulk items, such as fruit, vegetables, nuts, grains, candy or small hardware items; (Brookline, Concord only allows this)
· contain or wrap frozen foods, meat, or fish, whether packaged or not;
· contain or wrap flowers, potted plants, or other items where dampness may be a problem;
· Laundry or dry-cleaning bags or bags sold in packages containing multiple bags intended to be used for home food storage, garbage, waste, pet waste or yard waste.
· Product bags.
· Bags of any type brought by customers
Plus:
· Newspaper bags (Cambridge, Hamilton, Provincetown, Wellfleet)
· Retail establishments <2500 sq. ft., single pharmacies, or self-service supermarkets with <$1 million in revenues (Brookline)
· Non-profit corporation or other charity to distribute food, grocery products, clothing, or other household items to clients (Williamstown) 

	Deferment/waiver
	· When compliance imposes a unique undue hardship – typically up to one-year maximum (Barnstable)
· Six months with max six month additional (Brookline, Newton – just six, Northampton)
· Up to two years, repeatable (Cambridge)
· Note: often driven by inventory of prohibited bags

	Enforcing agency
	· Board of Health/Health Department/Health Agent or designee (Brookline, Falmouth, Hamilton, Harwich, Marblehead, Newton, Wellfleet)
· Health Department or Mayor’s designee – Northampton)
· The City/Town – Newburyport, Williamstown)
· Town Manager or designee (Concord)
· Police (Falmouth, Great Barrington – changed to Health Dept, Harwich, Manchester, Provincetown, Wellfleet)   
· Commissioner of the Department of Public Works, the Executive Director of the License Commission, the Executive Director of Inspectional Services Department and the Commissioner of the Health Commission (Cambridge)
· Enforcement officer or agent of the Board of Health or Licensing Department - Provincetown
· Defined by municipality’s general code (Barnstable)

	Enforcement
	· Any authorized person may conduct inspections at any time (Barnstable)  




	Parameter
	Specifics and Municipality/ies

	Penalties/fines
	· Each day a separate offense (virtually all)
· $25, $50 (Concord, Hamilton, Marblehead)
· $50, $100 (Brookline, Northampton)
· $50, $100, $200 (Falmouth, Great Barrington, Harwich, Manchester, Provincetown, Wellfleet, Williamstown)
· $100, $200 (Barnstable)
· $100, $200, $300 (Newburyport, Newton)
· $300 (Cambridge) 
· Warning before fine (Barnstable, Brookline, Concord, Hamilton, Marblehead, Newburyport, Newton, Northampton, Williamstown)
· Permit/license suspension/revoke/deny (Williamstown)

	Enforcement delay (post adoption)
	· Less than 6 months (Great Barrington, Manchester, Provincetown
· 6-<12 months (Concord?, Northampton, Wellfleet; Newburyport, Newton, Williamstown = 6)
· 12-18 months (Brookline, Cambridge; Barnstable, Hamilton, Harwich, Marblehead = 12)
· 18 months (Falmouth)

	What has not been addressed:
	· Prohibition on using paper bags made from old growth trees
· Dyes used on bags – must be safe for health and the environment
· By most: the potential negative implications of “biodegradable” and “compostable” bags


 

1

19

image1.emf

