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HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
City of Long Beach
California

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive supporting documentation into the record and conclude the public
hearing.

Adopt resolution making findings and approving the addendum to Los
Angeles County's Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) dated
November 16, 2010.

Declare ordinance amending the Long Beach Municipal Code by adding
Chapter 8.62 relating to regulating the use of plastic carryout bags and
recyclable paper bags, and promoting the use of reusable bags in the City of
Long Beach read the first time and laid over to the next regular meeting of
the City Council for final reading. (Citywide)

DISCUSSION:

At the City Council meeting of December 7, 2010, the Council requested the City
Attorney and City Manager to develop an ordinance duplicating Los Angeles
County's adopted ordinance for unincorporated cities regulating the use of plastic
carryout bags and recyclable paper bags, and to complete any required review
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) prior to submitting the
ordinance.

An addendum to the County's EIR was prepared setting forth the potential
environmental impacts specific to the City of Long Beach and concluding that the
project would not result in any significant environmental impacts in any of the areas
studied. CEQA does not require publication of an EIR addendum. Nevertheless,
the City provided a twenty-day "courtesy" publication period to allow public review
and comment, ending April 29,2011.

The ordinance is substantially similar to the County's ordinance. The ordinance is
intended to reduce the environmental impacts related to single-use plastic and
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paper carry-out bags and to promote the use of reusable bags in the City. The
ordinance's provisions include the following:

• The distribution of plastic carry-out bags will be prohibited and a ten-cent per
bag charge will be placed on the distribution of recyclable paper carryout
bags by an affected store, as defined.

• The stores that will be affected are:
o full-line self-service retail stores with gross annual sales of $2 million

or more, that sell a line of dry grocery, canned goods or non-food
items and some perishable items; or

o stores of at least 10,000 square feet of retail space that generate
sales or use tax pursuant to the Bradley-Burns Uniform Local Sales
and Use Tax Law and that have a pharmacy licensed pursuant to
Chapter 9 of Division 2 of the California Business and Professions
Code; or

o A drug store, pharmacy, supermarket, grocery store, convenience
food store, food mart or other entity engaged in the retail sales of a
limited line of goods that include milk, bread, soda and snack foods,
including those stores with a Type 20 or 21 license issued by the
Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control; or

o Long Beach farmers' markets, as defined in subsection 3.80.180G of
the Long Beach Municipal Code.

• Compliance with the ordinance will be phased in. Larger grocery stores and
pharmacies must begin compliance August 1, 2011. This date is one month
after the County compliance date for stores of the same type, per City
Council direction. All other affected stores and farmers' markets will have
until January 1, 2012 to comply. The January 1, 2012 compliance date for
the remaining stores is the same as the County ordinance.

• The ordinance includes compostable and biodegradable plastic carryout
bags in the definition of plastic carryout bags, and as a result, these bags will
be prohibited as well. The ordinance imposes a ten cent charge on
recyclable paper carryout bags and requires that these bags be 100%
recyclable overall, contain a minimum of 40% post-consumer recycled
material and be accepted for recycling in the City's curbside recycling
program. The ordinance requires reusable bags to be designed for a
minimum of 125 uses, be machine washable and not contain lead, cadmium
or any other heavy metals in toxic amounts, among other criteria.

• The ten cent charge per recyclable paper bag will be retained by the store
and may be used for costs associated with complying with the requirements
of the ordinance, actual costs of providing recyclable paper bags or costs
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associated with a store's educational materials or campaigns promoting the
use of reusable bags. The ordinance exempts customers participating in
either the California Special Supplemental Food Program for Woman, Infants
and Children (WIC) or the Supplemental Food Program.

• The ordinance requires affected stores to retain relevant records for a period
of three years and to permit inspection of them by the City upon request.

SUGGESTED ACTION:

Approve recommendation.

Very truly yours,

ROBERT E. SHANNON, City Attorney

By
AMY .BURTON
Deputy City Attorney

ARB:bg A10-02640
L:\AppsIClyLaw32IWPDocsID005IP013100248968. DOC

Attachments:

1. Los Angeles County's Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) dated
November 16, 2010

2. City of Long Beach Addendum to Los Angeles County's FEIR
3. Comment Letters and Responses
4. Resolution
5. Ordinance
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INTRODUCTION

This document is an addendum to the Ordinances to Ban Plastic Carry out Bags in Los
Angeles County Final Environmental Impact Report (ErR) that was adopted by the
County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors on November 16/ 2010 (SCH #2009111104).
As one of the 88 incorporated cities within Los Angeles County, the City of Long Beach
proposes an ordinance to ban plastic carry out bags consistent with the ordinance
analyzed in the County's Final EIR and adopted by the Board of Supervisors. The
addendum is required to address the possible environmental effects associated with
adoption of such an ordinance within Long Beach. The proposed ordinance within
Long Beach would ban plastic carry out bags at all supermarkets and other grocery
stores/ pharmacies/ drug stores/ convenience stores/ food marts/ and farmers markets
and would place a ten (10) cent charge on the issuance of recyclable paper carryout bags
by an affected store/ as defined. The ordinance would also require a store to provide or
make available to a customer only recyclable paper carryout bags or reusable bags.

According to Section 15164 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines/ an addendum to a previously adopted Final ErR is the appropriate
environmental document in instances when" only minor technical changes 01' additions
are necessary" and when the new information does not involve new significant
environmental effects beyond those identified in an adopted Final EIR. The change
being contemplated involves adopting a Plastic Carryout Bag Ban Ordinance :inthe City
of Long Beach that is similar to the County's adopted Ordinance. The City is one of the
88 incorporated cities that were included in the EIR analysis for the County's
Ordinance. The City would adopt the County's Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance with a
few minor changes that are specific to Long Beach. These minor revisions are discussed
below in the project description, The City's proposed Ordinance would have no new
significant environmental effects beyond those identified in the County's Certified EIR'
Since the proposed Ordinance does not require substantial changes to the County's
Ordinance/ major revisions of the EIR analysis are not warranted. As such/ a
subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines would not be
warranted and an addendum is the appropriate environmental document under CEQA.

This addendum includes a description of the currently proposed Ordinance in Long
Beach and a comparison of the impacts of the proposed Ordinance to those identified
for the County's approved Ordinance/ which was studied in the Final EIR that was
certified on November 16/ 2010.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance ("Ordinance") would ban the issuance of
plastic carry out bags and impose a ten (10) cent charge on the issuance of recyclable
paper carryout bags at all supermarkets and other grocery stores, pharmacies, drug

City. of Long Beach
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stores, convenience stores, foodmarts, and Long Beach farmers markets. The Ordinance
would require a store to provide or make available to a customer only recyclable paper
carry out bags or reusable bags. The Ordinance would also encourage a store to educate
its staff to promote reusable bags and to post signs encouraging customers to use
reusable bags. The stores that would be affected are located within the City limits and
include the following:

1. A full-line, self-service retail store with gross annual sales of two million
dollars ($2,000,000), or more, that sells a line of dry grocery, canned goods, or
non-food items and some perishable items; or

2. A store of at least 10,000 square feet of retail space that generates sales or use
tax pursuant to the Bradley-Burns Uniform Local Sales and Use Tax Law
(Part 1.5 [commencing with Section 7200] of Division 2 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code) and that has a pharmacy licensed pursuant to Chapter 9
(commencing with Section 4000) of Division 2 of the Business and Professions
Code; or

3. A drug store, pharmacy, supermarket, grocery store, convenience store, food
mart, of other entity engaged in the retail sale of a limited line of goods that
includes milk, bread, soda, and snack foods, including those stores with a
Type 20 or 21 license issued by the Department of Alcoholic Beverage
Control.

The Ordinance includes compostable and biodegradable plastic carryout bags in the
definition of plastic carry out bags, and, as a result/ these types of plastic bags would be
banned as well. The Ordinance would impose a ten (10) cent charge on the recyclable
paper carryout bag and requires that the paper bags be one hundred percent (100%)
recyclable overall, contain a minimum of forty percent (40%) post-consumer recycled
material, and be accepted for recycling in curbside programs in the City/County,
among other criteria. With respect to reusable bags/ the Ordinance would require that
the reusable bag be designed for a minimum lifetime of 125 uses/ be machine washable,
and not contain lead, cadmium, or any other heavy metal in toxic amounts, among
other criteria.

The Ordinance would exempt from the ten (10) cent charge those customers who are
participating either in the California Special Supplemental Food Program for the
Women, Infants/ and Children or the Supplemental Food Program. Stores must provide
at the point of sale, free of charge, either reusable bags or recyclable paper carryout bags
or both, to these customers, at the store's option. Plastic bags that are a minimum of
2.25 mils thick and are used by many stores are considered to be reusable bags, per the
definition in the ordinance. Customers may also opt to use their own reusable bags or
not use any bag.

City of Long Beach
2



Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

The differences between the City's proposed Ordinance and the ordinance adopted by
the County include the following:

• Under the City's Ordinance the plastic bag ban would also apply to fanners
markets, whereas the County's Ordinance does not specify farmer's markets.

• Under the County's Ordinance stores affected by the ordinance must provide
quarterly reports to the Director of Public Works that summarize the money
collected for recyclable paper carryout bags and the efforts undertaken to
promote the use of reusable bags. Under the City's Ordinance, affected stores
are required to keep complete and accurate records of the money collected for
recyclable paper carryout bags for a minimum of three years. The record
shall be available for inspection at no cost to the City during regular business
hours by any City employee authorized to enforce the Ordinance.

• The City's Ordinance would take effect for stores with gross annual sales of
$2 million or more and stores of at least 10,000square feet on August 112011.
This date is one month later than the July 11 2011 operative date in the
County's Ordinance. For stores of less than 101000 square feet, the City's
Ordinance would take effect on February 1/ 20121 which is one month later
than the County's Ordinance for stores of that size.

The differences between the City and County Ordinances as listed above are minor
changes that would not result in any changes to the environmental impacts that were
analyzed in the County's Final ErR (adopted November 2010). As such, the City's
proposed Ordinance is consistent with the County's Ordinance but would be specific to
the City of Long Beach.

The City's objectives for the proposed Ordinance would be similar to the County's
objectives for the countywide ordinance. The objectives as described in the County's
Final ErR include:

• Conduct outreach to all 88 incorporated cities of the County to encourage adoption of
comparable ordinances

• Reduce the Countywide consumption of plastic carryout bags from the estimated
1,600 plastic carrfoui bags per household in 2007, to fewer than 800 plastic bags per
household in 2013

• Reduce the Countywide contribution of plastic carrfoui bags to litter that blights
public spaces Countywide by 50 percent by 2013

• Reduce the County's, Cities', and Flood Control District's costs for prevention, clean-
up, and enforcement efforts to reduce litter in the County by $4 million

• Substantially increase awareness of the negative impacts of plastic carrfoui bags and
the benefits of reusable bags, and reach at least 501000 residents (5 percent of the
population) with an environmental awareness message

City of Long Beach
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• Reduce Countywide disposal of plastic carrfoui bags in landfills by 50 percent from
2007 annual amounts

Similarly the objectives of the City's Ordinance would include:

• Reduce the Citywide consumption of plastic carrvoui bags from the estimated 1,600
plastic carruoui bags per household in 2007 to fewer than 800 plastic bags per
household in 2013

CII Reduce the Citywide contribution of plastic carrfoui bags to litter that blights public
spaces Citywide by 50 percent by 2013

• Assist the Couniy in the reduction of the County's, City's, and Flood Control
District's costs for prevention, clean-up, and enforcement efforts to reduce litter in
the City and the County by $4 million

• Substantially increase awareness of the negative impacts of plastic carruoui bags and
the benefits of reusable bags, and reach at least 24,736 residents (5 percent of Long
Beach's population) with an environmental awareness message

• Reduce citywide disposal of plastic carrfoui bags in landfills by 50 percent from 2007
annual amounts

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This section addresses each of the environmental issues studied in the Final EIR,
comparing the effects of the proposed Long Beach Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance with
the effects of the County of Los Angeles Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance that was the
subject of the adopted Final ErR. In addition to stating the County's finding for each
impact statement, the analysis includes a discussion of the City' s impact related to
adopting its OV111 plastic carryout bag ban ordinance and the impacts associated with
implementation of such an ordinance citywide.

The City's proposed Ordinance would not change any of the impacts identified as less
than significant in the County's Final EIR Initial Study (Volume II: Section D of the
Final EIR). Each of those impacts would remain less than significant for the City's
proposed Ordinance. As such, further discussion of these issues in this addendum is
not warranted.

Air Quality

The City's proposed Ordinance would have impacts related to Air Quality similar to
those of the previously studied County Ordinance (identified as Alternative 5 in the
County's Final EIR) since the City's proposed Ordinance is consistent with the County's
adopted Ordinance and would apply to an estimated 315 stores within the City (see
Appendix A for the estimated number of affected stores). These stores were considered
in the County's Final EIR analysis, which analyzed approximately 5/084 stores in the

City of Long Beach
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incorporated cities. Therefore, all of the stores that would be subject to the City's
proposed Ordinance have already been analyzed for air quality impacts as part of the
County's Final ElR and 1 as shown below, impacts would be no greater than what was
already determined in the County's Final ElK Like the County's Ordinance, the City's
proposed Ordinance does not involve any construction activities; therefore, there would
be no regional or localized construction impacts and consideration of construction
impacts is not relevant. Thus, this analysis focuses on operational impacts. As studied
in the County' s Final ElRI operational impacts include indirect emissions based on life
cycle assessments, criteria pollutant emissions resulting from disposal of paper carry out
bags in landfills 1 and emissions resulting from increased delivery trips.

Indirect Emissions Based on Life Cycle Assessments. As described on pages 12-41 of
the County's Final ErRI based on a conservative scenario of 50 percent conversion from
the use of plastic carryout bags to the use of paper carryout bags, and using life cycle
data from the Ecobilan study (2004)1 the County's Ordinance would be expected to
result ill.an overall decrease inemissions of carbon monoxide (CO)I particulate matter
(PM)I sulphur oxide (SOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOCS)I but would result in
an increase in nitrogen oxide (NOx). Table 1 below shows the estimated daily emission
changes that would result if each of the incorporated cities III the County (including
Long Beach) were to implement a plastic bag ban ordinance similar to the County's
Ordinance. As noted above, the City's approximately 315 stores that would be required
to adhere to the City's proposed Ordinance are included within the approximately 5,084
stores listed IIITable 1. The emissions related to converting from plastic to paper bags
as a result of the City's proposed Ordinance are also shown IIITable 1. As shown,
emissions related to CO, PM, Sox and \TOCs would decrease IIILong Beach and NOx
emissions would increase. Therefore, similar to the County's determination in the Final
EIR, impacts as a result of criteria pollutants from the conversion of plastic bags to
paper bags would be expected to result in both beneficial impacts (CO, PM1 Sox and
\TOCs) and adverse impacts (NOx) to all' quality, depending on which criteria
pollutants are analyzed.

In addition to increasing the use of paper bags, by banning the use of plastic carryout
bags the proposed Ordinance would be expected to result in increased use of reusable
bags which may also increase emissions. However, as described in the County's Final
ErR, because reusable bags must be designed to have a minimum lifespan of at least 125
uses, ail' quality impacts due to the life cycle of a reusable bag would be expected to be
lower than those of a plastic or paper carryout bag when considered on a per-bag basis.
Thus, consistent with the findings of the County's Final EIRI any conversion from the
use of plastic carry out bags to reusable bags would reasonably be expected to result in
an environmental benefit.

City of Long Beach
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Table 1
Estimated Daily Emission Changes Due to the

County's Ordinance and the City's Ordinance Based on the Ecobilan Data (Ibs/day)

Emission Source VOCS1 NOx CO Sox PM
County Ordinance - 5,084
stores in incorporated areas -2,7292 1,058 -5,004 -1,190 -1,936plus 1,091 stores in
unincorporated areas

City Ordinance - 315 stores -121.33 184 -292.25 -30.44 -111.25within Long Beach"

Source: Ecobilan. February 2004. Environmental Impact Assessment of Carrefour Bags: An Analysis of the Life Cycle of
Shopping Bags of Plastic, Paper, and Biodegradable Material. Prepared for: Carrefour Group. Neuilly-sur-Selne, France.

NOTES:
1. Total VOCs include all compounds defined as contributors to the formation of photochemical oxidants in the Ecobilan
Study, apart from methane, ethane, and acetone, which are not included in the SCAQMD definition of VOCs under Rule
102.
2. A negative number for emissions indicates the extent of the reduction in air pollutants generated by paper canyout bags in
comparison to the air pollutants generated by plastic carryout bags by subtracting the data for plastic carryout bags from the
data for paper carryout bags.
3. Emissions related to the 315 stores in Long Beach are also included as part of the 5,084 stores in the incorporated areas
in the County's, Ordinance emissions.

Criteria Pollutant Emissions Reeuliing from Disposal of Paper Carrfoui Bags in Landfills. As
shown in Table 2, the County's Final EIR determined that if the County's Ordinance was
implemented in all 88 incorporated cities, including Long Beach, NO, emissions resulting from
decomposition of carryout bags at a landfill (known as end of life data) would increase by
approximately 110 pounds per day. NO, emissions resulting from implementation of the City's
Ordinance would be only 12.7 pounds per day as shown in Table 2. Nevertheless, any
emissions resulting from the end of life of paper carry out bags, including from truck trips
transporting paper carryout bag waste to landfills in the County, are currently controlled by
regional and state regulations such as CARB's Solid Waste Collection Vehicle Rule and
SCAQMD Rule 1193, Clean On-road Residential and Commercial Refuse Collection. Therefore,
similar to the County's significance finding, the impacts from the City's proposed Ordinance to
air quality due to vehicle trips transporting paper carryout bags to landfills would be less than
significant.

Table 2
Estimated Daily NOx Emission Increases Due to End of Life (Disposal)

Based on the Ecobilan Data

Emission Source NOx (los/day)'

County Ordinance - 5,084 stores in incorporated areas 110plus 1,091 stores in unincorporated areas

City Ordinance - 315 stores within Long Beach" 12.7

Sources:
1. Ecobilan. February 2004. Environmental Impact Assessment of Carrefour Bags: An Analysis of the Life Cycle
of Shopping Bags of Plastic, Paper, and Biodegradable Material. Prepared for: Carrefour Group. Neuilly-sur-
Seine, France. .
2. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. November 2008. Municipal Solid Waste in the United States: 2007
Facts and Figures. Washington, DC. Available at: http://www.epa.govlwastelnonhazlmunicipallpubs/msw07-
rpt.pdf
NOTES: Assuming 36.8 percent of paper carryout bags are diverted from landfills and 11.9 percent of plastic
carryout bags are diverted from landfills, based on the 2007 USEPA recycling rates for bags and sacks.

City of Long Beach
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Emissions Resulting From Increased Delivery Trips. Similar to the County's
Ordinance, the City's proposed Ordinance would be expected to cause a potential
increase in delivery truck trips required to transport paper and reusable carryout bags
to affected stores. As stated in the COWllY'SFinal EIR, assuming a worst case scenario
where the number of trips to deliver reusable bags in the incorporated cities equals the
number of trips to deliver paper bags (approximately 79 trips), the County's Ordinance
would result in an overall increase of approximately 158 truck trips per day. USUlg the
County's method to determine truck trips! with implementation of the City's proposed
Ordinance! the overall increase in truck trips to City stores would only be
approximately 12 truck trips per day.' As shown in Table 3! similar to the COlU1ty'S
Ordinance, the increase of truck trips in the City would not result in an exceedance of
any thresholds of significance set by the SCAQMD. As with the County's Ordinance,
impacts related to mobile emissions from the City's proposed Ordinance would be less
than significant.

As with the County's Ordinance! the City's Ordinance would not conflict with or
obstruct the implementation of any applicable air quality plan; would not violate any
air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected ail' quality
violation; would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard; would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations: and would not create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people. Consistent with the findings in the County's Final EIR
impacts to air quality would be below levels of significance and would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.

Table 3
Estimated Daily Operational Emissions From Increased Truck Trips

Emission Source VOCs NOx CO SOx PM2.5 PM10

County Ordinance - 96 delivery trucks
trips in the incorporated cities of the 0.80 1.90 12.02 0.01 0.46 0.40
County and unincorporated areas

City Ordinance -12 delivery truck
trips per day in the City (both reusable 0.08 0.15 0.98 0.0 0.04 0.19
and paper)

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 55 150

Significant Impact? No No No No No No

County Ordinance Significant No No No No No No
Impact?

Source: Los Angeles County Final EIR, November 2010; and, URBEMIS output (see Appendix A).

1 (97 stores x 10,000 plastic carryout bags per dayI2,304,000 plastic carryout bags per truck) + (218 stores x 5,000
plastic bags per dayl2, 304,000 plastic bags per truck) x 6.5 the number of truck trips for paper rather than plastic x 2
(paper and reusable beqs)» 11.62 daily truck trips or 5.81 for just paper or just reusable

City of Long Beach
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Biological Resources

As with the County's Ordinance, the City's proposed Ordinance would result in a
reduction in the use and disposal of plastic carryout bags. As such, the City's
Ordinance would achieve reductions in litter composed of plastic carryout bag waste
found in freshwater and coastal environments, which has been shown to have
significant adverse impacts upon biological resources. TIle City's Ordinance would also
be anticipated to increase consumer use of reusable carryout bags, which, as discussed
in the County's Final ErR, have not been widely noted to have adverse impacts upon
biological resources. Although reusable bags may become a part of the waste stream,
because they can be reused multiple times (at least 125 times under the proposed
Ordinance) and are heavier than plastic carryout bags, the number of reusable bags that
would likely end up as litter which could impact biological resources would be lower
than the number of plastic or paper carry out bags. The City's Ordinance may indirectly
increase the number of paper carryout bags used in the City. However, due to their
weight, paper bags are less likely to become litter. In addition, because paper is
compostable (unlike plastic), paper bags do not persist in the marine environment for as
long as plastic bags.

For the reasons stated above, consistent with the findings of the County's Final ErR, the
City's proposed Ordinance would have the potential to reduce impacts to wildlife
habitats and aquatic life, and would result in potentially beneficial impacts to sensitive
habitats; federally protected wetlands; rare, threatened, and endangered species; and
species of special concern. The City's proposed ordinances would not have a
substantial adverse effect on any species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special
status; would not have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitats or other
sensitive natural communities, including federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the CWA; would not interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident
or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; and
would not conflict with any City or County General Plan policies requiring the
protection of biological resources. As with the County's Ordinance, the City's
Ordinance would not be expected to result in any significant adverse impacts to
biological resources and would be expected to achieve additional benefits due to a
reduction in the use of plastic carry out bags. Similarly, like the County's Ordinance, the
City's proposed Ordinance would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact to biological resources.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Carryout bags have the potential to contribute to the generation of greenhouse gas
emissions (GHGs) either through emissions associated with manufacturing process of
carry out bags, truck trips delivering carryout bags to retailers or through disposal

City of Long Beach
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during landfill degradation. For the County's Final ElR (County's Final ElR, page 12-
47, November 16, 2010), it was determined that the proposed ordinances would have a
significant impact to greenhouse gas emissions when the potential for anyone of the
following two thresholds was reached:

III Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly that may have a
significant effect on the environment

III Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the pU17wseof
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases"

TIle second threshold was further explained by two additional significance criteria in
the County's Final EIR:

•• "Inconsistency with laws and regulations in managing GHG emissions
III Inconsistency with the goal to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels (approximately

427 metric tons or 9.6 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (C02e) per capita) as
required by AB 32"

For this analysis, the City has determined to select its own GHG significance threshold
rather than relying on the County's threshold as used in the County's Final ElR. For
this analysis, the City's proposed Ordinance is evaluated based on a plan-based
threshold of 6.6 metric tons C02e per service population (defined to include both
residents and employees) per year. The City does not recommend adoption of that
threshold for any other purpose at this time/ but that numeric threshold is
recommended for this analysis for the following reasons. First, the 6.6 metric tons C02e
per service population threshold was recently adopted by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) as a quantitative GHG emissions thresholds for plan-
level projects (BAAQMD/ "California Environmental Quality Act: Air Quality
Guidelines" (June 2010).) Second/ the BAAQMD derived that "efficiency" metric from
statewide compliance with AB 32/ and so that metric may be appropriately applied in
regions other than the Bay Area. Finally, although SCAQMD has not yet acted on the
proposal, staff of the SCAQMD are proposing the same efficiency metric for use in the
South Coast region (SCAQMD, "Proposed Tier 4 Performance Standards, September
2010). Thus/ the City finds that a 6.6 metric ton C02e per service population per year
threshold is appropriately used in this analysis at this time.

Therefore, the City's proposed Ordinance would have a significant impact related to
GHG emissions if the GHG emissions would result in more than 6.6 metric tons of C02e
per service population (residents and employees) per year. Based on existing
population and employment data provided by the California Department of Finance
(2010)/ the existing service population in Long Beach is approximately 680,647 which
includes a population of approximately 494/709 and approximately 185,938 employees
citywide.

City of Long Beach
9



Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

Manufacturing Process. As discussed in the County's Final ErR, based on a
conservative scenario of a 50 percent conversion from the use of plastic carry out bags to
the use of paper carryout bags, and using life cycle data from Ecobilan, the County's
Ordinance would be expected to contribute indirectly to an overall decrease of
approximately 12,015 metric tons of GHG emissions per year as shown in Table 4.
Thus, the County's Final EIR determined that the County's Ordinance would not be
expected to conflict with the County's 2020 target GHG emissions (108 million metric
tons per year) and therefore impacts related to the manufacturing of paper bags would
be less than significant. Similarly, for the City's proposed Ordinance, the conversion of
plastic to paper bags would reduce GHG emissions in the City by approximately 148
metric tons per year as shown in Table 4. As such, consistent with the findings of the
County's Final EIR, the City's proposed Ordinance would have a beneficial effect
related to GHG emissions from the manufacturing process.

Table 4
Estimated GHG Emissions From Manufacturing Process based on Ecobilan Data

C02e Emission Sources
Plastic Carryout Increase from 50% Conversion from Plastic to Paper

Emission Areas Bags Carrvout Baas
Metric Tons per Metric Tons Per Metric Tons per Metric Tons per

Dav Dav Year" Year per Capita"
County Ordinance
- 5,084 stores in
incorporated areas 568 -32.92 -12,015 -0.001
plus 1,091 stores in
unincorporated
areas
City Ordinance -
315 stores within 30.77 -00405 -148 -0.0002
Long Beach"
Source:
Ecobi/an. February 2004. Environmental Impact Assessment of Carrefour Bags: An Analysis of the Life Cycle of Shopping
Bags of Plastic, Paper, and Biodegradable Material. Prepared for: Carrefour Group. Neuil/y-sur-Seine, France.
Notes:
1. Per capita emissions are calculated using the estimated 2010 population in the County (10,615,700).
2. A negative number for emissions indicates the extent of the reduction in air pollutants generated by paper carryout bags
in comparison to the air pollutants generated by plastic carryout bags by subtracting the data for plastic carryout bags from
the data for paper carryout bags.
3. Emissions related to the 315 stores in Long Beach are also included as part of the 5,084 stores in the incorporated areas in
the County's Ordinance emissions.

The City's proposed Ordinance would promote an increase in the use of reusable bags,
which also emit GHG emissions during the manufacturing process. However, because
reusable bags would have a minimum lifetime use of 125 times under the proposed
Ordinance, the number of reusable bags required would be expected to be far less than
the number of plastic carryout bags currently used in the City. Therefore, it can be
reasonably expected that the conversion of plastic to reusable bags would not result in
an increase in GHG emissions from the manufacturing process.
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Truck Trips. Delivery trucks that transport carryout bags from manufacturers or
distributors to the local retailers in Long Beach would also contribute GHG emissions.
GHG emissions from truck trips result primarily from the combustion of fossil fuels and
include C02, CH4, and N20X. As discussed in the County's Final EIR, it is anticipated
that implementation of the County's Ordinance iT1all 88 incorporated cities and in the
unincorporated areas would require approximately 96 additional truck trips per year to
deliver paper bags. For the City's proposed Ordinance, approximately 6 truck trips per
day would be required to deliver paper bags to the estimated 315 stores located within
Long Beach. The estimated increase in GHG emissions associated with truck trips (both
countywide and just within the City are shown in Table 5). As shown, the additional
truck trips countywide would yield approximately 260 metric tons of GHG emissions
per year while in Long Beach, the 6 additional truck trips would yield 12 metric tons of
GHG emissions per year. Similar to the finding in the County's Final EIR, the total
indirect GHG emissions due to mobile sources as a result of a 50-percent conversion of
plastic to paper bags within Long Beach would represent an increase of approximately
0.0000028 percent of California's GHG emissions target for 2020 of 427 million metric
tons pel' year, and approximately 0.0000011 percent of the County's target emissions for
2020 (108 million metric tons), or 0.0000176 metric ton per capita per year, which would
not conflict with the emission reduction goals established to reduce emissions of GHGs
in California down to 1990 levels by 2020 as required by AB 32 (approximately 427
million metric tons in total or 9.6 metric tons per capita by 2020). Therefore, the indirect
GHG emissions due to mobile sources for the City's proposed Ordinance would be less
than significant, similar to the determination related to mobile GHG emissions in the
County's Final EIR.

Table 5
Estimated GHG Emissions From Daily Mobile Emissions Due to Increased Vehicle

Trips

Emission Sources C02 Emissions (Ibs/day) CO2 Emissions Metric Tons per Year
(metric tons/year) per Capita'

County Ordinance - 96
delivery trucks trips in the
incorporated cities of the 1,572.35 260.32 0.000025
County and
unincorporated areas
(paper only)
City Ordinance - 6
delivery truck trips per day 65.75 12 0.000018
in the City (paper only)
Source:
Ecobilan. February 2004. Environmental Impact Assessment of Carrefour Bags: An Analysis of the Life Cycle of Shopping
Bags of Plastic, Paper, and Biodegradable Material. Prepared for: Carrefour Group. Neuilty-sut-Seitie, France.
Notes:
1. Per capita emissions are calculated using the estimated 2010 population in the County (10,615,700).
2. A negative number for emissions indicates the extent of the reduction in air pollutants generated by paper carryout bags
in comparison to the air pollutants generated by plastic carryout bags by subtracting the data for plastic carryout bags from
the data for paper carryout bags.
3. Emissions related to the 6 trips in Long Beach for paper bag delivery are also included in the 96 trips in the incorporated
areas in the County's Ordinance emissions.
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Landfill Degradation/End of Life Emissions. Once disposed of by customers,
carryout bags that are not recycled are deposited to a landfill where they are left to
decompose and degrade. Depending on the type and materials used, a carryout bag
will degrade at various rates. When carryout bag materials degrade in aerobic
conditions at a landfill, methane (CH4) is emitted. This contributes to global climate
change.

As shown in Table 6, using the Ecobilan data for the end of life of plastic and paper
carryout bags, disposal of paper carryout bags at landfills would yield approximately
70,250 metric tons of GHG emissions per year, which is equivalent to approximately
0.007 metric tons per capita, based on the County's Ordinance if applied countywide
(incorporated cities and unincorporated areas). For the City's proposed Ordinance,
emissions related to the disposal of paper bags at landfills would yield approximately
6,335 metric tons of GHG emissions per year, which is equivalent to approximately
0.0093 metric tons per capita per year in Long Beach. As such, this increase would not
exceed the 6.6 metric tons C02e per capita per year threshold. Impacts would be less
than significant.

Table 6
Estimated GHG Emissions Increases Due to End of Life Based on Ecobllan Data

Emission Sources Increase of C02e Emissions Metric Tons per Year per
(metric tons/year)' Capita

County Ordinance - 5,084 stores in
incorporated areas plus 1,091 stores in 70,250 0.0066
unincorporated areas
City Ordinance - 315 stores within Long 6,335 0.0093
Beach"
Source:
Ecobi/an. February 2004. Environmental Impact Assessment of Carrefour Bags: An Analysis of the Life Cycle of Shopping
Bags of Plastic, Paper, and Biodegradable Material. Prepared for: Carrefour Group. Neuilly-sur-Seine, France.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. November 2008. Municipal Solid Waste in the United States: 2007 Facts and
Figures. Washington, DC. Available at: http://www.epa.gov/waste/nonhazimunicipal/pubs/msw07-rpt.pdf
Notes:
1. Assuming 36.8 percent of papercarryout bags are diverted from landfills and 11.9 percent of plastic carryout bags are
diverted from landfills, based on the 2007 USEPA recycling rates.

The Boustead data uses slightly higher emission rates per bag than the Ecobilan data for
end of life emissions. As such, based on the Boustead data as shown in Table 7, the
County's Final EIR determined that countywide emissions from disposal of paper
carryout bags at landfills would yield approximately 184,621 metric tons of GHG
emissions per year. For the City's proposed Ordinance, emissions related to disposal of
paper bags according to the Boustead data would yield approximately 10,555 metric
tons of GHG emissions per year, which is equivalent to approximately 0.0155 metric
tons per capita per year in Long Beach.
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Table 7
Estimated GHG Emissions Increases Due to End of Life Based on Boustead Data

Emission Sources Increase of C02 Emissions Metric Tons per Year per
(metric tons/year)' Capita

County Ordinance - 5,084 stores in
incorporated areas plus 1,091 stores in 184,621 0.01739
unincorporated areas
City Ordinance - 315 stores within Long 10,555 0.0155Beach"
Source.
Boustead Consulting and Associates Lid. 2007. Ufe Cycle Assessment for Three Types of Grocery Bags - Recyclable
Plastic; Compostable, Biodegradable Plastic; and Recycled, Reoyc/able Paper. Prepared for: Progressive Bag Affiliates.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. November 2008. Municipal Solid Waste in the United States: 2007 Facts and
Figures. Washington, DC. Available at: http://www.epa.gov/waste/nonhazlmunicipal/pubs/msw07-rpt.pdf
Notes:
1. Assuming 36.8 percent of paper carryout bags are diverted from landfills and 11.9 peroent of plastic carryout bags are
diverted from landfills, based on the 2007 USEPA reoycling rates.

TI1eBoustead results are likely to be overestimates as emissions from active landfills in
the County are strictly controlled by SCAQMD Rule 1150.1 and AVAQMD Rule 1150.1,
Control of Gaseous Emissions from Active Landfills, as well as the new state
requirements that regulate methane emissions from landfills in accordance with the
goals of Assembly Bill 32 as implemented in the California Air Resources Board Climate
Change Scoping Plan (County's Final ErR, page 12-49, November 2010). Nevertheless,
the County's Final EIR utilized the Boustead data as a conservative worst case analysis
and determined that indirect impacts to GHG emissions from decomposition of paper
bags in landfills may have the potential to be cumulatively considerable. However, for
the City's proposed Ordinance, an increase of approximately 0.0155 metric tons C02e
per capita per year based on the Boustead data would not exceed the City's threshold of
6.6 metric tons C02e per capita per year. Therefore, although impacts under the
County's Final ErR were determined to be significant, impacts associated with the City's
proposed Ordinance would be considered less than significant. As such, no mitigation
measures, including Mitigation Measure MM-GHG-l as listed in the County's Final
ErR, would be required for the City's proposed Ordinance since impacts would be less
than significant without mitigation.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Hydrology and water quality impacts would be similar to those identified in the
County's Final ErR. 111efollowing discusses the impacts related to drainage, surface
water quality, groundwater, flooding, and seiche/ tsunami and mudflows that would
result from implementation of the City's proposed Ordinance.

Drainage. Consistent with the findings of the County's Final ErR/ the City/ s
proposed Ordinance would not require construction of new structures or additional
storm water infrastructure. Consequently, the capacity of existing storm water
drainage would remain unchanged and redirecting storm water flows would be
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unnecessary. By banning plastic carryout bags within the City, the Ordinance would
improve the existing drainage capacity by removing a significant source of trash that
can clog features of the system and reduce its capacity (County's Final EIR, 2010).
Therefore, consistent with the findings of the County's Final ErR, the proposed
Ordinance would not result in significant adverse impacts to hydrology and water
quality related to drainage.

Surface Water Quality. As noted in the County's Final ErR, certain representatives
of the plastic bag industry have argued that similar proposed ordinances have the
potential to result in environmental impacts that could result in violations of water
quality standards due to the increased reliance on paper carryout bags, which can
potentially cause increased water eutrophication during the manufacturing process.
Eutrophication occurs when high levels of nutrients, such as fertilizers, enter a water
body and cause excessive growth of plants, such as algae, resulting in a reduction in
water quality.

Severallife-cycle-assessments (LCAs) have analyzed the impacts of bag manufacturing
upon eutrophication and concluded that paper carryout bag manufacturing releases
more pollutants, such as nitrates and phosphates, into water than does plastic carryout
bag manufacturing (County's Final ErR, 2010). However, as shown in Table 8 below,
using the Ecobilan LCA, the County's ErR determined that a 50 percent conversion from
the use of plastic carryout bags to the use of paper carryout bags would be expected to
increase eutrophication by approximately 42 additional kilograms of phosphate per day
if all 88 incorporated cities of the County adopted plastic bag ordinances. Since Long
Beach is one of the 88 incorporated cities in the County, the County's Final ErR accounts
for impacts from eutrophication associated with the City's proposed Ordinance. As
shown in Table 8, the increase in eutrophication just from the City's proposed
Ordinance would be approximately 3.6 kilograms of phosphate, or about 7% of the
50.87 kilograms of phosphate for the entire County.

Table 8
Eutrophication Due to Plastic and Paper Carryout Bags Based on Ecobilan Data

Eutrophication (kilograms phosphate equivalent)

Eutrophication Sources Eutrophication from Plastic
Increase Due to Conversion

Carryout Bags from Plastic to Paper Carryout

(existing conditions)
Bags (with implementation of

Ordinance)
County Ordinance - 5,084 stores in
incorporated areas plus 1,091 stores in 10.39 50.87
unincorporated areas
City Ordinance - 315 stores within Long 0.64 3.6
Beach
Source:
Ecobilan. February 2004. Environmental Impact Assessment of Carrefour Bags: An Analysis of the Life Cycle of
Shopping Bags of Plastic, Paper, and Biodegradable Material. Prepared for: Carrefour Group. Neuilly-sU/cSeine, France
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As further stated in the County's Final EIR, since there are no significance thresholds
related to eutrophication and since there does not appear to be any paper bag
manufacturing facilities located within the County, determining the level of significance
of eutrophication impacts from bag manufacturing would be inapplicable and
speculative, As such, since there appears to be no manufacturing and production of
paper carryout bags in the County (or in the City of Long Beach) there would be no
expected impacts to water quality resulting from eutrophication during the
manufacturing process. Further, any indirect increase in pollutant discharge from
manufacturing plants due to increased demand for paper carryout bags would be
regulated and controlled by the local, regional, and federal laws applicable to each
manufacturing plant. Within the United States, pollutant discharges from bag
manufacturing facilities would be required to comply with National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements and permits, Thus, similar to the
findings of the County's Final EIR, impacts of the proposed Ordinance, upon surface
water quality outside of the Southern California region due to eutrophication would be
less than significant. Therefore, similar to the County's findings, indirect impacts to
water quality from eutrophication due to a potential increase in the demand for paper
carryout bag manufacturing as a result of the City's proposed Ordinance would be less
than significant.

Reusable bags could also indirectly increase eutrophication impacts related to facilities
that manufacture reusable bags. However, as stated Ul. the County's Final EIR, studies
have shown that when used at least 104 times, the environmental impacts associated
with a reusable bag are substantially less than impacts resulting from paper and plastic
carryout bags (County's Final EIR, page 12-58, 2010), Like the County's Ordinance, the
City's proposed Ordinance would require reusable bags to have a minimum lifespan of
125 uses; therefore, any conversion from the use of plastic carryout bags to reusable
bags would be reasonably expected to be environmentally beneficial.

Any adverse indirect impact upon water quality due to eutrophication would likely be
offset by positive impacts associated with the proposed Ordinance. The City's
proposed Ordinance, similar to the County's Ordinance, would reduce the amount of
litter associated with plastic carryout bags and, therefore, would decrease the amount of
litter in water bodies within and in the vicinity of Long Beach. As such, the proposed
Ordinance would generally improve water quality. This is a beneficial effect.

Groundwater. Similar to the findings of the COUlli:Jr'SFinal EIR, the City's
proposed Ordinance would not result in significant adverse impacts to hydrology or
water quality in relation to groundwater. Because the proposed Ordinance does not
require the construction of new structures, it would not result in the creation of
impervious surfaces that would potentially reduce ground water levels. Further,
although manufacturing facilities for paper and plastic carry out bags could potentially
release pollutants that may affect groundwater, the discharge of pollutants locally and
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nationally is regulated by the USEPA and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards
(RWQCBs) under the federal Clean Water Act (CWA). Pollutant discharges from
manufacturing facilities would be required to comply with the CWA. Further, as noted
above, since there appears to be no manufacturing and production of paper carryout
bags in the County (or in the City of Long Beach) there would be no expected impacts to
ground water quality due to a potential increase in demand associated with conversion
from plastic carryout bags to paper carry out bags. Therefore, impacts to groundwater
quality related to the City's proposed Ordinance would be less than significant.

Flooding. Although some areas in Long Beach that would be affected by the
City's proposed Ordinance are located within a 100-year Flood Zone area, the proposed
Ordinance does not require the construction of new development and drainage patterns
would not be affected upon implementation of the proposed ordinances. Therefore,
similar to the finding of the County's Final ElR, the City's proposed Ordinance would
not be expected to result in significant impacts to hydrology and water quality related
to the lOO-year Flood Zone.

Seiche, Tsunami and Mudflows. The City's proposed Ordinance would affect areas
in Long Beach that are located near the Pacific Ocean and, thus, would be subject to a
seiche or tsunami. However, implementation of the Ordinance would not require the
construction of new development and would not result in an increase in population.
As such, the proposed Ordinance would not be expected to increase the risk and hazard
to individuals residing within areas that lie in the vicinity of coastal waters of being
subject to a seiche or tsunami. Therefore, similar to the finding of the County's Final
EIR, implementation of the City's proposed Ordinance would have a less than
significant impact to hydrology and water quality in relation to seiche, tsunamis, and
mudflows.

Utilities and Service Systems

Impacts to utilities and service systems as a result of the City's proposed Ordinance
would be similar to impacts discussed in the County's Final ElR. The following
summarizes the impacts related to wastewater generation, water supply, solid waste,
and energy consumption for the City's proposed Ordinance compared to the findings
contained in the County's Final EIR.

Wastewater Generation. As noted in the County's Final ElR, manufacturing
facilities for paper carryout bags appear to not be located within the County or Long
Beach. Therefore, any increase in wastewater generation due to paper carryout bag
manufacturing would not affect wastewater treatment providers in the County.
Nevertheless, in the County's Final EIR, using the Ecobilan LCA data and assuming
that 50 percent of consumers switch from plastic carry out bags to paper carryout bags,
there was an expected increase in wastewater of approximately 0.04 million gallons per
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day (MGD) for the 1/091.affected stores in the unincorporated territory of the County,
and up to an additional 0.17 MGD if similar ordinances to the County' s Ordinance were
to be adopted by the 88 incorporated cities of the County (as shown in Table 9 below).
The increase of wastewater in Long Beach as a result of the City's proposed Ordinance
would be approximately 0.04 MGD. The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
currently treat approximately 510 MGD (County's Final EIRI page 12-601 November
2010). Therefore, an additional 0.21 MGD due to paper carry out bag use throughout the
County, including approximately 0.038 MGD in Long Beach, or approximately 0.04
percent of the current amount of wastewater treated per day, would not be a significant
increase in wastewater and would not necessitate construction of new wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities. The City's proposed Ordinance
would not change the conclusions regarding wastewater generation since the estimated
increase of wastewater and impacts related to wastewater generation for the City's
proposed Ordinance would be less than significant.

Table 9
Wastewater Generation Due to Plastic and Paper Carryout Bags Based on Ecobilan Data

Wastewater Generation (MGD)

Wastewater Sources Wastewater Generation from Increase Due to Conversion

Plastic Carryout Bags . from Plastic to Paper Carryout
Bags (with implementation of(existing conditions) Ordinance}

County Ordinance - 5,084 stores in
incorporated areas plus 1,091 stores in 0.69 0.21
unincorporated areas
City Ordinance - 315 stores within Long 0.04 0.038Beach
Source:
Ecobilan. February 2004. Environmental Impact Assessment of Carrefour Bags: An Analysis of the Life Cycle of
Shopping Bags of Plastic, Paper, and Biodegradable Material. Prepared for: Carrefour Group. Neui/ly-sur-Seine, France

Water Supply. Carryout bags would indirectly result in water use through the
manufacturing process of carryout bags. As discussed in the County's Final EIR, the
conversion from plastic bags to paper carryout bags and reusable carryout bags would
result in an increase of water use from the manufacturing process of paper and reusable
bags. The increase of water use for conversion to paper bags varies depending on
which LCA data is utilized. As shown in Table 10, the Ecobilan data used in the
County's Final EIR determined that due to a 50 percent conversion from plastic to paper
carryout bags, the water demand from manufacturing facilities would increase by 0.47
MGD countywide compared to consumption due to plastic carryout bags. The City's
contribution to this countywide increase would be 0.06 MGD as a result of the City's
proposed Ordinance. In addition, as shown in Table 11, the Boustead data determined
that water demand would increase by 10.21 MGD countywide. As noted above, the
City of Long Beach's approximately 315 stores were included within the approximately
5,084 stores in the incorporated cities of the County and the increase of water
consumption at the 315 stores using the Boustead Data was estimated to be
approximately 0.95 MGD as shown in Table 11.
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Table 10
Water Consumption Due to Plastic and Paper Carryout Bags Based on Ecobilan Data

Water Consumption (MGD)

Water Consumption Sources Water Consumption from Plastic Increase Due to Conversion

Carryout Bags from Plastic to Paper Carryout

(existing conditions) Bags (with implementation of
Ordinance)

County Ordinance - 5,084 stores in
incorporated areas plus 1,091 stores in 0.72 0.47
unincoroorated areas
City Ordinance - 315 stores within Long 0.044 0.06
Beach
Source.
Ecobilan. February 2004. Environmental Impact Assessment of Carrefour Bags: An Analysis of the Life Cycle of
Shopping Bags of Plastic, Paper, and Biodegradable Material. Prepared for: Carrefour Group. Neuil/y-sur-Seine, France

Table 11
Water Consumption Due to Plastic and Paper Carryout Bags Based on Boustead Data

Water Consumption (MGD)

Water Consumption from Plastic Increase Due to Conversion
Water Consumption Sources

Carryout Bags from Plastic to Paper Carryout

(existing conditions) Bags (with implementation of
Ordinance)

County Ordinance - 5,084 stores in
incorporated areas plus 1,091 stores in 1.30 10.21
unincorporated areas
City Ordinance - 315 stores within Long 0.08 0.95
Beach
Source:
Boustead Consulting and Associates Ltd. 2007. Life Cycle Assessment for Tnree Types of Grocery Bags -
Recyclable Plastic; Compostable, Biodegradable Plastic; and Recycled, Recyclable Paper. Prepared for: Progressive Bag
Affiliates.

As noted in the County's Final BIR, the water districts within the County supplied
approximately 1,563 MGD of water in fiscal year 2007/2008 (County's Final BIR, page
12-61, November 2010). The daily increase of water use countywide due to the
conversion from plastic to paper carryout bags based on the Ecobilan data would
represent approximately 0.03 percent of the total water supplied by water districts in
the County. Within Long Beach, the daily increase of water consumption would only
represent approximately 0.0038 percent of the total water supplied by the water
districts, The increase of water countywide based on the Boustead data would
represent 0.65 percent of the total water supplied and the City's increase of water as a
result of the proposed Ordinance would only represent 0.06 percent of the total water
supplied by the water districts. These increases would not have significant effects. As
noted above, there appears to be no manufacturing and production of paper carry out
bags in the County (or in the City of Long Beach). Therefore, any increase in water
supply necessary for paper carryout bag manufacturing would not impact suppliers in
the County and the proposed Ordinance, consistent with the findings in the County's
Final BIR, would not be anticipated to necessitate new or expanded entitlements for
water.
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As noted in the County's Final EIR, bam-ring plastic bags would result in an increase in
the use of reusable bags by consumers, the production of which would consume less
water than the production of both paper carryout bags and plastic carryout bags when
considered on a per bag basis. The City's proposed Ordinance, like the County's
Ordinance, would require that reusable bags be designed for a minimum lifetime of 125
uses; therefore, water supply impacts associated with are anticipated to be reduced
compared to use of plastic carry out bags. In addition, since the manufacturing facilities
that produce reusable bags appeal' to not be located within the Los Angeles County or
within Long Beach, water supply required for the manufacturing of reusable bags may
be supplied by water districts outside the County or outside of California. Thus, water
districts within the County may not be directly affected. Therefore, consistent with the
findings of the County's Final EIR, any increase associated with reusable bag
manufacturing as an indirect result of the City's proposed Ordinance would not
necessitate new or expanded entitlements for water and impacts would be less than
significant.

Solid Waste. As described in the County's Final ErR, based on the Ecobilan data,
it was concluded that a 50 percent conversion scenario would result in less solid waste
per day at landfills. Also, as shown in Table 12, the City's proposed Ordinance would
also result in a reduction of approximately 5 tons of solid waste per day. However, as
shown in Table 13, using the Boustead data, the County's Final EIR determined that a
50 percent conversion from plastic to paper carry out bags would result in an increase of
approximately 255 tons of solid waste per day. Of this total countywide, approximately
15 tons of solid waste per day would be directly related to implementation of the City's
proposed Ordinance. Nevertheless, as stated in the County's Final EIR, the permitted
daily maximum capacity of all the County landfills is approximately 43,749 tons per day
and currently the landfills combined accept an average of 21,051 tons per day (County's
Final ErR, page 12-65, November 2010). Thus, the potential increase of 255 tons of solid
waste per day would represent approximately 1.1 % of the remaining total daily
maximum capacity of approximately 22,698 tons per day.

In Long Beach, refuse is taken to the Southeast Resource Recovery Facility (SERRF)
located at 120 Henry Ford Avenue near the harbor in southwest Long Beach. The
SERRF processes an average of 1,290 tons of municipal solid waste each day, with a
capacity of 2,240 tons per day (City of Long Beach Website, 2011; and, SERRF Facility
details at CalRecycle, 2011). For the City's proposed Ordinance, using the worst case
scenario (the Boustead data), even with an increase of approximately 15 tons of solid
waste per day (which would increase the average waste processed at SERRF to
approximately 1,305 tons per day, the increase of solid waste as a result of the City's
proposed Ordinance would not exceed the existing capacity of 2,240 tons per day at the
SERRF. Thus, the existing waste disposal facilities in the County and in the City could
accommodate any indirect increases in. solid waste related to the City's proposed
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Ordinance. Similar to the findings in the County's Final EIR, impacts related to solid
waste would be less than significant.

Table 12
Solid Waste Generation Due to Plastic and Paper Carryout Bags Based on Ecobilan Data

Solid Waste Generation (tons per day)
Increase Due to Conversion from

Solid Waste Sources Plastic Carryout Bags Plastic to Paper Carryout Bags,
(existing conditions) Assuming 2007 EPA Recycling

Rates.!"
County Ordinance - 5,084 stores in
incorporated areas plus 1,091 stores in 241 -17
unincoroorated areas
City Ordinance - 315 stores within Long 14.8 - 4.9
Beach
Source:
Ecobilan. February 2004. Environmental Impact Assessment of Carrefour Bags: An Analysis of the Life Cycle of
Shopping Bags of Plastic, Peper, and Biodegradable Material. Prepared for: Carrefour Group. Neuilly-sur-Seine, France.
Notes:
1. Negative numbers indicate the extent of the decrease in solid waste generation that would be expected from a conversion from
the current use of plastic carryout bags, to a 50 percent use of paper carryout bags.
2. Assuming 36.8 percent of paper carryout bags are diverted from landfills and 11.9 percent of plastic carryout bags are
diverted from landfills, based on the 2007 USEPA recycling rates.

Table 13
Solid Waste Generation Due to Plastic and Paper Carryout Bags

Based on Boustead Data

Solid Waste Generation (tons per day)
Increase Due to Conversion

Solid Waste Sources Plastic Carryout Bags from Plastic to Paper
(existing conditions) Carryout Bags, Assuming

2007 EPA Recvclinq Rates,1.2
County Ordinance - 5,084 stores in
incorporated areas plus 1,091 stores in 173.29 255
unincorporated areas
City Ordinance - 315 stores within Long 9 15
Beach
Source:
Boustead Consulting and Associates Ltd. 2007. Life Cycle Assessment for Three Types of Grocery Bags -
Recyclable Plastic; Composiebie, Biodegradable Plastic; and Recycled. Recyclable Paper. Prepared for: Progressive Bag
Affiliates.
Notes:
1. Negative numbers indicate the extent of the decrease in solid waste generation that would be expected from a conversion from
the current use of plastic carryout bags, to a 50 percent use of paper carryout bags.
2. Assuming 36.8 percent of paper carryout bags are 'diverted from landfills and 11.9 percent of plastic carryout bags are
diverted from landfills, based on the 2007 USEPA recycling rates.

Energy Conservation. Energy use for carryout bags is primarily related to the
manufacturing process. Utilizing the Ecobilan data, the County's EIR determined that
non-renewable energy consumption would actually decrease due to the conversion
from plastic to paper carryout bags. As shown in Table 14, using the Ecobilan data
energy use as a result of the County's Ordinance would decrease by approximately 2
million kilowatt hours (kWh) per year. Also shown in Table 14, energy use would be
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reduced by approximately 0.05 million kWh (or approximately 55,000 kWh) per year
with implementation of the City's proposed Ordinance.

Table 14
Non-Renewable Energy Consumption Based on Ecobilan Data

Energy Consumption (million kWh)

Energy Consumption Sources Plastic Carryout Bags Change Due to Conversion

(existing conditions) from Plastic to Paper
Carryout Bags'

County Ordinance - 5,084 stores in
incorporated areas plus 1,091 stores in 4.14 - 2.01
unincorporated areas
City Ordinance - 315 stores within Long 0.25 -0.05Beach
Source:
Ecobilan. February 2004. Environmental Impact Assessment of Carrefour Bags: An Analysis of the Life Cycle of
Shopping Bags of Plastic, Paper, and Biodegradable Material. Prepared for: Carrefour Group. Neuilly-sur-Seine, France.
Notes: Negative numbers indicate the extent of the decrease in solid waste generation that would be expected from a
conversion from the current use of plastic carryout bags, to a 50 percent use of paper carryout bags.

The Boustead data, as shown in Table 15, found different results and determined that
the County's Ordinance would increase energy use per year countywide by
approximately 3.6 million kWh. Based on the Boustead data, implementation of the

. City's proposed Ordinance would increase energy use in the City by approximately
460,000 kWh. However, even based on Boustead data (which is a worst case scenario),
the total increase of 3.6 million kWh countywide would represent less than 0.01 percent
of the total energy use in the non-residential sector of the County (County's Final ElK
page 12-66, November 2010). Further, as stated above paper bag manufacturing
facilities appear not to be located within the County and, therefore, the energy supply
required for paper carryout bag manufacturing may be supplied by districts outside of
the County or outside of California, so impacts may not directly affect the County.
Even in the conservative worst case scenario which would increase energy use by
approximately 3.6 million kWh per year countywide and approximately 460,000 kWh in
the City, impacts would be less than significant.

Table 15
Total Energy Consumption Due to Plastic and Paper Carryout Bags

Based on Boustead Data

Energy Consumption (million kWh)
Energy Consumption Sources Plastic Carryout Bags Increase Due to Conversion from

(exlstlnq conditions) Plastic to Paper Carryout Baqs,"
County Ordinance - 5,084 stores in
incorporated areas plus 1,091 stores in 4.74 3.61
unincorporated areas
City Ordinance - 315 stores within Long 0.29 0.46
Beach
Source: Boustead Consultll1g and ASSOCiatesLid. 2007. Life Cycle Assessment for Three Types of Grocery Bags -
Recyclable Plastic; Compostable, Biodegradable Plastic; and Recycled, Recyclable Paper. Prepared for: Progressive Bag
Affiliates.
Notes: Negative numbers indicate the extent of the decrease in solid waste generation that would be expected from a conversion
from the current use of plastic carryout bags, to a 50 percent use of paper ceiryout bags.
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Energy use for the conversion of plastic to reusable bags would be expected to decrease
as a result of the City's proposed Ordinance. Similar to the findings in the County's
Final ErR, because reusable bags, by definition/ are required to be used at least 125
times/ the energy demands to manufacture a reusable bag are reduced significantly
compared to paper and plastic carry out bags. As such, impacts related to conversion
from paper to reusable carry out bags would have beneficial effects relative to energy
conservation.

Conclusion

As discussed above, impacts from the City's proposed Ordinance related to air quality/
biological resources, hydrology and water quality/ and utilities and service systems
were determined to have similar impacts as the County's Final EIR. All of these issues
were determined to result in either less than significant impacts or beneficial impacts.
For greenhouse gas emissions/ utilizing a threshold of 6.6 metric tons C02e per capita
per year, the City's proposed Ordinance was determined to have a less than significant
impact since emissions related to manufacturing, transportation and disposal of
carry out bags would result in less than 1 metric ton C02e per capita per year. This
determination would result in a reduced impact related to GHG emissions compared to
the County's Final EIR/ which determined that emissions related to the disposal of
paper carryout bags would result in significant and unavoidable impacts. Based on the
City's determination that none of the impacts of the proposed Ordinance, including
those related to GHG emissions, would be significant/ no new significant environmental
effects beyond those already analyzed in the County's Final EIR would occur.
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Greenhouse Gas Emission Worksheet
Mobile Emissions Scripps Park

From URBEMIS 2007 Vehicle Fleet MIx Output:
Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT):
AnnualVMT:

54 (Net: Proposed - Existing)
19,710

N20
CH4 Emission N20

Percent CH4 EmIssion Emlsaion Factor EmIssion
Vehicle Tvne TVDe Factor Ca/milel* (plmile)" ICa/mIle)' (a/mile)*'
Light Auto 0.0% 0.04 0 0.04 0
Light Truck < 3750 Ibs 15.8% 0.05 0.0079 0.06 0.00948
Light Truck 3751-5750 Ibs 53.1% 0.05 0.02655 0.06 0.03186
Med Truck 5751-8500 Ibs 23.2% 0.12 0.02784 0.2 0.0464
Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 Ibs 3.5% 0.12 0.0042 0.2 0.007
Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 Ibs 1.1% 0.09 0.00099 0.125 0.001375
Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs 2.1% 0.06 0.00126 0.05 0.00105
Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 Ibs 1.2% 0.06 0.00072 0.05 0.0006
Other Bus 0.0% 0.06 0 0.05 0
Urban Bus 0.0% 0.06 0 0.05 0
Motorcycle 0.0% 0.09 0 0.01 0
School Bus 0.0% 0.06 0 0.05 0
Motor Home 0.0% 0.09 0 0.125 ' 0

Total 100.0% 0.06946 0.097765

Total Emissions (metric tons) =
Emission Factor by Vehicle Mix (g/ml) x Annual VMT(mi) x 0.000001 metric tons/g

Conversion to Carbon Dioxide Equivalency (C02e) Units based on Global Warming Potential (GWP)
CH4 21 GWP
N20 310 GWP
1 ton (short, US) = 0.90718474 metric ton

Annual M.obile Emissions:

Total Emissions
C02 Emissions"': 12,16 tons C02

CH4 Emissions: 0.0014 metric tons CH4
N20 Emissions: 0.0019 metric tons N20

Total C02e units
11 metric tons C02e

o metric tons C02e
1 metric tons C02e

I Project Tota/: 12 metric tons C02e
References
• from Table C.4: Methane and Nitrous Oxide Emission Factors for Mobile Sources by Vehicle and Fuel Type (g/mile).

in California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 3.1, January 2009,
Assume Model year 2000-present, gasoline fueled.

H Source: California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 3.1, January 2009.
H. From URBEMIS 2007 results for mobile sources
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Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

COMMENTS and RESPONSES

CEQA does not require public circulation of an EIR Addendum. Nevertheless the City
of Long Beach provided a 20-day "courtesy" public circulation period. During that
time/ the City received four comment letters. Although not required/ the City has
provided responses to each of the comment letters. The comment letters that the City
received are listed below. The letters and responses follow.

Commenter Page

1. Kirsten James/ Water Quality Director/ Heal the
Bay® 2

2. Leslie Tamminen, Ocean Program Director/ Seventh
Generation Advisors 6

3. Stephen 1. Joseph/ Counsel, Save the Plastic Bag
Coalition 10

4. Shari M. Jackson, Director/ Progressive Bag
Affiliates/ American Chemistry Council 22

City of Long Beach



1444 9th Street
Santa Monica CA 90401

ph 3104511550
fax 310496 1902

info@healthebay.org
www.healthebay.org

Heal the Bay

April 22, 20 II

Long Beach Development Services
Jill Griffiths, Planning Officer
333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 5th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802
Jill.Griffiths@longbeach.gov

RE: Support of Proposed Single-use Bag Ordinance and Addendum to Los Angeles
County Final Environmental Impact Report to Ban Plastic Carryout Bags

Deal' Ms. Griffiths:

On behalf of Heal the Bay I write in strong support of the Proposed Single-use Bag Ordinance
(Draft: Ordinance) and Addendum to Los Angeles County Final Environmental Impact Report to
Ban Plastic Carryout Bags released on April 8, 20 II. The Draft Ordinance offers a
comprehensive approach to address single-use bag pollution and will deter consumption of all
single-use bags distributed at the point of sale at supermarkets, large retail pharmacies, food
marts and fanner's markets.

As you know after several years of discussion on December 7, 2010, the Long Beach City
Council provided clear direction on how Long Beach should address the issue of single-use bag
pollution. Specifically, Council directed the City Attorney and City Manager to draft an
ordinance duplicating Los Angeles County's adopted ordinance for unincorporated cities, and
closely resembling AB 1998 (Brownley), which the City of Long Beach supported in the past
legislative session. The Draft Ordinance and Addendum appropriately reflect this direction.

We support the Addendum to the Los Angeles County Final Environmental Impact Report to
Ban Plastic Carryout Bags. We believe that the Draft Ordinance will not result in any negative
environmental impacts, as it will actually lead to an increase in the use of reusable bags that are a
more sustainable alternative to single-use bags. The cost associated with paper bags should
avoid an increase in their usage. Thus we agree with staffs conclusion that there will be less
than significant impacts. In fact if anything, the Addendum errs on the conservative side and
evaluates impacts that would be nonexistent with the implementation of the Draft Ordinance.

1

Plastic bags are the most ubiquitous consumer item designed to last for minutes but persist in our
marine environment for hundreds of years. Approximately 60 to 80% of all marine debris and 2

1
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1444 9th Street
Santa Monica CA 90401

ph 310451 1550
fax 310496 1902

info@healthebay.org
www.heallhebay.org

Heal the Bay

90% of floating debris is plastic and comes from mostly land-based sources.' This plastic
pollution poses a persistent threat to marine life. Over 267 species worldwide have been
impacted by plastic litter?

Los Angeles County residents use an estimated 6 billion single-use plastic bags every year. As
proven by failed attempts throughout the state, we cannot recycle our way out ofthis problem
and urgent action is needed to help reduce this pollution. Despite efforts to expand recycling
programs, less than 5% of single-use plastic bags are currently being recycled.' The rest of these
bags inevitably end up in our landfills or as litter, clogging stormdrain systems, and make their
way to our waterways and ocean.

The cleanup of litter from single-use bags puts an additional strain on our economy. One study
has estimated that the taxpayer cost to subsidize the recycling, collection, and disposal of plastic
and paper bags could amount to as much as 17 cents per bag." This figure does not include the
additional costs that local governments incur annually for cleaning littered streets, beaches and
installing trash control devices to comply with total maximum daily load limits (TMDLs) for
trash under the Clean Water Act. Also, plastic bags can clog catch basin inserts and screens
thereby increasing local flood risks. According to City documents, Long Beach spends
approximately $2.2 million per year in maintenance costs associated with marine debris such as
plastic bags. In addition, the City has spent more than $18 million on capital projects designed to
catch litter and debris before they are discharged to our rivers and beaches.

The City made the commitment at the December 2010 hearing to move forward with the
proposed approach, and we urge you to finalize this policy. The City of Long Beach has a
critical role to play in becoming a true leader in eliminating plastic bag waste and preventing the
proliferation of plastic pollution in our communities. The passage of the Draft Ordinance will be
a major step in breaking our addiction to single-use bags.

Thank you for your leadership on this critical environmental issue,

Kirsten James
Water Quality Director

1 M. Gordon (2006) "Eliminating Land-based Discharges of Marine Debris in California: A Plan of Action from The Plastic
Debris Project;" Prepared by the California Coastal Commission (Available at:
www.plasticdebris.orgjCA_Action_Plan_2006.pdf).
2 D.W. Laist (1997) "Impacts of marine debris: entanglement of marine life in marine debris including a comprehensive
list of species with entanglement and ingestion records" In Coe, J.M.,Rogers, D.B. (Eds.), Marine Debris-Sources, Impacts,
and Solutions: Springer-Verlag, New York, 99-139.
3 U.S.Environmental Protection Agency, 2005 Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste, Table 7; California Assembly Bill
2449 (Levine), statutes of 2007.
4 City of San Francisco Dept ofthe Environment "Bag Cost Analysis" (Nov.18, 2004).

2
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Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmentaiimpact Report Addendum

Letter 1

COMMENTER: Kirsten James, Water Quality Director, Heal the Bay®

DATE: Apri122,2011

Response 1.1

The commenter states her support for the proposed Ordinance and the Addendum.
The commenter further states her agreement with the Addendum's findings that the
Draft Ordinance will not result in any negative environmental impacts.

These comments are noted and are consistent with the determination of the Addendum
that the proposed Ordinance would not result in any significant impacts.

Response 1.2

The commenter lists statistics related to plastics and plastic bag use in Los Angeles
County and states that cleanup of litter from plastic bags strains the economy since local
governments are required to clean littered streets, beaches and install trash control
devices to comply with total maximum daily load limits (TMDLs) for trash under the
Clean Water Act. The commenter also notes that plastic bags can clog catch basin
inserts and screens! thereby increasing local flood risks. The commenter also states that
according to City documents, Long Beach spends approximately $2.2 million per year :in
maintenance costs associated with marine debris such as plastic bags. Finally! the
commenter notes that the City has spent more than $18 million on capital projects
designed to catch litter and debris before they are discharged to our rivers and beaches.

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for their
consideration. These comments are consistent with the analysis contained :inthe
Hydrology & Water Quality and Utilities & Service Systems sections of the Addendum.

Response 1.3

The commenter states that the proposed Ordinance would be a major step :in"breaking
the addiction" to use plastic bags and the City has a critical role in eliminating plastic
bag waste and preventing the proliferation of plastic pollution in our communities.

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their
consideration. As discussed in the Addendum, the City's objectives for the proposed
Ordinance include the following:

City of Long Beach
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Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

• Reduce the Citywide consumption of plastic carnjoui bags from the estimated 1,600
plastic carrfout bags per household in 2007 to fewer than 800 plastic bags per
household in 2013

• Reduce the Citywide contribution of plastic carrfoui bags to litter that blights public
spaces Citywide by 50 percent by 2013

• Assist the County in the reduction of the County's, City's, and Flood Control
District' s costs for prevention, clean-up, and enforcement efforts to reduce litter in
the City and the County by $4 million

• Substantially increase awareness of the negative impacts of plastic carrfoui bags and
the benefits of reusable bags, and reach at least 24,736 residents (5 percent of Long
Beach's population) with an environmental awareness message

• Reduce citywide disposal of plastic carrfoui bags in landfills by 50 percent from 2007
annual amounts

City of Long Beach
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7th GENERATION

Advisors

April 27, 2011

Long Beach Development Services
Jill Griffiths, Planning Officer
333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 5th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802
J i11.Gri ffiths@longbeach.gov

RE: Support of Proposed Single-use Bag Ordinance and Addendum to Los Angeles
County Final Environmental Impact Report to Ban Plastic Carryout Bags

Dear Ms. Griffiths:

On behalf of Seventh Generation Advisors, an environmental nonprofit organization
working on sustainability for future generations, I write in strong support of the Proposed
Single-use Bag Ordinance (Draft Ordinance) and Addendum to Los Angeles County
"Final Environmental Impact Report to Ban Plastic Carryout Bags released on April 8,
2011. The Draft Ordinance offers a comprehensive approach to address single-use bag
pollution and will deter consumption of all single-use bags distributed at the point of sale
at supermarkets, large retail pharmacies, food marts and fanner's markets.

As you know, after several years of discussion, on December 7, 2010 the Long Beach
City Council provided clear direction on how Long Beach should address the issue of 1
single-use bag pollution. Specifically, Council directed the City Attorney and City
Manager to draft an ordinance duplicating Los Angeles County's adopted ordinance for
unincorporated cities, and closely resembling AB 1998 (Brownley), which the City of
Long Beach supported in the past legislative session. The Draft Ordinance and
Addendum appropriately reflect this direction.

We support the Addendum to the Los Angeles County Final Environmental Impact
Report to Ban Plastic Carryout Bags. We believe that the Draft Ordinance wilinot result
in any negative environmental impacts, as it will actually lead to an increase in the use of
reusable bags (a more sustainable alternative to single-use bags). The cost associated
with paper bags should avoid an increase in their usage. We therefore agree with staffs
conclusion that there will be less than significant impacts.

Plastic bags are made from fossil fuels - typically natural gas and petroleum. In 2009,
the Guinness Book of World Records named plastic bags the most common product-
worldwide, it is produced by the trillions. 1 If everyone in the United States tied their

I Guinness Book of World Records (2010) "Top 100 Records of the Decade: Most Ubiquitous Consumer
Item." Available at http://201Oguinnesswol'ldrecords.com (Accessed on 1/7/10).
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annual consumption of plastic bags together in a giant chain, the chain would reach
around the Earth's equator 776 timesf Approximately 60 to 80% of all marine debris and
90% of floating debris is plastic and comes from mostly land-based sources.' This plastic
pollution poses a persistent threat to marine life. Over 267 species worldwide have been
impacted by plastic litter.4

Los Angeles County residents use an estimated 6 billion single-use plastic bags every
year. As proven by failed attempts throughout the state, we cannot recycle our way out
of this problem and urgent action is needed to help reduce this pollution. Despite efforts
to expand recycling programs, less than 5% of single-use plastic bags are currently being
recycled." The rest of these bags inevitably end up in our landfiIIs or as litter, clogging
stonndrain systems, and make their way to our waterways and ocean.

The cleanup oflitter from single-use bags puts an additional strain on our economy. One
study has estimated that the taxpayer cost to subsidize the recycling, collection, and
disposal of plastic and paper bags could amount to as much as 17 cents pel' bag." This
figure does not include the additional costs that local governments incur annually for
cleaning littered streets, beaches and installing trash control devices to comply with total
maximum daily load limits (TMDLs) for trash under the Clean Water Act. Also, plastic
bags can clog catch basin inserts and screens thereby increasing local flood risks.
According to City documents, Long Beach spends approximately $2.2 million per year in
maintenance costs associated with marine debris such as plastic bags. In addition, the
City has spent more than $18 million on capital projects designed to catch litter and
debris before they are discharged to our rivers and beaches.

California's own state policy has clearly called for the ban of items that are likely to
become plastic pollution where there are readily available alternatives (like reusable
bags), as weII as the establishment of fees for those items that are likely to become plastic
pollution and do not have readily available alternatives. (See California Ocean Protection
Council, "An Implementation Strategy for the California Ocean Protection Council
Resolution to Reduce and Prevent Ocean Litter," Adopted November 20,2008.
http://vvww .opc.ca. gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/opc ocean litter final strategy.pdf).
Recognizing that trash costs CA money, this policy prioritizes state efforts for source
reduction-not recycling--of frequently littered "worst offender" plastics like plastic
pre-production resin pellets, cigarette butts, plastic bottle caps, plastic bags and

2 U.S. International Trade Commission. Polyethylene Retail Carrier Bags fromIndonesia, Taiwan, and
Vietman. Publication 4080. May 2009, pg. IV-7. *Calculation is based on the following: 2008 bag
consumption, according to U.S. International Trade Commission = 102,105,637,000. Earth's
Circumference = 131,480,184 feet, Average bag length = 1ft.
3 M. Gordon (2006) "Eliminating Land-based Discharges of Marine Debris in California: A Plan of Action
from The Plastic Debris Project;" Prepared by the California Coastal Commission (Available at:
www.plasticdebris.org/CA_Action]lan_2006.pdf).
4 D.W. Laist (1997) "Impacts of marine debris: entanglement of marine life in marine debris including a
comprehensive list of species with entanglement and ingestion records" In Coe, J .M., Rogers, D.B. (Eds.),
Marine Debris-Sources, Impacts, and Solutions: Springer-Verlag, New York, 99-139.
5 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2005 Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste, Table 7;
California Assembly Bill 2449 (Levine), statutes of 2007.
6 City of San Francisco Dept of the Environment "Bag Cost Analvsis" (Nov.18, 2004).
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polystyrene.

The City made the commitment at the Decem bel' 2010 hearing to move forward with the
proposed approach, and we urge you to finalize this policy. The City of Long Beach has
a critical role to play in becoming a true leader in eliminating plastic bag waste and
preventing the proliferation of plastic pollution in our communities. 111 order to protect
our environment, and our economy, it is imperative to move away from recycling and
towards source reduction of single-use plastics. The passage of the Draft Ordinance will
be a major step forward.

Thank you for your leadership,
Sincerely,

~
····-"-·7 ..
/' ,"'"

., . ~,/ &:-f.1~~--~-'--
/
/

Leslie Tamminen
Seventh Generation Advisors
Ocean Program Director
(310) 780-3344
Leslie.Tamminen@gmail.com
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Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

Letter 2

COMMENTERS: Leslie Tanuninen, Ocean Program Director, Seventh Generation
Advisors

DATE: April 27, 2011

Response 2.1

The commenter states her support for the proposed Ordinance and the Addendum.
The commenter further states her agreement with the Addendum's findings that the
Draft Ordinance will not result in any negative environmental impacts.

These comments are noted and are consistent with the determination of the Addendum
that the proposed Ordinance would not result in any significant impacts.

Response 2.2

The commenter lists statistics related to plastics and plastic bag use in Los Angeles County.
Please see Response 1.2.

Response 2.3

The commenter states that the proposed Ordinance would be a major step in
eliminating plastic bag waste and preventing the proliferation of plastic pollution in our
communities and that in order to protect our environment, and our economy, it is
imperative to move away from recycling and towards source reduction of single-use
plastics.

This comment is noted. Please see Response 1.3.

City of Long Beach
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SAVE THE PLASTIC BAG COALITION
350 Bay Street, Suite] 00-328
San Francisco, CA 94133
Phone: (415) 577-6660
Fax: (415) 869-5380

E-mail: savetbeRlasticb<lli.@earthlink.net
Website: WVl~W-,-~.f1ve.!1:L@JgstiQQ9g.CQ1]l

April 27, 20]1

Long Beach Development Services
Jill Griffiths, Planning Officer
333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 5th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

VIAE-MAIL
Jill.GriffithsCw'longbeach.gov

OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE TO BAN PLASTIC BAGS

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code §21177(b), Save the Plastic Bag Coalition ("STPB") hereby
objects to the approval of the project/ordinance to ban plastic carryout bags based on (i) the
CEQA objections herein; and (ii) preemption by AB 2449.

Exhibits are submitted herewith via e-mail for inclusion in the administrative record in
support of these objections.

CEQA OBJECTIONS

The numbered title headings herein are part of the objections.

1. STPB OBJECTS TO THE USE OF AN INAPPROPRIATE, INAPPLICABLE,
AND IRRELEVANT GRG THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE IN THE
ADDENDUM TO THE COUNTY EIR

At page 9 of the Addendum, the City states as follows:

For this analysis, the City has determined to select its own GHG
significance threshold rather than relying on the County's
threshold as used in the County's Final EIR. For this analysis, the
City's proposed Ordinance is evaluated based on a plan-based
threshold of 6.6 metric tons C02e per service population (defined
to include both residents and employees) per year. The City does
not recommend adoption of that threshold for any other purpose at
this time, but that numeric threshold is recommended for this
analysis for the following reasons. First, the 6.6 metric tons C02e
per service population threshold was recently adopted by the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) as a
quantitative GHG emissions thresholds for plan-level projects
(BAAQMD, "California Environmental Quality Act: Air Quality

10
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Guidelines" (June 2010).) Second, the BAAQMD derived that
"efficiency" metric from statewide compliance with AB 32, and so
that metric may be appropriately applied in regions other than the
Bay Area. Finally, although SCAQMD has not yet acted on the
proposal, staff of the SCAQMD are proposing the same efficiency
metric for use in the South Coast region (SCAQMD, "Proposed
Tier 4 Performance Standards, September 2010). Thus, the City
finds that a 6.6 metric ton C02e per service population per year
threshold is appropriately used in this analysis at this time.
Therefore, the City's proposed Ordinance would have a significant
impact related to GHG emissions if the GHG emissions would
result in more than 6.6 metric tons of C02e per service population
(residents and employees) per year.

STPB objects to the application of the proposed threshold. The BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines (June 2010) ("BAAQMD Guidelines") apply only to land-use driven emission
sectors. (Exh. LB5.) The BAAQMD Guidelines state at page 1-1 as follows:

Land development plans and projects have the potential to generate
harmful air pollutants that degrade air quality and increase local
exposure. The Guidelines contain instructions on how to evaluate,
measure, and mitigate air quality impacts generated from land
development construction and operation activities.

(Emphasis added.) According to the BBAQMD Guidelines at page D-14:

Land use-driven emission sectors include Transportation (On-Road
Passenger Vehicles; On- Road Heavy Duty), Electric Power
(Electricity; Cogeneration), Commercial and Residential
(Residential Fuel Use; Commercial Fuel Use) and Recycling and
Waste (Domestic Waste Water Treatment).

(See also Table 3-1 at pages 3-1 to 3-2 of the BAAQMD Guidelines which lists only land-use
projects.)

Further, even as to land-use projects, the BAAQMD project-level threshold of
significance for GHGs is not 6.6 metric tons of C02e per service population. (See BAAQMD
Guidelines at page 2-4.)

The SCAQMD recognizes that the BAAQMD thresholds are applicable to land-use
projects only. In the minutes of the stakeholder meeting on the SCAQMD proposed thresholds of
significance, the Deputy Executive Officer ofSCAQMD's Planning Rule Development and Area
Sources Division stated:

2
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To derive the project level efficiency threshold of 4.6, it appears
that BAAQMD took the 2020 statewide GHG reduction target .lor
land use onlv ....

(Exh. LB6, page 2.)

Obviously, the regulation of carryout bags is not a land-use project. Far greater
allowances must be made for buildings and other land-based uses, because economic
development would otherwise be stymied. STPB strongly objects to the use of land-use
thresholds for determining the significance of GHG emissions from carryout bag life cycles.

The County made the following finding in its EIR:

The ErR determined that the recommended County ordinance
(analyzed as Alternative 5), based on the County's assumption of a
conservative number of plastic bags used in its analysis and a
conservative scenario of 50 percent conversion to paper carryout
bags, when applying the threshold "generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or indirectly that may have a significant
effect on the environment," that GHG emissions due to the end of
life of paper carryout bags in landfills would be cumulatively
considerable.

(County ErR at 1-18, Exh LBl.)

CEQ A Guidelines §15065(a)(3) states that a lead agency shall find that a project may
have a significant effect on the environment when "the project has the potential to achieve short-
term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals." In the context
of the regulation of carryout bags, that is the appropriate and applicable threshold of significance.
Accordingly, the County adopted a goal-oriented approach to determining the threshold of
significance for this project based on the following two County objectives for the project:

• Sustainability (as it relates to the County's energy and environmental goals)

• Landfill disposal reduction .

(County Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations at page 1-3; Exh. LBl.)

Further, a measurement based 011 a annual per capita approach rails to take into
accollnt the cumulative alld aggregate impacts or replacing billions or plastic bags with paper
bags {or the all o{the veal'Sthat the ordinance remains in effect. That is a massive amount of
additional C02e. STPB objects Oil this ground too.

The City of Long Beach must accept the County GHG threshold of significance as no
other threshold could be valid for this project.

3
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2. STPB OBJECTS TO THE ASSUMPTION IN THE ADDENDUM TO THE EIR
THAT REUSABLE BAGS WILL BE USED 125 TIMES

In addition to increasing the use of paper bags, by banning the use
of plastic carryout bags the proposed Ordinance would be expected
to result in increased use of reusable bags which may also increase
emissions. However, as described in the County's Final EIR,
because reusable bags must be designed to have a minimum
lifespan of at least 125 uses, air quality impacts due to"the life
cycle of a reusable bag would be expected to be lower than those
of a plastic or paper carryout bag when considered on a per-bag
basis. Thus, consistent with the findings of the County's Final EIR,
any conversion from the use of plastic carryout bags to reusable
bags would reasonably be expected to result in an environmental
benefit.

Just because a reusable bag can be used 125 times does not mean that it will be used 125
times. Therefore, STPB objects to this invalid assumption in the Addendum.

3. STPB OBJECTS TO ANY DEVIATION FROM THE DEFINITION OF
REUSABLE BAGS IN THE COUNTY ORDINANCE

The Addendum states at page 2 as follows:

With respect to reusable bags, the Ordinance would require that the
reusable bag be designed for a minimum lifetime of 125 uses, be
machine washable, and not contain lead, cadmium, or any other
heavy metal in toxic amounts, muong other criteria ....

Plastic bags that are a minimum of 2.25 mils thick and are used by
many stores are considered to be reusable bags, per the definition
in the ordinance.

The above language is ambiguous in that it is not clear whether the City is proposing to
require that all reusable bags be machine washable. The County ordinance states that reusable
bags must be "machine washable or. .. made from a material that can be cleaned or disinfected."
(Exh. LB3.)

If the County is planning to require that reusable bags be machine washable, then
polyethylene reusable bags would fall outside the definition. If that is what the City is proposing,
STPB objects and demands that corresponding changes to the EIR be made.

The County determined in the EIR that reusable bags made from polyethylene must be
used at least three times before delivering environmental benefits compared to plastic carryout
bags. (County EIR at 4-49 to 50, 12-52 to 53.) This is far better than the 104 times that
polypropylene or cotton reusable bags must be used to deliver environmental benefits. (Table at
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EIR at 12-21 and repeated in text throughout BIR.) Excluding polyethylene reusable bags from
the definition by requiring that reusable bags be machine washable would result in significant
negative environmental impacts that must be disclosed in an BIR.

4. STPB HEREBY REASSERTS ALL OF ITS OBJECTIONS TO THE COUNTY
EIR

STPB made the decision not to challenge the County's Final EIR. However, the City of
Long Beach is proposing to change the BIR as it applies to Long Beach. Therefore, STPB hereby 5
reasserts all of its objections to the County BIR and reserves the right to litigate all such
objections against the City of Long Beach. All such objections to the County BIR are contained
in Exhibit LB2 that is submitted herewith. Said objections are incorporated herein by reference
as objections to the City's proposed ordinance, as if fully stated herein.

OBJECTION TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE BASED ON PREEMPTION

In 2006, the Legislature enacted AB 2449. (Pub. Res. Code §§42250-57.) The Legislature
declared its intent in AB 2449 as follows:

It is the intent of the Legislature, in enacting Chapter 5.1
(commencing with section 42250) Part 3 of Division 30 of the
Public Resources Code, to encourage the use of reusable bags by
consumers and retailers and to reduce the consumption of single-
use bags.

The Governor's signing statement is part of the legislative history. The signing statement
includes the following language:

I am signing Assembly Bill 2449 that implements a statewide
plastic bag recycling program.

While this bill may not go as far as some local environmental
groups and cities may have hoped, this program will make
progress to reduce plastics in our environment. This measure
requires every retail establishment that provides its customers
plastic bags to have an in store plastic bag recycling program, a
public awareness program promoting bag recycling, post recycling
requirements, record keeping and penalties.

Because this is a statewide program the bill precludes locals from
implementing more stringent local requirements. The bill sunsets
in six years and this will allow locals time to develop additional
programs or the legislature to consider a more far reaching
solution.

(Exh. LB8.)

5
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AB 2449 sunsets and expires on January 1,2013 (Pub. Res. Code §42257), one year after
the Ordinance takes effect on January 1,2012.

AB 2449 only applies to "stores." (Pub. Res. Code §42251.) A "store" is defined as a
supermarket or large retail store "that provides plastic carryout bags to its customers." (Pub. Res.
Code §42250(e).) If plastic bags are banned by local ordinances, then stores in those localities
will not be subject to AB 2449 and the statewide statutory scheme of AB 2449 would be
defeated.

The definition of "stores" in the City's proposed ordinance includes retail establishments
that are defined as "stores" in AB 2449.

Under AB 2449, stores that provide plastic bags to customers must install plastic bag
collection bins "for the purpose of collecting and recycling plastic carryout bags." Pub. Res.
Code §42252(b). Any member of the public may use those bins to deposit any discarded plastic
carryout bags. If stores in the City are prohibited from handing out plastic bags, then all such
stores would be permitted to remove their plastic bag recycling bins. Such bins are used to
collect and recycle all types of plastic bags, including bags that would not be prohibited under 6

the proposed ordinance, including but not limited to retail bags, produce bags, newspaper bags,
and dry cleaning bags. The statewide statutory scheme of AB 2449 would be defeated. There
would be no way to recycle such bags as they are not accepted in curbside recycling programs in
the City.

AB 2449 states that "[t]he operator of the store shall make reusable bags available to
customers within the store, which may be purchased and used in lieu of using a plastic carryout
bag or paper bag." (Pub. Res. Code §42252(e).) If plastic bags are banned by local ordinances,
such stores will not be subject to the state law requirement to make reusable bags available to
customers in lieu of paper bags. Therefore, the declared legislative intent of AB 2449 "to
encourage the use of reusable bags by consumers and retailers and to reduce the consumption of
single-use bags," including paper bags, would be defeated. Although an ordinance banning
plastic bags may require such stores to make reusable bags available in lieu of paper bags, there
is no guarantee that a city or county will include such a requirement in an ordinance.

Based on the foregoing, if cities and counties may enact plastic bag bans that take effect
before AB 2449 sunsets on January 1,2013, the comprehensive and integrated statewide plastics
reduction, recycling, and reusable bag scheme of AB 2449 would be defeated.

It is the intent of the Legislature in enacting AB 2449 that it precludes and preempts local
plastic bag ban ordinances that take effect prior to January 1, 2013. Therefore, the City's
proposed ordinance will invalid if it takes effect prior to January 1, 2013.

NOTICE OF INTENT TO LITIGATE

STPB hereby notifies the City of Long Beach that STPB will file a petition for writ of
mandate in the Los Angeles County Superior Court or other appropriate court to enforce CEQA
in the public interest, based on the points and objections herein, if the proposed ordinance or a
similar ordinance is adopted.

6
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STPB further notifies the City of Long Beach that STPB. will file a complaint in the Los
Angeles County Superior Court or other appropriate court to invalidate the proposed ordinance if
it adopted, based on preemption. .

PROPOSED SOLUTION

STPB proposes that the City of Long Beach adopt the Los Angeles County Findings of
Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations, without amendment. The appropriate model is
the City of Calabasas ordinance. (Exh. LB7).

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

STPB is submitting herewith, by e-mail, copies of documents cited herein or which
otherwise support the objections herein. STPB requests that all such documents be made part of
the administrative record.

REQUEST FOR NOTICES

I request that you send me by e-mail and regular mail any future public notices regarding
the proposed ordinance and any public hearings, including but not limited to any and all CEQ A
documents.

CONTACT PERSON

I am the designated contact person for the Save The Plastic Bag Coalition.

RESERVATION OF RIGHTS

No rights or duties are waived by any statement or omission herein. All rights are
reserved. Strict compliance with all the applicable provisions of CEQA is hereby demanded.

Dated: April 27, 2011

STEPHEN L. JOSEPH
Counsel, Save The Plastic Bag Coalition

7
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Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

Letter 3

COMMENTER: Stephen 1. Joseph, Counsel, Save the Plastic Bag Coalition

DATE: April 27, 2011

Response 3.1

The commenter states an opinion that the greenhouse gas threshold utilized in the
Addendum is inappropriate, inapplicable, and irrelevant since the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) threshold is intended for land use projects. Further
the commenter claims that the Addendum used the wrong "project-Jevel threshold" of
6.6 metric tons of C02e per service population per year as displayed in the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's (BAAQMD) Guidelines at page 2-4.

In regard to the proposed Ordinance not being a land use project, the BAAQMD
Cuidelines are designed II to assist lead agencies in evaluating air quality impacts of
projects and plans" (BAAQMD Guidelines, page 1-1, 2010). As stated in the BAAQMD
Guidelines on page 1-1, the Guidelines provides BAAQMD-recommended procedures
for evaluating potential an.' quality impacts during the environmental review process
consistent with CEQA requirements. Although the proposed Ordinance is not a
physical land use project as the commenter suggests, the proposed Ordinance is similar
to a plan and thus a "plan-level" analysis was conducted in the Addendum which is
allowed under the BAAQMD Guidelines and under CEQA. The Ordinance would have
IIoperational" impacts from GHG emissions related to transportation (truck trips to
deliver carryout bags), the manufacturing process, and landfill degradation (as
discussed in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions section of the Addendum), all of which are
GHG emission sources. In addition, although the proposed Ordinance is not a physical
development project, the proposed Ordinance is a "project" under CEQA. As stated in
the CE QA Guidelines Section 15064.4,

A lead agency shall have discretion to determine, in the context of a particular
project, whether to:

(1) Use a model or methodology to quantifij greenhouse gas emissions resulting
from a project, and which model or methodology to use. The lead agency has
discretion to select the model or methodology it considers most appropriate
provided it supports its decision with substantial evidence. The lead agency
should explain the limitations of the particular model or methodology selected
for use; and/or

(2) Rely on a qualitative analysis or performance based standards.

City of Long Beach
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Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

A lead agency should consider the following factors, among others, when
assessing the significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions on the
enoironmeni:

(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas
emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting;

(2) lIv'heiher the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead
agency determines applies to the project.

The Addendum utilizes the City of Long Beach's preferred GHG methodology for
projects under CEQA and has selected a reasonable GHG threshold of significance to

. apply to the proposed Ordinance. The methodology and significance criteria are
consistent with analysis performed in CEQA documents throughout the State and have
been utilized in numerous EIRs in the County and for projects located within the City of
Long Beach. Therefore the threshold utilized in the Addendum is appropriate for use in
this analysis.

In regard to using the wrong "project-level" threshold, as stated on page 9 of the
Addendum, for this analysis the City's proposed Ordinance is evaluated based on a
plan-based threshold of 6.6 metric tons C02e per service population (defined to include
both residents and employees) per year. The "plan-based" threshold of 6.6 metric tons
C02e per service population was recently adopted by the BAAQMD as a quantitative
GHG emissions thresholds for plan-level projects (BAAQMD, "California
Environmental Quality Act: Air Quality Guidelines" page 2-8, June 2010). Since the
proposed Ordinance is not a physical development project but rather a citywide
ordinance, the BAAQMD's "project-level" threshold of 4.6 metric tons C02e per service
population per year (which the commenter refers to on page 2-4 of the BAAQMD's
Guidelines) is not applicable. Rather, the "plan-level" threshold is more appropriate for
this analysis. Nevertheless, regardless of which of the two thresholds were selected, the
increase in GHG emissions associated with implementation of the City's proposed
Ordinance would be less than 0.02 metric tons per service population per year which
would not come close to exceeding either threshold (see Tables 4-6 in the Addendum).

Response 3.2

The commenter states an opinion that the Addendum should use the County's goal-
oriented approach to determining the threshold of significance related to GHG
emissions. The comment further states that a measurement based on an annual per
capita approach fails to take into account the cumulative and aggregate impacts of
replacing billions of plastic bags with paper bags for the all of the years that the
Ordinance remains in effect.

As stated on page 3.3-15 of the County's Final BIR, there are two relevant significance
criteria:

City of Long Beach
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• Inconsistency with laws and regulations in managing GHG emissions
• Inconsistency with the goal to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels (approximately

427 million metric tons or 9.6 metric tons ofC02e per capita) by 2020 as required by
AB 32

As stated in Response 3.1, the Addendum determined that the increase in GHG
emissions associated with the City's proposed Ordinance would be less than 0.02 metric
tons per service population per year. This would not come close to exceeding the
County's threshold of 9.6metric tons of C02e per capita (see Tables 4-6 in the
Addendum). The County's Final EIR also determined that emissions would not exceed
the numerical threshold of 9.6metric tons of C02e per capita. Nevertheless, the County
determined on page 12-52 that:

"the indirect impacts to GHG emissions from the end of life of paper carrfoui
bags may have the potential to be cumulatively considerable, depending on the
actual percentage increase in conversion to paper carrfoui bags, the number of
stores affected, the actual bag usage per day, the size of the fee or charge, and other
relevant factors that are specific to each of the 88 incorporated cities 'within the
County. In the development of this EIR, the Countu has recognized and
acknowledged that each city has the authority to render an independent decision
regarding implementation of its own ordinance. For the purposes of this EIR, the
County has extended the worst-case scenario for the County ordinance and
alternatives to a scenario 'where all 88 cities adopt comparable ordinances.
However, an individual determination, including for cumulative impacts, for each
city would be contingent on the exact parameters of the city's proposed ordinance,
consideration of the above-identified factors, the city's adopted thresholds of
significance, and its projected AB 32 GHG emissions target.

Although the County's GHG analysis determined that emissions would not exceed the
numerical threshold of 9.6 .6metric tons of C02e per capita, the County's Final EIR
"conservatively" assumed that all 88 cities in the County would adopt similar
ordinances to conclude that there may be significant impacts. The City of Long Beach is
one of the 88 cities included in the County's EIR and as such the City is under no
obligation to adopt the exact findings made by the County. The City of Long Beach, in
the Addendum, has made its own cumulative significance determination of GHG
emissions related to the City's proposed Ordinance using the most reasonably available
methodology and significance criteria.

Further, in regard to cumulative and aggregate impacts, the analysis of GHGs is by its
nature a cumulative analysis since the vast majority of individual projects do not
generate sufficient GHG emissions to create a project-specific impact through a direct
influence to global climate change. Therefore, the issue of climate change as discussed

City of Long Beach
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in the Addendum involves an analysis of whether the proposed Ordinance's
contribution towards an impact would be cumulatively considerable. As stated in the
Addendum, impacts related to GHG emissions were determined to be less than
significant.

Response 3.3

The commenter objects to the assumption in the Addendum that reusable bags will be
used 125 times. The proposed Ordinance would require that a reusablebag be designed for
a minimum lifetimeof125uses. However, different customers of Long Beach retail stores
may use reusable bags with different frequency (some more than 125 times, some less
than 125). Similar to the County's Final EIR, the Addendum conservatively assumes
that reusable carryout bags would be used at least 125 times. The Addendum preparers
believe that this is a reasonable assumption and the commenter does not provide any
evidence suggesting otherwise, Therefore, this comment is speculative.

Response 3.4

The commenter states concern that the proposed Ordinance neglects to include
language that requires reusable bags to be "machine washable ...or made from a .
material that can be cleaned or disinfected."

The proposed Ordinance definition of a reusable bag does contain the language the
commenter describes above. The Addendum does list every definition of the Ordinance
since the Draft Ordinance is provided as an attachment. However, as shown on page 3
or the Draft Ordinance, a reusable bag is defined as follows and contains the language
described by the commenter (see (3)):

"Reusable bag" means a bag with handles that is specifically designed and
manufactured for multiple reuse and meets all of the following requirements: (1)
has a minimum lifetime of one hundred twenty-five (125) uses, which for
purposes of this Section, means the capability of carrying a minimum of twenty-
two (22) pounds one hundred twenty-five (125) times over a distance of at least
one hundred seventy-five (175) feet; (2) has a minimum volume of fifteen (15)
liters; (3) is machine washable or is made from a material that can be cleaned or
disinfected; (4) does not contain lead, cadmium, 01' any other heavy metal in toxic
amounts, as defined by applicable state and federal standards and regulations for
packaging or reusable bags; (5) has printed on the bag, or on a tag that is
permanently affixed to the bag, the name of the manufacturer, the location where
the bag was manufactured, a statement that the bag does not contain lead,
cadmium, or any other heavy metal in toxic amounis, and the percentage of
poeiconsumer recycled material used, if any; and (6) if made of plastic, is a
minimum of at least 2.25 mils ihick.

City of Long Beach
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Response 3.5

The commenter states that he reasserts all of his previous objections to the County's
ElR. This comment is noted. The County of Los Angeles responded to the commenter's
previous objections in its Final EIR (see page 13-37 of the County's Final EIR).

Response 3.6

The commenter states concern that if the proposed Ordinance is implemented, AB 2449
would be preempted in Long Beach and therefore the proposed Ordinance would result
in the loss of plastic bag recycling bins at stores, which also are used for the collection of
other recyclable products such as newspaper bags, dry cleaning bags, and other plastic
bags. He further states a concern that if these bins are removed, recyclable material will
be sent to landfills. In addition, he states a concern that if the proposed Ordinance is
enacted, there is no guarantee that stores/retailers would make reusable bags available
for customers.

This comment is speculative. As discussed on page 1 of the Addendum, the proposed
Ordinance would ban plastic bags and would therefore eliminate the need for
customers to return plastic bags to the stores for recycling. In regard to the concern
about other recyclable materials being sent to the landfill, the AB 2449 plastic bag
recycle bins are intended for plastic carryout bag recycling, but are not the only
recycling infrastructure in the City. The City provides curbside recycling in private
recycling bins for both residents and businesses. In addition, the City provides dropoff
centers where the public can recycle products such as newspaper bags, dry cleaning
bags, and other plastic bags. The proposed ordinance would not eliminate recycling of
other materials. The commenter has provided no evidence to support the contention
that bins for recyclable materials other than plastic bags would be removed or that
higher amounts of such materials would be sent to landfills as a result of the proposed
ordinance.

In regard to not providing reusable bags, as stated on page 2 of the Addendum, the
Ordinance would require a store to provide or make available to a customer only
recyclable paper carryout bags or reusable bags. The Ordinance would also encourage
a store to educate its staff to promote reusable bags and to post signs encouraging
customers to use reusable bags. The comment is speculative as it provides no evidence
to suggest that stores/retailers would not provide reusable bags for sale.

City of Long Beach

21



American
Chemistry

---'1 t ouncll"

Ms. Jill Griffiths, Planning Officer
City of Long Beach
Long Beach Development Services
333 West Ocean Boulevard, 5th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

April 29, 2011

Via email: JiII.Griffiths@longbeach.gov

Re: Scoping Comments of the American Chemistry Council's Progressive Bag Affiliates on
Long Beach's Proposed Single-Use Carryout Bag Ordinance

Dear Ms. Griffiths:

I write on behalf of the American Chemistry Council ("ACC")'s Progressive Bag Affiliates with respect to
the public review period offered by the City of Long Beach, Department of Development Services ("City")
for the addendum to the Los Angeles County Final Environmental Impact Report on the proposed single-
use carryout bag ordinance. As proposed, the ordinance would prohibit the distribution of plastic carryout
bags at the point of sale (i.e., check-out) for most commercial food service businesses in Long Beach
except restaurants. Although the ordinance would purportedly restrict certain paper bags as well, paper
bags with more than 40% recycled content would be exempted from restrictions.

ACC believes that a comprehensive approach based on reduce, reuse and recycle is the best method to
reduce bag waste. In fact, ACC has supported a number of programs using this approach and promoting
bag recycling including Keep California Beautiful's new "Got Your Bags" program. This initiative
encourages consumers to bring their bags back to the grocery store whether they are reusable bags or
recyclable plastic bags. Recycling and reusing plastic bags is one of the simplest things consumers can
do to contribute to a better environment. In fact, surveys show that 92 percent of consumers reuse their
plastic shopping bags. Should a ban on plastic bags be adopted by the city, the environmental burden of
manufacturing other bags to replace those bags must also be considered.

Environmental reviews conducted in other jurisdictions of similar restrictions on plastic bags have
consistently demonstrated that there are adverse environmental impacts from such restrictions stemming
largely from a consumer shift from plastic bags to paper. In addition, environmental impacts may occur
from a shift from plastic bags to reusable bags. The scope of the review should address ill[ the
environmental consequences of behavioral shifts fully.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to the scoping process. For additional information,
please feel free to contact me at 703-741-5102 or via email atsharijackson@americanhmistry.com.

Sincerely,

Shari Jackson
Director, Progressive Bag Affiliates

IjPage
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Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

Letter 4

COMMENTER: Shari M. Jackson, Director, Progressive Bag Affiliates, American
Chemistry Council

DATE: Apri129, 2011

Response 4.1

The commenter states that a comprehensive approach based on reduce, reuse and
recycle is the best method to reduce bag waste and that recycling and reusing plastic
bags is the simplest thing consumers can do to contribute to a better environment. The
commenter further states that if the proposed Ordinance were adopted by the City, the
environmental burdens associated with the manufacturing of other carryout bags to
replace plastic bags should be considered.

This comment regarding recycling and reusing plastic bags is noted and will be
forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for their consideration. In regard to the
environmental burdens associated with the manufacturing of other carryout bags to
replace plastic bags, the environmental impacts associated with the manufacturing
process of both paper and reusable bags is discussed in the County's Final EIR and in
the City's Addendum. Please see the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hydrology &
Water Quality, and Utilities & Service Systems sections of the Addendum for discussions
of the proposed Ordinance's impacts related to the manufacturing process of paper and
reusable bags.

Response 4.2

The commenter states that other environmental reviews have determined that there
may be environmental impacts related to shifting from plastic bags to paper and/ or
reusable bags and that the environmental review for the proposed Ordinance should
address all environmental consequences of behavioral shifts.

The Addendum addresses each of the environmental issues studied in the Final EIR,
comparing the effects of the proposed Long Beach Plastic Carry out Bag Ordinance with
the effects of the County of Los Angeles Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance that was the
subject of the adopted Final EIR. In addition to stating the County's finding for each
impact, the analysis includes a discussion of the City's impact related to adopting its
own plastic carryout bag ban ordinance and the impacts associated with
implementation of such an ordinance citywide. Further, as stated on page 4, the City's
proposed Ordinance would not change any of the impacts identified as less than
significant in the County's Final EIR Initial Study (Volume II: Section D of the Final
EIR). Each of those impacts would remain less than significant for the City's proposed

City of Long Beach
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Ordinance. The commenter does not specify what additional IIenvironmental
consequences" should be addressed.

City of Long Beach
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COMMENTS and RESPONSES

CEQA does not require public circulation of an EIR Addendum. Nevertheless the City
of Long Beach provided a 20-day 1/ courtesy" public circulation period. During that
time/ the City received four comment letters. Although not required/ the City has
provided responses to each of the comment letters. The comment letters that the City
received are listed below. The letters and responses follow.

Commenter

1. Kirsten James/ Water Quality Director/ Heal the
Bay® 2

2. Leslie Tamminen, Ocean Program Director/ Seventh
Generation Advisors 6

3. Stephen 1. Joseph/ Counsel/ Save the Plastic Bag
Coalition 10

4. Shari M. Jackson/ Director/ Progressive Bag
Affiliates} American Chemistry Council 22
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1444 9th Street
Santa Monica CA 90401

ph 3104511550
fax 3104961902

info@healthebay.org
www.healthebay.org

Heal the Bay

April 22, 2011

Long Beach Development Services
Jill Griffiths, Planning Officer
333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 5th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802
Jill.Griffiths@longbeach.gov

RE: Support of Proposed Single-use Bag Ordinance and Addendum to Los Angeles
County Final Environmental Impact Report to Ban Plastic Carryout Bags

Dear Ms. Griffiths:

On behalf of Heal the Bay I write in strong support of the Proposed Single-use Bag Ordinance
(Draft Ordinance) and Addendum to Los Angeles County Final Environmental Impact Report to
Ban Plastic Carryout Bags released on April 8, 2011. The Draft Ordinance offers a
comprehensive approach to address single-use bag pollution and will deter consumption of all
single-use bags distributed at the point of sale at supermarkets, large retail pharmacies, food
marts and farmer's markets.

As you know after several years of discussion on December 7, 2010, the Long Beach City
Council provided clear direction on how Long Beach should address the issue of single-use bag
pollution. Specifically, Council directed the City Attorney and City Manager to draft an
ordinance duplicating Los Angeles County's adopted ordinance for unincorporated cities, and
closely resembling AB 1998 (Brownley), which the City of Long Beach supported in the past
legislative session. The Draft Ordinance and Addendum appropriately reflect this direction.

We support the Addendum to the Los Angeles County Final Environmental Impact Report to
Ban Plastic Carryout Bags. We believe that the Draft Ordinance will not result in any negative
environmental impacts, as it will actually lead to an increase in the use of reusable bags that are a
more sustainable alternative to single-use bags. The cost associated with paper bags should
avoid an increase in their usage. Thus we agree with staffs conclusion that there will be less
than significant impacts. In fact if anything, the Addendum errs on the conservative side and
evaluates impacts that would be nonexistent with the implementation ofthe Draft Ordinance.

1

Plastic bags are the most ubiquitous consumer item designed to last for minutes but persist in our
marine environment for hundreds of years. Approximately 60 to 80% of all marine debris and 2
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1444 9th Street
Santa MonicaCA 90401

ph 3104511550
fax 310496 1902

info@healthebay.org
www.heallhebay.org

Heal tile Bay

90% of floating debris is plastic and comes from mostly land-based sources.' This plastic
pollution poses a persistent threat to marine life. Over 267 species worldwide have been
impacted by plastic litter?

Los Angeles County residents use an estimated 6 billion single-use plastic bags every year. As
proven by failed attempts throughout the state, we cannot recycle our way out of this problem'
and urgent action is needed to help reduce this pollution. Despite efforts to expand recycling
programs, less than 5% of single-use plastic bags are currently being recycled." The rest of these
bags inevitably end up in our landfills or as litter, clogging stormdrain systems, and make their
way to our waterways and ocean.

The cleanup of litter from single-use bags puts an additional strain on our economy. One study
has estimated that the taxpayer cost to subsidize the recycling, collection, and disposal of plastic
and paper bags could amount to as much as 17 cents per bag." This figure does not include the
additional costs that local governments incur annually for cleaning littered streets, beaches and
installing trash control devices to comply with total maximum daily load limits (TMDLs) for
trash under the Clean Water Act. Also, plastic bags can clog catch basin inserts and screens
thereby increasing local flood risks. According to City documents, Long Beach spends
approximately $2.2 million per year' in maintenance costs associated with marine debris such as
plastic bags. In addition, the City has spent more than $18 million on capital projects designed to
catch litter and debris before they are discharged to our rivers and beaches.

The City made the commitment at the December 2010 hearing to move forward with the
proposed approach, and we urge you to finalize this policy. The City of Long Beach has a
critical role to play in becoming a true leader in eliminating plastic bag waste and preventing the
proliferation of plastic pollution in our communities. The passage of the Draft Ordinance will be
a major step in breaking our addiction to single-use bags.

Thank you for your leadership on this critical environmental issue,

Kirsten James
Water Quality Director

1M. Gordon (2006) "Eliminating Land-based Discharges of Marine Debris in California: A Plan of Action from The Plastic
Debris Project;" Prepared by the California Coastal Commission (Available at:
www.plasticdebris.org/CA_Action_Plan_2006.pdf).
2 DW. Laist (1997) "Impacts of marine debris: entanglement of marine life in marine debris including a comprehensive
list of species with entanglement and ingestion records" In Coe, J.M.,Rogers, D.B. (Eds.), Marine Debris-Sources, Impacts,
and Solutions: Springer-Verlag, New York, 99-139.
3 U.S.Environmental Protection Agency, 2005 Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste, Table 7; California Assembly Bill
2449 (Levine), statutes of2007.
4 City of San Francisco Dept of the Environment "Bag Cost Analysis" (Nov.1B, 2004).
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Letter 1

COMMENTER: Kirsten James, Water Quality Director, Heal the Bay®

DATE: April 22, 2011

Response 1.1

The commenter states her support for the proposed Ordinance and the Addendum.
The commenter further states her agreement with the Addendum's findings that the
Draft Ordinance will not result in any negative environmental impacts.

These comments are noted and are consistent with the determination of the Addendum
that the proposed Ordinance would not result in any significant impacts.

Response 1.2

The commenter lists statistics related to plastics and plastic bag use in Los Angeles
County and states that cleanup of litter from plastic bags strains the economy since local
governments are required to clean littered streets, beaches and install trash control
devices to comply with total maximum daily load limits (TMDLs) for trash under the
Clean Water Act. The commenter also notes that plastic bags can clog catch basin
inserts and screens, thereby increasing local flood risks. The commenter also states that
according to City documents, Long Beach spends approximately $2.2 million per year in
maintenance costs associated with marine debris such as plastic bags. Finally, the
commenter notes that the City has spent more than $18 million oricapital projects
designed to catch litter and debris before they are discharged to our rivers and beaches .'

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for their
consideration. These comments are consistent with the analysis contained in the
Hydrology & Water Quality and Utilities & Service Systems sections of the Addendum.

Response 1.3

The commenter states that the proposed Ordinance would be a major step in "breaking
the addiction" to use plastic bags and the City has a critical role in eliminating plastic
bag waste and preventing the proliferation of plastic pollution in our communities.

This comment is noted and will be forwarded to City decision-makers for their
consideration. As discussed in the Addendum, the City's objectives for the proposed
Ordinance include the following:

City of Long Beach
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Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

• Reduce the Citywide consumption of plastic carryout bagsfrom the estimated 11600
plastic carryout bags per household in 2007 tofewer than 800 plastic bags per
household in 2013

• Reduce the Citywide contribution of plastic carrfoui bags to litter that blights public
spaces Citywide by 50 percent by 2013

" Assist the County in the reduction of the Countu' e, Cityl s, and Flood Control
District' s costs for preoention, clean-up, and enforcement efforts to reduce litter in
the City and the County by $4 million

" Substantially increase awareness of the negative impacts of plastic carrfoui bags and
the benefits of reusable bagsl and reach at least 241736 residents (5 percent of Long
Beach's population) with an environmental awareness message

4& Reduce citywide disposal of plastic carrfoui bags in landfills by 50 percent from 2007
annual amounts

City of Long Beach
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7th GENERATION

P~d"isors

April 27, 2011

Long Beach Development Services
Jill Griffiths, Planning Officer
333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 5th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802
Jill. Griffiths@longbeach.gov

RE: Support of Proposed Single-use Bag Ordinance and Addendum to Los Angeles
County Final Environmental Impact Report to Ban Plastic Carryout Bags

Dear Ms. Griffiths:

On behalf of Seventh Generation Advisors, an environmental nonprofit organization
working on sustainability for future generations, I write in strong support of the Proposed
Single-use Bag Ordinance (Draft Ordinance) and Addendum to Los Angeles County
Final Environmental Impact Report to Ban Plastic Carryout Bags released on April 8,
2011. The Draft Ordinance offers a comprehensive approach to address single-use bag
pollution and will deter consumption of all single-use bags distributed at the point of sale
at supermarkets, large retail pharmacies, food marts and farmer's markets.

As you know, after several years of discussion, on December 7, 2010 the Long Beach
City Council provided clear direction on how Long Beach should address the issue of 1
single-use bag pollution. Specifically, Council directed the City Attorney and City
Manager to draft an ordinance duplicating Los Angeles County's adopted ordinance for
unincorporated cities, and closely resembling AB 1998 (Brownley), which the City of
Long Beach supported in the past legislative session. The Draft Ordinance and
Addendum appropriately reflect this direction.

We support the Addendum to the Los Angeles County Final Environmental Impact
Report to Ban Plastic Carryout Bags. We believe that the Draft Ordinance will not result
in any negative environmental impacts, as it will actually lead to an increase in the use of
reusable bags (a more sustainable alternative to single-use bags). The cost associated
with paper bags should avoid an increase in their usage. We therefore agree with staff's
conclusion that there will be less than significant impacts.

Plastic bags are made from fossil fuels - typically natural gas and petroleum. In 2009,
the Guinness Book of World Records named plastic bags the most common product-
worldwide, it is produced by the trillions.' If everyone in the United States tied their

IGuinness Book of World Records (2010) "Top 100 Records ofthe Decade: Most Ubiquitous Consumer
Item." Available at http://2010f!uinnessworldrecords.com (Accessed on 117110).
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annual consumption of plastic bags together in a giant chain, the chain would reach
around the Earth's equator 776 timesl'' Approximately 60 to 80% of all marine debris and
90% of floating debris is plastic and comes from mostly land-based sources.' This plastic
pollution poses a persistent threat to marine life. Over 267 species worldwide have been
impacted by plastic litter."

Los Angeles County residents use an estimated 6 billion single-use plastic bags every
year. As proven by failed attempts throughout the state, we cannot recycle our way out
of this problem and urgent action is needed to help reduce this pollution. Despite efforts
to expand recycling programs, less than 5% of single-use plastic bags are currently being
recycled.' The rest of these bags inevitably end up in our landfills or as litter, clogging
stonndrain systems, and make their way to our waterways and ocean.

The cleanup of litter from single-use bags puts an additional strain on our economy. One
study has estimated that the taxpayer cost to subsidize the recycling, collection, and
disposal of plastic and paper bags could amount to as much as 17 cents per bag." This
figure does not include the additional costs that local governments incur annually for
cleaning littered streets, beaches and installing trash control devices to comply with total
maximum daily load limits (TMDLs) for trash under the Clean Water Act. Also, plastic
bags can clog catch basin inserts and screens thereby increasing local flood risks.
According to City documents, Long Beach spends approximately $2.2 million per year in
maintenance costs associated with marine debris such as plastic bags. In addition, the
City has spent more than $18 million on capital projects designed to catch litter and
debris before they are discharged to our rivers and beaches.

California's own state policy has clearly called for the ban of items that are likely to
become plastic pollution where there are readily available alternatives (like reusable
bags), as well as the establislnnent of fees for those items that are likely to become plastic
pollution and do not have readily available alternatives. (See California Ocean Protection
Council, "An Implementation Strategy for the California Ocean Protection Council
Resolution to Reduce and Prevent Ocean Litter," Adopted November 20,2008.
http://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/opc ocean litter final strategy.pdf).
Recognizing that trash costs CA money, this policy prioritizes state efforts for source
reduction-not recycling-e-of'frequently littered "worst offender" plastics like plastic
pre-production resin pellets, cigarette butts, plastic bottle caps, plastic bags and

2 u.s. International Trade Commission. Polyethylene Retail Carrier Bagsfrom Indonesia, Taiwan, and
Vietman. Publication 4080. May 2009, pg. IV-7. *Calculation is based on the following: 2008 bag
consumption, according to u.s. International Trade Commission = 102,105,637,000. Earth's
Circumference = 131,480,184 feet, Average bag length = 1ft.
3 M. Gordon (2006) "Eliminating Land-based Discharges of Marine Debris in California: A Plan of Action
from The Plastic Debris Project;" Prepared by the California Coastal Commission (Available at:
www.plasticdebris.org/CA-.-Action]lan_2006.pdf).
4 D.W. Laist (1997) "Impacts of marine debris: entanglement of marine life in marine debris including a
comprehensive list of species with entanglement and ingestion records" In Coe, J.M., Rogers, D.B. (Eds.),
Marine Debris-Sources, Impacts, and Solutions: Springer-Verlag, New York, 99-139.
5 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2005 Characterization of Municipal Solid Waste, Table 7;
California Assembly Bi1l2449 (Levine), statutes of2007.
6 City of San Francisco Dept of the Environment "Bag Cost Analysis" (Nov.18, 2004).
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polystyrene.

The City made the commitment at the December 2010 hearing to move forward with the
proposed approach, and we urge you to finalize this policy. The City of Long Beach has
a critical role to play in becoming a true leader in eliminating plastic bag waste and
preventing the proliferation of plastic pollution in our cominunities. In order to protect
our environment, and our economy, it is imperative to move away from recycling and
towards source reduction of single-use plastics. The passage of the Draft Ordinance will
be a major step forward.

Thank you for your leadership,
Sincerely,

~
. .....,..-.~-:.. ;.;.. ",' "

"",r .11 w'~~. ..'V/· ¢?'1~,~,~---'-~-"
I ..'I'

Leslie Tamminen
Seventh Generation Advisors
Ocean Program Director
(310) 780-3344
Leslie.Tamminen@gmail.com
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Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

Letter 2

COMMENTERS: Leslie Tamminen, Ocean Program Director, Seventh Generation
Advisors

DATE: April 27, 2011

Response 2.1

The commenter states her support for the proposed Ordinance and the Addendum.
The commenter further states her agreement with the Addendum's findings that the
Draft Ordinance will not result in any negative environmental impacts.

These comments are noted and are consistent with the determination of the Addendum
that the proposed Ordinance would not result in any significant impacts.

Response 2.2

The commenter lists statistics related to plastics and plastic bag use in Los Angeles County.
Please see Response 1.2.

Response 2.3

The commenter states that the proposed Ordinance would be a major step in
eliminating plastic bag waste and preventing the proliferation of plastic pollution in our'
communities and that in order to protect our environment, and our economy, it is
imperative to move away from recycling and towards source reduction of single-use
plastics.

This comment is noted. Please see Response 1.3.

City of Long Beach
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SAVE THE PLASTIC BAG COALITION
350 Bay Street, Suite 100-328

San Francisco, CA 94133
Phone: (415) 577-6660
Fax: (415) 869-5380

E-mail: savetheplasticbag@earthlink.net
Website: www.savetheJ2lasticbag.com

April 27, 2011

Long Beach Development Services
Jill Griffiths, Planning Officer
333 W. Ocean Boulevard, 5th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

VIAE-MAIL
Jill.Griffiths@,longbeach.gov

OBJECTIONS TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE TO BAN PLASTIC BAGS

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code §21177(b), Save the Plastic Bag Coalition ("STPB") hereby
objects to the approval of the project/ordinance to ban plastic carryout bags based on (i) the
CEQA objections herein; and (ii) preemption by AB 2449.

Exhibits are submitted herewith via e-mail for inclusion in the administrative record in
support of these objections.

CEQA OBJECTIONS

The numbered title headings herein are part of the objections.

1. STPB OBJECTS TO THE USE OF AN INAPPROPRIATE, INAPPLICABLE,
AND IRRELEVANT GHG THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE IN THE
ADDENDUM TO THE COUNTY EIR

At page 9 of the Addendum, the City states as follows:

For this analysis, the City has determined to select its own GHG
significance threshold rather than relying on the County's
threshold as used in the County's Final BIR. For this analysis, the
City's proposed Ordinance is evaluated based on a plan-based
threshold of 6.6 metric tons C02e per service population (defined
to include both residents and employees) per year. The City does
not recommend adoption of that threshold for any other purpose at
this time, but that numeric threshold is recommended for this
analysis for the following reasons. First, the 6.6 metric tons C02e
per service population threshold was recently adopted by the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) as a
quantitative GHG emissions thresholds for plan-level projects
(BAAQMD, "California Environmental Quality Act: Air Quality
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Guidelines" (June 2010).) Second, the BAAQMD derived that
"efficiency" metric from statewide compliance with AB 32, and so
that metric may be appropriately applied in regions other than the
Bay Area. Finally, although SCAQMD has not yet acted on the
proposal, staff of the SCAQMD are proposing the same efficiency
metric for use in the South Coast region (SCAQMD, "Proposed
Tier 4 Performance Standards, September 2010). Thus, the City
finds that a 6.6 metric ton C02e per service population per year
threshold is appropriately used in this analysis at this time.
Therefore, the City's proposed Ordinance would have a significant
impact related to GHG emissions if the GHG emissions would
result in more than 6.6 metric tons of C02e per service population
(residents and employees) per year.

STPB objects to the application of the proposed threshold. The BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines (June 2010) ("BAAQMD Guidelines") apply only to land-use driven emission
sectors. (Exh. LB5.) The BAAQMD Guidelines state at page 1-1 as follows:

Land development plans and projects have the potential to generate
harmful air pollutants that degrade air quality and increase local
exposure. The Guidelines contain instructions on how to evaluate,
measure, and mitigate air quality impacts generated from land
development construction and operation activities.

(Emphasis added.) According to the BBAQMD Guidelines at page D-14:

Land use-driven emission sectors include Transportation (On-Road
Passenger Vehicles; On- Road Heavy Duty), Electric Power
(Electricity; Cogeneration), Commercial and Residential
(Residential Fuel Use; Commercial Fuel Use) and Recycling and
Waste (Domestic Waste Water Treatment).

(See also Table 3-1 at pages 3-1 to 3-2 of the BAAQMD Guidelines which lists only land-use
projects.)

Further, even as to land-use projects, the BAAQMD project-level threshold of
significance for GHGs is not 6.6 metric tons of C02e per service population. (See BAAQMD
Guidelines at page 2-4.)

The SCAQMD recognizes that the BAAQMD thresholds are applicable to land-use
projects only. In the minutes of the stakeholder meeting on the SCAQMD proposed thresholds of
significance, the Deputy Executive Officer of SCAQMD's Planning Rule Development and Area
Sources Division stated:

2
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To derive the project level efficiency threshold of 4.6, it appears
that BAAQMD took the 2020 statewide GHG reduction targetm
lmid use onlv ....

(Exh. LB6, page 2.)

Obviously, the regulation of canyout bags is not a land-use project. Far greater
allowances must be made for buildings and other land-based uses, because economic
development would otherwise be stymied. STPB strongly objects to the use of land-use
thresholds for determining the significance of GHG emissions from carryout bag life cycles.

The County made the following finding in its EIR:

The EIR determined that the recommended County ordinance
(analyzed as Alternative 5), based on the County's assumption of a
conservative number of plastic bags used in its analysis and a
conservative scenario of 50 percent conversion to paper carryout
bags, when applying the threshold "generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or indirectly that may have a significant
effect on the environment," that GHG emissions due to the end of
life of paper carryout bags in landfills would be cumulatively
considerable.

(County EIR at 1-18,Exh LBI.)

CEQA Guidelines §15065(a)(3) states that a lead agency shall find that a project may
have a significant effect on the environment when "the project has the potential to achieve short-
term environmental goals to the disadvantage oflong-tenn environmental goals." In the context
of the regulation of canyout bags, that is the appropriate and applicable threshold of significance.
Accordingly, the County adopted a goal-oriented approach to determining the threshold of
significance for this project based on the following two County objectives for the project:

• Sustainability (as it relates to the County's energy and enviromnental goals)

• Landfill disposal reduction.

(County Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations at page 1-3;Exh. LB1.)

Further, a measurement based on a annual per capita approach (ails to take into
account the cumulative and aggregate impacts of replacing billions ofplastic bags with paper
bags (01' the all oUhe years that the ordinance remains in effect. That is a massive amount of
additional C02e. STPB objects 011 this ground too.

The City of Long Beach must accept the County GHG threshold of significance as no
other threshold could be valid for this project.

3
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2. STPB OBJECTS TO THE ASSUMPTION IN THE ADDENDUM TO THE EIR
THAT REUSABLE BAGS WILL BE USED 125 TIMES

In addition to increasing the use of paper bags, by banning the use
of plastic carryout bags the proposed Ordinance would be expected
to result in increased use of reusable bags which may also increase
emissions. However, as described in the County's Final BIR,
because reusable bags must be designed to have a minimum
lifespan of at least 125 uses, air quality impacts due to the life
cycle of a reusable bag would be expected to be lower than those
of a plastic or paper carryout bag when considered on a per-bag
basis. Thus, consistent with the findings of the County's Final EIR,
any conversion from the use of plastic carryout bags to reusable
bags would reasonably be expected to result in an environmental
benefit.

Just because a reusable bag can be used 125 times does not mean that it will be used 125
times. Therefore, STPB objects to this invalid assumption in the Addendum.

3. STPB OBJECTS TO ANY DEVIATION FROM THE DEFINITION OF
REUSABLE BAGS IN THE COUNTY ORDINANCE

The Addendum states at page 2 as follows:

With respect to reusable bags, the Ordinance would require that the
reusable bag be designed for a minimum lifetime of 125 uses, be
machine washable, and not contain lead, cadmium, or any other
heavy metal in toxic amounts, among other criteria ....

Plastic bags that are a minimum of 2.25 mils thick and are used by
many stores are considered to be reusable bags, per the definition
in the ordinance.

The above language is ambiguous in that it is not clear whether the City is proposing to
require that all reusable bags be machine washable. The County ordinance states that reusable
bags must be "machine washable or. .. made from a material that can be cleaned or disinfected."
(Exh. LB3.)

If the County is planning to require that reusable bags be machine washable, then
polyethylene reusable bags would fall outside the definition. If that is what the City is proposing,
STPB objects and demands that corresponding changes to the EIR be made.

The County determined in the EIR that reusable bags made from polyethylene must be
used at least three times before delivering environmental benefits compared to plastic carryout
bags. (County EIR at 4-49 to 50, 12-52 to 53.) This is far better than the 104 times that
polypropylene or cotton reusable bags must be used to deliver environmental benefits. (Table at

4
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ElR at 12-21 and repeated in text throughout EIR.) Excluding polyethylene reusable bags from
the definition by requiring that reusable bags be machine washable would result in significant
negative environmental impacts that must be disclosed in an ElR.

4. STPB HEREBY REASSERTS ALL OF ITS OBJECTIONS TO THE COUNTY
EIR

STPB made the decision not to challenge the County's Final EIR. However, the City of
Long Beach is proposing to change the ElR as it applies to Long Beach. Therefore, STPB hereby 5
reasserts all of its objections to the County EIR and reserves the right to litigate all such
objections against the City of Long Beach. All such objections to the County ElR are contained
in Exhibit LB2 that is submitted herewith. Said objections are incorporated herein by reference
as objections to the City's proposed ordinance, as if fully stated herein.

OBJECTION TO PROPOSED ORDINANCE BASED ON PREEMPTION

In 2006, the Legislature enacted AB 2449. (Pub. Res. Code §§42250-57.) The Legislature
declared its intent in AB 2449 as follows:

It is the intent of the Legislature, in enacting Chapter 5.1
(commencing with section 42250) Part 3 of Division 30 of the
Public Resources Code, to encourage the use ofreusable bags by
consumers and retailers and to reduce the consumption of single-
use bags.

The Governor's signing statement is part of the legislative history. The signing statement
includes the following language:

I am signing Assembly Bill 2449 that implements a statewide
plastic bag recycling program.

While this bill may not go as far as some local environmental
groups and cities may have hoped, this program will make
progress to reduce plastics in om enviromnent. This measure
requires every retail establishment that provides its customers
plastic bags to have an in store plastic bag recycling program, a
public awareness program promoting bag recycling, post recycling
requirements, record keeping and penalties.

Because this is a statewide program the bill precludes locals from
implementing more stringent local requirements. The bill sunsets
in six years and this will allow locals time to develop additional
programs or the legislature to consider a more far reaching
solution.

(Exh. LB8.)

5
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AB 2449 sunsets and expires on January 1,2013 (Pub. Res. Code §42257), one year after
the Ordinance takes effect on January 1,2012.

AB 2449 only applies to "stores." (Pub. Res. Code §42251.) A "store" is defined as a
supermarket or large retail store "that provides plastic carryout bags to its customers." (Pub. Res.
Code §42250(e).) If plastic bags are banned by local ordinances, then stores in those localities
will not be subject to AB 2449 and the statewide statutory scheme of AB 2449 would be
defeated.

The definition of "stores" in the City's proposed ordinance includes retail establishments
that are defined as "stores" in AB 2449.

Under AB 2449, stores that provide plastic bags to customers must install plastic bag
collection bins "for the purpose of collecting and recycling plastic carryout bags." Pub. Res.
Code §42252(b). Any member of the public may use those bins to deposit any discarded plastic
carryout bags. If stores in the City are prohibited from handing out plastic bags, then all such
stores would be permitted to remove their plastic bag recycling bins. Such bins are used to
collect and recycle all types of plastic bags, including bags that would not be prohibited under 6

the proposed ordinance, including but not limited to retail bags, produce bags, newspaper bags,
and dry cleaning bags. The statewide statutory scheme of AB 2449 would be defeated. There
would be no way to recycle such bags as they are not accepted in curbside recycling programs in
the City.

AB 2449 states that "[t]he operator of the store shall make reusable bags available to
customers within the store, which may be purchased and used in lieu of using a plastic carryout
bag or paper bag." (Pub. Res. Code §42252(e).) If plastic bags are banned by local ordinances,
such stores will not be subject to the state law requirement to make reusable bags available to
customers in lieu of paper bags. Therefore, the declared legislative intent of AB 2449 "to
encourage the use of reusable bags by consumers and retailers and to reduce the consumption of
single-use bags," including paper bags, would be defeated. Although an ordinance banning
plastic bags may require such stores to make reusable bags available in lieu of paper bags, there
is no guarantee that a city or county will include such a requirement in an ordinance.

Based on the foregoing, if cities and counties may enact plastic bag bans that take effect
before AB 2449 sunsets on January 1, 2013, the comprehensive and integrated statewide plastics
reduction, recycling, and reusable bag scheme of AB 2449 would be defeated.

It is the intent of the Legislature in enacting AB 2449 that it precludes and preempts local
plastic bag ban ordinances that take effect prior to January 1, 2013. Therefore, the City's
proposed ordinance will invalid if it takes effect prior to January 1, 2013.

NOTICE OF INTENT TO LITIGATE

STPB hereby notifies the City of Long Beach that STPB will file a petition for writ of
mandate in the Los Angeles County Superior COUli or other appropriate court to enforce CEQA
in the public interest, based on the points and objections herein, if the proposed ordinance or a
similar ordinance is adopted.

6
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STPB further notifies the City of Long Beach that STPB will file a complaint in the Los
Angeles County Superior Court or other appropriate court to invalidate the proposed ordinance if
it adopted, based on preemption.

PROPOSED SOLUTION

STPB proposes that the City of Long Beach adopt the Los Angeles County Findings of
Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations, without amendment. The appropriate model is
the City of Calabasas ordinance. (Exh. LB7).

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

STPB is submitting herewith, bye-mail, copies of documents cited herein or which
otherwise support the objections herein. STPB requests that all such documents be made part of
the administrative record.

REQUEST FOR NOTICES

I request that you send me bye-mail and regular mail any future public notices regarding
the proposed ordinance and any public hearings, including but not limited to any and all CEQA
documents.

CONTACT PERSON

I am the designated contact person for the Save The Plastic Bag Coalition.

RESERVATION OF RIGHTS

No rights or duties are waived by any statement or omission herein. All rights are
reserved. Strict compliance with all the applicable provisions of CEQA is hereby demanded.

Dated: April 27, 2011

STEPHEN L. JOSEPH
Counsel, Save The Plastic Bag Coalition
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Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

Letter 3

COMMENTER: Stephen L. Joseph, Counsel, Save the Plastic Bag Coalition

DATE: April 27, 2011

Response 3.1

The commenter states an opinion that the greenhouse gas threshold utilized in the
Addendum is inappropriate, inapplicable, and irrelevant since the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) threshold is intended for land use projects. Further
the commenter claims that the Addendum used the wrong "project-level threshold" of
6.6 metric tons of C02e per service population per year as displayed in the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's (BAAQMD) Guidelines at page 2-4.

In regard to the proposed Ordinance not being a land use project, the BAAQMD
Guidelines are designed "to assist lead agencies in evaluating air quality impacts of
projects and plans" (BAAQMD Guidelines, page 1-1, 2010). As stated in the BAAQMD
Guidelines on page 1-1, the Guidelines provides BAAQMD-recommended procedures
for evaluating potential ail- quality impacts during the environmental review process
consistent with CEQA requirements. Although the proposed Ordinance is not a
physical land use project as the commenter suggests, the proposed Ordinance is similar
to a plan and thus a "plan-level" analysis was conducted in the Addendum which is
allowed under the BAAQMD Guidelines and under CEQA. The Ordinance would have
"operational" impacts from GHG emissions related to transportation (truck trips to
deliver carryout bags), the manufacturing process, and landfill degradation (as
discussed in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions section of the Addendum), all of which are
GHG emission sources. In addition, although the proposed Ordinance is not a physical
development project, the proposed Ordinance is a "project" under CEQA. As stated ill
the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4,

A lead agency shall have discretion to determine, in the context of a particular
project, whether to:
(1) Use a model or methodology to quantifij greenhouse gas emissions resulting

from a project, and which model or methodology to use. The lead agency has
discretion to select the model or methodology it considers most appropriate
provided it supports its decision with substantial evidence. The lead agency
should explain the limitations of the particular model or methodology selected
for use; and/or

(2) Rely on a qualitative analysis or performance based standards.

City of Long Beach
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Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

A lead agency should consider the following factors, among others, when
assessing the significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions on the
environment:
(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas

emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting;
(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead

agency determines applies to the project.

The Addendum utilizes the City of Long Beach's preferred GHG methodology for
projects under CEQA and has selected a reasonable GHG threshold of significance to
apply to the proposed Ordinance. The methodology and significance criteria are
consistent with analysis performed in CEQA documents throughout the State and have
been utilized in numerousElks in the County and for projects located within the City of
Long Beach. Therefore the threshold utilized in the Addendum is appropriate for use in
this analysis.

In regard to using the wrong "project-level" threshold, as stated on page 9 of the
Addendum, for this analysis the City's proposed Ordinance is evaluated based on a
plan-based threshold of 6.6 metric tons C02e per service .population (defined to include
both residents and employees) per year. The "plan-based" threshold of 6.6 metric tons
C02e per service population was recently adopted by the BAAQMD as a quantitative
GHG emissions thresholds for plan-level projects (BAAQMD, "California
Environmental Quality Act: Air Quality Guidelines" page 2-8, June 2010). Since the
proposed Ordinance is not a physical development project but rather a citywide
ordinance, the BAAQMD's "project-level" threshold of 4.6 metric tons C02e per service
population per year (which the commenter refers to on page 2-4 of the BAAQMD's
Guidelines) is not applicable. Rather, the "plan-level" threshold is more appropriate for
this analysis. Nevertheless, regardless of which of the two thresholds were selected, the
increase in GHG emissions associated with implementation of the City's proposed
Ordinance would be less than 0.02 metric tons per service population per year which
would not come close to exceeding either threshold (see Tables 4-6 in the Addendum).

Response 3.2

The commenter states an opinion that the Addendum should use the County's goal-
oriented approach to determining the threshold of significance related to GHG
emissions. The comment further states that a measurement based on an ammal per
capita approach fails to take into account the cumulative and aggregate impacts of
replacing billions of plastic bags with paper bags for the all of the years that the
Ordinance remains in effect. .

As stated on page 3.3-15 of the County's Final EIR, there are two relevant significance
criteria:

City of Long Beach
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Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

• Inconsistency with laws and regulations in managing GHG emissions
• Inconsistency with the goal to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels (approximately

427 million metric tons 01' 9.6 metric tons ofC02e per capita) by 2020 as required by
AB32

As stated in Response 3.1, the Addendum determined that the increase in GHG
emissions associated with the City's proposed Ordinance would be less than 0.02 metric
tons per service population per year. This would not come close to exceeding the
County's threshold of 9.6 metric tons of C02e per capita (see Tables 4-6 in the
Addendum). The County's Final EIR also determined that emissions would not exceed
the numerical threshold of 9.6 metric tons of C02e per capita. Nevertheless, the County
determined on page 12-52 that:

"the indirect impacts to GHG emissions from the end of life of paper carrfoui
bags may have the potential to be cumulatively considerable, depending on the
actual percentage increase in conversion to paper carrfoui bags, the number of
stores affected, the actual bag usage per day, the size of the fee or charge, and other
relevant factors that are specific to each of the 88 incorporated cities within the
County. In the development of this EIR, the County has recognized and
acknowledged that each city has the authority to render an independent decision
regarding implementation of its own ordinance. For the purposes of this EIR, the
County has extended the worst-case scenario for the County ordinance and
alternatives to a scenario where all 88 cities adopt comparable ordinances .
.However, an individual determination, including for cumulative impacts, for each
city 'Wouldbe contingent on the exact parameters of the city's proposed ordinance,
consideration of the above-identified factors, the city's adopted thresholds of
significance, and its projected AB 32 GHG emissions target.

Although the County's GHG analysis determined that emissions would not exceed the
numerical threshold of 9.6 .6 metric tons of C02e per capita, the County's Final EIR
"conservatively" assumed that all 88 cities in the County would adopt similar
ordinances to conclude that there may be significant impacts. The City of Long Beach is
one of the 88 cities included in the County's EIR and as such the City is under no
obligation to adopt the exact findings made by the County. The City of Long Beach, in
the Addendum, has made its own cumulative significance determination of GHG
emissions related to the City's proposed Ordinance using the most reasonably available
methodology and significance criteria.

Further, in regard to cumulative and aggregate impacts, the analysis of GHGs is by its
nature a cumulative analysis since the vast majority of individual projects do not
generate sufficient GHG emissions to create a project-specific impact through a direct
influence to global climate change. Therefore, the issue of climate change as discussed
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in the Addendum involves an analysis of whether the proposed Ordinance's
contribution towards an impact would be cumulatively considerable. As stated in the
Addendum, impacts related to GHG emissions were determined to be less than
significant.

Response 3.3

The commenter objects to the assumption in the Addendum that reusable bags will be
used 125 times. The proposed Ordinance would require that a reusable bagbe designed for
a minimum lifetime of 125uses. However, different customers of Long Beach retail stores
may use reusable bags with different frequency (some more than 125 times, some less
than 125). Similar to the County's Final BIR, the Addendum conservatively assumes
that reusable carryout bags would be used at least 125 times. The Addendum preparers
believe that this is a reasonable assumption and the commenter does not provide any
evidence suggesting otherwise. Therefore, this comment is speculative.

Response 3.4

The commenter states concern that the proposed Ordinance neglects to include
language that requires reusable bags to be "machine washable ... or made from a
material that can be cleaned or disinfected."

The proposed Ordinance definition of a reusable bag does contain the language the
commenter describes above. The Addendum does list every definition of the Ordinance
since the Draft Ordinance is provided as an attachment. However, as shown on page 3
or the Draft Ordinance, a reusable bag is defined as follows and contains the language
described by the commenter (see (3)):

"Reusable bag" means a bag with handles that is specifically designed and
manufactured for multiple reuse and meets all of the following requirements: (1)
has a minimum lifetime of one hundred twenty-five (125) uses, which for
pUlposes of this Section, means the capability of carrying a minimum of twenty-
two (22) pounds one hundred twenty-five (125) times over a distance of at least
one hundred seventy-five (175) feet; (2) has a minimum volume offifteen (15)
liters; (3) is machine washable 01' is made from a material that can be cleaned or
disinfected; (4) does not contain lead, cadmium, or any other heavy metal in toxic
amounts, as defined by applicable state and federal standards and regulations for
packaging or reusable bags; (5) has printed on the bag, 01' on a tag that is
permanently affixed to the bag, the name of the manufacturer, the location where
the bag was manufactured, a statement that the bag does not contain lead,
cadmium, or any other heavy metal in toxic amounts, and the percentage of
postconsumer recycled material used, if any; and (6) if made of plastic, is a
minimum of at least 2.25 mils thick.
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Response 3.5

The commenter states that he reasserts all of his previous objections to the County's
EIR. This comment is noted. The County of Los Angeles responded to the commenter's
previous objections in its Final EIR (see page 13-37 of the County's Final EIR).

Response 3.6

The commenter states concern that if the proposed Ordinance is implemented, AB 2449
would be preempted in Long Beach and therefore the proposed Ordinance would result
in the loss of plastic bag recycling bins at stores, which also are used for the collection of
other recyclable products such as newspaper bags, dry cleaning bags, and other plastic
bags. He further states a concern that if these bins are removed, recyclable material will
be sent to landfills. In addition, he states a concern that if the proposed Ordinance is
enacted, there is no guarantee that stores/retailers would make reusable bags available
for customers.

This comment is speculative. As discussed on page 1 of the Addendum, the proposed
Ordinance would ban plastic bags and would therefore eliminate the need for
customers to return plastic bags to the stores for recycling. In regard to the concern
about other recyclable materials being sent to the landfill, the AB 2449 plastic bag
recycle bins are intended for plastic carryout bag recycling, but are not the only

. recycling infrastructure in the City. The City provides curbside recycling in private
recycling bins for both residents and businesses. In addition, the City provides drop off
centers where the public can recycle products such as newspaper bags, dry cleaning
bags, and other plastic bags. The proposed ordinance would not eliminate recycling of
other materials. The commenter has provided no evidence to support the contention
that bins for recyclable materials other than plastic bags would be removed or that
higher amounts of such materials would be sent to landfills as a result of the proposed
ordinance.

In regard to not providing reusable bags, as stated on page 2 of the Addendum, the
Ordinance would require a store to provide or make available to a customer only
recyclable paper carryout bags or reusable bags. The Ordinance would also encourage
a store to educate its staff to promote reusable bags and to post signs encouraging
customers to use reusable bags. The comment is speculative as it provides no evidence
to suggest that stores/retailers would not provide reusable bags for sale.

City of Long Beach
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Ms. Jill Griffiths, Planning Officer
City of Long Beach
Long Beach Development Services
333 West Ocean Boulevard, 5th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

April 29, 2011

Via email: JiII.Griffiths@longbeach.gov

Re: Scoping Comments of the American Chemistry Council's Progressive Bag Affiliates on
Long Beach's Proposed Single-Use Carryout Bag Ordinance

Dear Ms. Griffiths:

I write on behalf of the American Chemistry Council ("ACC")'s Progressive Bag Affiliates with respect to
the public review period offered by the City of Long Beach, Department of Development Services ("City")
for the addendum to the Los Angeles County Final Environmental Impact Report on the proposed single-
use carryout bag ordinance. As proposed, the ordinance would prohibit the distribution of plastic carryout
bags at the point of sale (l.e., check-out) for most commercial food service businesses in Long Beach
except restaurants. Although the ordinance would purportedly restrict certain paper bags as well, paper
bags with more than 40% recycled content would be exempted from restrictions.

ACC believes that a comprehensive approach based on reduce, reuse and recycle is the best method to
reduce bag waste. In fact, ACC has supported a number of programs using this approach and promoting
bag recycling including Keep California Beautiful's new "Got Your Bags" program. This initiative
encourages consumers to bring their bags back to the grocery store whether they are reusable bags or
recyclable plastic bags. Recycling and reusing plastic bags is one of the simplest things consumers can
do to contribute to a better environment. In fact, surveys show that 92 percent of consumers reuse their
plastic shopping bags. Should a ban on plastic bags be adopted by the city, the environmental burden of
manufacturing other bags to replace those bags must also be considered.

Environmental reviews conducted in other jurisdictions of similar restrictions on plastic bags have
consistently demonstrated that there are adverse environmental impacts from such restrictions stemming
largely from a consumer shift from plastic bags to paper. In addition, environmental impacts may occur
from a shift from plastic bags to reusable bags. The scope of the review should address .ill!. the
environmental consequences of behavioral shifts fully.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to the scoping process. For additional information,
please feel free to contact me at 703-741-5102 or via email atsharijackson@americanhmistry.com.

Sincerely,

Shari Jackson
Director, Progressive Bag Affiliates

..- .-, ..

llPage
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Letter 4

COMMENTER: Shari M. Jackson, Director, Progressive Bag Affiliates, American
Chemistry Council

DATE: April 29, 2011

Response 4.1

TIle commenter states that a comprehensive approach based on reduce, reuse and
recycle is the best method to reduce bag waste and that recycling and reusing plastic
bags is the simplest thing consumers can do to contribute to a better environment. The
commenter further states that if the proposed Ordinance were adopted by the City, the
environmental burdens associated with the manufacturing of other carry out bags to
replace plastic bags should be considered.

This comment regarding recycling and reusing plastic bags is noted and will be
forwarded to City staff and decision-makers for their consideration. In regard to the
environmental burdens associated with the manufacturing of other carryout bags to
replace plastic bags, the environmental impacts associated with the manufacturing
process of both paper and reusable bags is discussed in the County's Final EIR and in
the City's Addendum. Please see the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hydrology &
Water Quality, and Utilities & Service Systems sections of the Addendum for discussions
of the proposed Ordinance's impacts related to the manufacturing process of paper and
reusable bags.

Response 4.2

The commenter states that other environmental reviews have determined that there
may be environmental impacts related to shifting from plastic bags to paper and/ or
reusable bags and that the environmental review for the proposed Ordinance should
address all environmental consequences of behavioral shifts.

TIle Addendum addresses each of the environmental issues studied in the Final ElR,
comparing the effects of the proposed Long Beach Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance with
the effects of the County of Los Angeles Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance that was the
subject of the adopted Final ElR. In addition to stating the County's finding for each
impact, the analysis includes a discussion of the City's impact related to adopting its
own plastic carry out bag ban ordinance and the impacts associated with
implementation of such an ordinance citywide. Further, as stated on page 4, the City's
proposed Ordinance would not change any of the impacts identified as less than
significant in the County's Final EIR Initial Study (Volume II: Section D of the Final
EIR). Each of those impacts would remain less than significant for the City's proposed

City of Long Beach

23



Plastic Carryout Bag Ordinance
Environmental Impact Report Addendum

Ordinance. The commenter does not specify what additional" environmental
consequences" should be addressed.
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE

CITY OF LONG BEACH AMENDING THE LONG BEACH

MUNICIPAL CODE BY ADDING CHAPTER 8.62 RELATING

TO REGULATING THE USE OF PLASTIC CARRYOUT

BAGS AND RECYCLABLE PAPER CARRYOUT BAGS

AND PROMOTING THE USE OF REUSABLE BAGS

The City Council of the City of Long Beach ordains as follows:

Section 1. Chapter 8.62 is added to the Long Beach Municipal Code to

read as follows:

Chapter 8.62

PLASTIC CARRYOUT BAGS

8.62.010

A.

Definitions.

"Customer" means any person or persons, purchasing goods

from a store.

B. "Farmer's Market" has the meaning provided in Subsection

3.80.180.G of the Long Beach Municipal Code.

C. "Operator" means the person in control of, or having the

responsibility for, the operation of a store, which may include, but is not

limited to, the owner of the store.

D. "Person" means any natural person, firm, corporation,

partnership, or other organization or group however organized.

E. "Plastic carryout bag" means any bag made predominantly of

plastic derived from either petroleum or a biologically-based source, such

1
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as corn or other plant sources, which is provided to a customer at the point

of sale. Plastic carryout bag includes compostable and biodegradable bags

but does not include reusable bags, produce bags or product bags.

F. "Postconsumer recycled material" means a material that

would otherwise be destined for solid waste disposal, having completed its

intended end use and product life cycle. Postconsumer recycled material

does not include materials and by-products generated from, and commonly

reused within, an original manufacturing and fabrication process.

G. "Produce bag" or "product bag" means any bag without

handles used exclusively to carry produce, meats, or other food items to the

point of sale inside a store or to prevent such food items from coming into

direct contact with other purchased items.

H. "Recyclable" means material that can be sorted, cleansed,

and reconstituted using available recycling collection programs for the

purpose of using the altered form in the manufacture of a new product.

Recycling does not include burning, incinerating, converting, or otherwise

thermally destroying solid waste.

I. "Recyclable paper carryout bag" means a paper bag that

meets all of the following requirements: (1) contains no old growth fiber; (2)

is one hundred percent (100%) recyclable overall and contains a minimum

of forty percent (40%) postconsumer recycled material; (3) is capable of

composting, consistent with the timeline and specifications of the American

society of Testing and Materials (ASTM) Standard D6400; (4) is accepted

for recycling in curbside programs in the City; (5) has printed on the bag the

name of the manufacturer, the location where the bag was manufactured,

and the percentage of postconsumer recycled material used; and (6)

displays the word "Recyclable" in a highly visible manner on the outside of

the bag.
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J. "Reusable bag" means a bag with handles that is specifically

designed and manufactured for multiple reuse and meets all of the following

requirements: (1) has a minimum lifetime of one hundred twenty-five (125)

uses, which for purposes of this Section, means the capability of carrying a

minimum of twenty-two (22) pounds one hundred twenty-five (125) times

over a distance of at least one hundred seventy-five (175) feet; (2) has a

minimum volume of fifteen (15) liters; (3) is machine washable or is made

from a material that can be cleaned or disinfected; (4) does not contain

lead, cadmium, or any other heavy metal in toxic amounts, as defined by

applicable state and federal standards and regulations for packaging or

reusable bags; (5) has printed on the bag, or on a tag that is permanently

affixed to the bag, the name of the manufacturer, the location where the

bag was manufactured, a statement that the bag does not contain lead,

cadmium, or any other heavy metal in toxic amounts, and the percentage of

postconsumer recycled material used, if any; and (6) if made of plastic, is a

minimum of at least 2.25 mils thick.

K. "Store" means any of the following retail establishments

located within the City of Long Beach:

1. A full-line, self-service retail store with gross annual

sales of two million dollars ($2,000,000), or more, that sells a line of dry

grocery, canned goods, or nonfood items and some perishable items;

2. A store of at least ten thousand (10,000) square feet of

retail space that generates sales or use tax pursuant to the Bradley-Burns

Uniform Local Sales and Use Tax Law (Part 1.5 (commencing with Section

7200) of Division 2 of the Business and Professions Code) and that has a

pharmacy licensed pursuant to Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 4000)

of Division 2 of the Business and Professions Code; or

3. A drug store, pharmacy, supermarket, grocery store,
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convenience food store, food mart, or other entity engaged in the retail sale

of a limited line of goods that includes milk, bread, soda, and snack foods,

including those stores with a Type 20 or 21 license issued by the

Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control.

8.62.020

A.

B.

Plastic carryout bags prohibited.

No store shall provide to any customer a plastic carryout bag.

This prohibition applies to bags provided for the purpose of

carrying away goods from the point of sale and does not apply to produce

bags or product bags.

C. No person shall distribute a plastic carryout bag or any paper

bag at the Long Beach Farmers' Markets, except produce bags or product

bags.

8.62.030 Permitted bags.

All stores shall provide or make available to a customer only

recyclable paper carryout bags or reusable bags for the purpose of carrying

away goods or other materials from the point of sale, subject to the terms of

this Chapter. Nothing in this Chapter prohibits customers from using bags

of any type that they bring to the store themselves or from carrying away

goods that are not place in a bag, in lieu of using bags provided by the

store.

8.62.040

A.

Regulation of recyclable paper carryout bags.

Any store that provides a recyclable paper carryout bag to a

customer must charge the customer ten cents ($0.10) for each bag

provided, except as otherwise provided in this Chapter.

B. No store shall rebate or otherwise reimburse a customer any
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portion of the ten cent ($0.10) charge required in Subsection A, except as

otherwise provided in this Chapter.

C. All stores must indicate on the customer receipt the number of

recyclable paper carryout bags provided and the total amount charged for

the bags.

D. All monies collected by a store under this Chapter will be

retained by the store and may be used only for the following purposes:

1. Costs associated with complying with the requirements

of this Chapter;

2. Actual costs of providing recyclable paper carryout

bags; or

3. Costs associated with a store's educational materials

or education campaign encouraging the use of reusable bags, if any.

E. All stores shall keep complete and accurate records or

documents, for a minimum period of three years from the date of sale, of

the total number of recyclable paper carryout bags provided, the total

amount of monies collected for providing recyclable paper carryout bags,

which record shall be available for inspection at no cost to the City during

regular business hours by any City employee authorized to enforce this

Section. Unless an alternative location or method of review is mutually

agreed upon, the records or documents shall be available at the store's

address. A responsible agent or officer of the store shall confirm that the

information provided is accurate and complete.

F. The provision of false information, including incomplete

records or documents, to the City shall be a violation of this Section, and

such store shall be subject to the fines set forth in Section 8.62.080.

8.62.050 Use of reusable bags.
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28 III

A. All stores must provide reusable bags to customers, either for

sale or at no charge.

B. Each store is strongly encouraged to educate its staff to

promote reusable bags and to post signs encouraging customers to use

reusable bags.

C. Each store is strongly encouraged to provide to the City and to the

public a summary of any efforts a store has undertaken to promote the use of

reusable bags by customers.

8.62.060 Exempt customers.

All stores must provide at the point of sale, free of charge, either

reusable bags or recyclable paper carryout bags or both, at the store's

option, to any customer participating either in the California Special

Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and Children pursuant to

Article 2 (commencing with Section 123275) of Chapter 1 of Part 2 of

Division 106 of the Health and Safety Code or in the Supplemental Food

Program pursuant to Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 15500) of Part 3

of Division 9 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.

8.62.070 Operative date.

This Chapter shall become operative on August 1, 2011, for stores

defined in Subsections K.1. and K.2. of Section 8.62.010. For stores

defined in Subsection K.3. of Section 8.62.010, this Chapter shall become

operative on January 1, 2012. For Farmers' Markets as defined in

Subsection B of Section 8.62.010, this Chapter shall become operative on

January 1, 2012.
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8.62.080

A.

Enforcement and violation - penalty.

The City Manager has primary responsibility for enforcement

of this Chapter. The City Manager or designee is authorized to promulgate

regulations and to take any and all other actions reasonable and necessary

to enforce this Chapter, including, but not limited to, investigating violations,

issuing fines and entering the premises of any store during business hours.

If the City Manager or designee determines that a violation of this Chapter

has occurred, he/she will issue a written warning notice to the operator of a

store that a violation has occurred and the potential penalties that will apply

for future violations.

B. Any store that violates or fails to comply with any of the

requirements of this Chapter after a written warning notice has been issued

for that violation shall be guilty of an infraction.

C. If a store has subsequent violations of this Chapter that are

similar in kind to the violation addressed in a written warning notice, the

following penalties will be imposed and shall be payable by the operator of

the store:

1. A fine not exceeding one hundred dollars ($100) for the

first violation after the written warning notice is given;

2. A fine not exceeding two hundred dollars ($200) for the

second violation after the written warning notice is given; or

3. A fine not exceeding five hundred dollars ($500) for the

third and any subsequent violations after the written warning notice is given.

D. A fine shall be imposed for each day a violation occurs or is

allowed to continue.

E. All fines collected pursuant to this Chapter shall be used to

assist with the implementation and enforcement of the requirements of this

Chapter.
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F. Any store operator who receives a written warning notice or

fine may request an administrative review of the accuracy of the

determination or the propriety of any fine issued, by filing a written notice of

appeal with the City Manager no later than thirty (30) days after receipt of a

written warning notice or fine, as applicable. The notice of appeal must

include all facts supporting the appeal and any statements and evidence,

including copies of all written documentation and a list of any witnesses that

the appellant wishes to be considered in connection with the appeal. The

appeal will be heard by a hearing officer designated by the City Manager.

The hearing officer will conduct a hearing concerning the appeal within

forty-five (45) days from the date that the notice of appeal is filed, or on a

later date if agreed upon by the appellant and the City, and will give the

appellant ten (10) days prior written notice of the date of the hearing. The

hearing officer may sustain, rescind, or modify the written warning notice or

fine, as applicable, by written decision. The hearing officer will have the

power to waive any portion of the fine in a manner consistent with the

decision. The decision of the hearing officer is final and effective on the

date of service of the written decision, is not subject to further administrative

review, and constitutes the final administrative decision.

8.62.090 Severability.

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, or phrase of this

ordinance is for any reason held to be invalid by a decision of any court of

competent jurisdiction, that decision will not affect the validity of the

remaining portions of the ordinance.

8.62.100 No conflict with federal or state law.

Nothing in this ordinance is intended to create any requirement,
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power or duty that is in conflict with any federal or state law.

Section 2. The City Clerk shall certify to the passage of this ordinance by

the City Council and cause it to be posted in three (3) conspicuous places in the City of

Long Beach, and it shall take effect on the thirty-first (31st) day after it is approved by the

Mayor.

I hereby certify that the foregoing ordinance was adopted by the City

Council of the City of Long Beach at its meeting of , 20_, by

the following vote:

Councilmembers:Ayes:

Noes: Councilmembers:

Absent: Councilmembers:

City Clerk

Mayor
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