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Shirley Willd-Wagner

Matt McCarron

California Integrated Waste Management Board 

P.O. Box 4025

Sacramento, CA  95812

RE:
E-waste Recycling Payment Proposal

Dear Shirley & Matt:

After our conversation about the challenges of developing a flexible payment schedule for SB 20, I put some thought into the issue.  Below is a proposal that hopefully addresses the issues you are grappling with.  Please call me if you have any questions.

Goals:


1.
Maintain a competitive E-waste recycling market without interfering with appropriate market forces.


2.
Maintain flexibility in E-waste collection programs.


3.
Maintain flexibility and innovation in the E-waste processing approaches.


4.
Maximize potential collector (local gov’t, charities, retailers, reuse/resale, etc.)


5.
Minimize reporting and associated administrative tasks for collectors.


6.
Minimize State cost for distribution and enforcement.


7.
Eliminate potential fraud (e.g. making multiple payments per unit).


8.
Minimize inappropriate exporting.


9.
Accurately measure costs for payment (even if revenues are insufficient).


10.
Simplify wherever possible.

Flow of Money:



State

Approved Recyclers


 
Collectors






(must pass on 100% of payment to collector)

(defined as entity delivering E-waste to recycler)
Description:  State pays Approved Recycles based on weight of material processed.  Processor is obligated to pass on 100% of Recycling Payment to Collector based on weight delivered, and then may charge Collector whatever fee they deem appropriate for recycling of E-waste.  The Recycling Payment will have a transportation multiplier based on the origin of the E–waste in relation to predetermined cities (cities to be determined based on population and industrial base).  The purpose of the multiplier is to address the greater expense in transportation for rural communities.  Recycling Payment may only be reflected as a credit towards fees due to Recycler upon a Collector’s approval and must be provided in writing with appropriate signatures (a letter on file may be used in lieu of a signature for each delivery).  Recyclers are required to provide Recycling Payment to Collectors within 30 days of delivery of E-waste.

Collector is defined as the entity that delivers E-waste to an Approved Recycler.  If there are other entities providing material to the Collector delivering the E-waste, then distribution of Recycling Payment is to be arranged through contractual arrangements and is not the responsibility of State or Approved Recycler.  Collectors may use Recycling Payments as they see fit to collect E-waste, allowing for complete flexibility in collection methodology.  If a Collector’s costs exceed the Recycling Payment, the Collector is responsible for additional expenditures.  If the Recycling Payment exceeds the Collector’s costs, Collector is not required to return any portion of Recycling Payment.

Pros:


1.
Meets Goal 1 by leaving all the money in the hands of the collectors who are seeking services and can issue competitive bids.


2.
Meets Goal 2 by allowing collectors to design their collection programs to meet local conditions and preferences.


3
Meets Goal 3 by allowing collectors to select any processing method, so long as the offering vendor has past State’s recycler approval process.


4.
Meets Goal 4 by placing no barriers on who is a collector and remaining entirely flexible about how the collection program is structured.  It also eliminates the need for a collector to interact with the State bureacray, which can be preceived as difficult.


5.
Meets Goal 5 by not requiring collectors report how payments are expended, justify recyclers selected or prove their E-waste was not exported.  Collectors are not in a good position to track exports.


6.
Meets Goal 6 by significantly limiting the number of entities to which the State will be distributing Recycling Payments.


7.
Meets Goal 7 by distributing the recycling payments at the point at which the units are “canceled” through crushing, disassembly or particalizing.  The State will only have a handful of entities to audit to assure that an accurate number of tons have been processed and funds appropriately disbursed.


8.
Meets Goal 8 by limiting the number of entities the State must regulate to enforce export requirements to a handful of approved recycles vs an unlimited number of collectors.


9.
Helps with Goal 9 by not creating an artificial economic structure through the payments, which can complicate cost studies.  Preserves a competitive marketplace, which can result in lower costs.


10. 
Meets Goal 10 by limiting the number of entities receiving Recycling Payments from the State and limiting the number of entities requiring audits.  It keeps the money in one “group’s” hands, Collectors, making establishing the Recycling Payment Schedule easier.  It also utilizes the existing infrastructure and market forces without significant change.

I hope that assists in your efforts to implement SB 20.  Please feel free to contact me if you have questions, 707-565-3687.

Sincerely,

KEN WELLS, DIRECTOR

SONOMA COUNTY WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

Lesli Daniel

Household Hazardous Waste

Program Manager

2300 County Center Drive Suite, B100   Santa Rosa, California  95403  Phone: 707-565-3579   Fax: 707-565-3701    www.recyclenow.org


