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Attachment A

ecomaine
Recycling Committee Meeting Minutes
March 3, 2010

Committee Members present: Dick Brobst, Troy Moon, John Miller, Susan
McGinty, Travis Wagner, Dennis Doughty, and Len Van Gaasbeek

ecomaine Staff present: Missi Labbe, Kevin Roche, and Shelley Dunn

Agenda Items

1. Review of 02/3/2010 meeting minutes
A motion to accept the minutes was made by Mr. Brobst and seconded by
Mr. Miller. The minutes were approved unanimously.

2. Update on the eco-Excellence Award- Request for Nominations
Mr. Wagner updated the Committee on the selected winners of the eco-
Excellence award. The grand award winner was the Portland Waste
Reduction Group. The winners will be invited to a special awards
presentation luncheon to be held on March 16",

3. Update on LD973 Requested Proposals
Ms. Labbe updated the committee on the request for copies of the
proposals required to be submitted as part of LD973. Carole Cifrino of
MDEP emailed a reply to the request to say that the reports were not
ready to be sent out.

4. Recycling Updates
Mr. Roche updated the Committee on current conditions of the recycling
commodities markets and material movement. The Committee also
reviewed the fiscal year to date 2009/2010 tonnage and revenue report
and the tonnage reports.

5. Other
Mr. Roche updated the committee on the current status of LD1631 and
LD1682.
Mr. Roche explained that the budget would be submitted on March 18"
with a workshop to be held on April 8" at 3PM.
The meeting adjourned at 5:08 pm

The next meeting will be Wednesday, April 7, 2010, at 4:00pm at ecomaine
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 DON'TTRASH
- FLUORESCENT
~ LGHTBULBS

This symbal on a bulb or package means that bulb contains mercury.
For safe disposal options, call 1-800-152-1942,

Contacts:

Lamps from households
Carole Cifrino

(207) 287-7720
carole.a.cifrino@maine.gov

Lamps from business

John James
(207) 287-7866
john james(@maine.gov
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I. About this report

This report follows our January 2008 report' in which we estimated that only about 25%
of fluorescent lamps discarded by Mainers are recycled. The 2008 report, co-authored
with the Public Utilities Commission, describes in detail the decade long effort in this
State to promote the recychng of fluorescent and other mercury-added lamps. Yet, though
it is illegal to do so,” most waste fluorescent lamps still are dumped in the trash, with the
consequence that mercury inevitably is released into the environment when the lamps are
broken and crushed during waste handling.

The problem is not due to a lack of lamp recycling capacity or collection services. The
technology to reclaim mercury from spent lamps was commercialized in the 1990s,
spurred by the gradual realization that the lamps qualify as hazardous waste due to their
mercury content and the subsequent enactment of state regulations making recycling
mandatory. A now robust commercial lamp recycling industry serves all areas of Maine
-and has the capacity to handle 100% of the waste Iamps estimated to be available for

recycling.

So why aren’t these services more widely used? Despite long-standing outreach efforts,
most of the public and regulated community appear to be unaware of the requirement to
recycle waste mercury lamps, or where they can take them for recycling. Convenience
and cost also may be significant factors. - It is widely supposed that improved lamp
recycling rates demand a collection system that is easy to access and devoid of drop-off
‘charges or other fees that can be a disincentive to participation. Handling and storage
issues pose yet another challenge as the fragile lamps must be protected from breakage
until they reach the recycling facility and the mercury can be safely recovered.

As directed by the Legislature,’ this report sets forth a strategy to improve Jamp recyclmg
" rafes. The repott récommendations build o1 the substantial existing lamp recycling ™
infrastructure already in place in Maine, suggesting workable enhancements to maxnmze
the number of lamps diverted from the trash for proper collection and recycling.

! Maine Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) and Maine Public Utilities Commission (PUC), Report
Regarding the Recycling of Fluorescent Lamps and Consumer Education, January 2008,
> See 38 MRSA §§1663 and 1666, banning the disposal of mercury-added products, including lamps, in a solid

waste disposal facility. .
* See An Act to Provide for the Safe Collection and Recycling of Mercury-Containing Lighting, PL 2009, ¢.272,
§§3 and 4. A copy of the Act is reproduced in Appendix 1 of this report.
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II. Background information on fluorescent lamps

The Problem: Fluorescent lamps are an environmental paradox: they use a fraction of
the energy and last longer than incandescent lamps, but they also contain a small
amount of mercury. This harmful neurotoxin should not be disposed of in landfills or
incinerators.

The Solution: Fluorescent lamps should be recycled at the end of their life to prevent
the release of mercury into the environment.

Product Stewardship Institute

Fluorescent lamps are universal. They come in many shapes and sizes and are used for both
general illumination as well as specialty applications ranging from photocopying to UV
disinfection to bug zappers. Perhaps most familiar are the 4-foot linear fluorescent lamps
(LFLs) that have long been used in schools, office buildings, warchouses and stores. LFLs
also have been used to illuminate some residential spaces such as home workshops kitchens
and basements

Widespread use of fluorescent lighting in the living area of homes was constrained until
recently by the fact that fluorescent lamps have not been available in sizes that fit in
traditional home lighting fixtures designed for screw-based incandescent bulbs. That has
changed over the last decade with technological advances in compact fluorescent lamps
(CFLs). CFLs are screw-based fluorescent lamps that can be used in any fixture that accepts
an incandescent bulb. They have rapidly gained a significant share of home residential
lighting due to their superior energy efficiency compared to incandescent bulbs.*

All fluorescent lamps contain mercury. Lamp manufacturers have been working to reduce the
amount of mercury they use and have, for example, reduced the average mercury content of
4-foot fluorescent lamps by 75% since 1985. However, it has not yet proven feasible under
current technology to eliminate the mercury altogether.

Mercury-free hgh’ﬂng technologies now under development could compete with fluorescent
lighting in the future. The most promising of these emerging technologies is light emitting
“diodes or LEDs (see Appendix 2 to this report). LEDs have a small presence in the
marketplace at the moment but seem poised to become common in street lighting and
commercial buildings.’

Concerns about global warming may hasten the transition as LED technology has

*The Department of Energy estimates that in states like Maine, where CFL use has been aggressively
promoted, about 25% of screw-based sockets contain CFLs, See L. Vestel, As C.F.L. Sales Fall More
Incentives Urged, N.Y. Times, September 28, 2009. The Maine Public Utilities Commission (PUC) has
aggressively promoted the use of CFLs by homeowners since 2002. The PUC estimates that Maine
households have seven CFLs in use on average. See Maine DEP and PUC supran | at 8. A report on
fluorescent lighting in Ontario suggests that households have an average of 25 lighting sockets. See
Kelleher Environmental, Fluorescent Lighting in Ontario: Lifespan Model and Research, Waste

Diversion Ontario, (August, 2007), p 4.

* E. Rosenthal and F. Barringer, “Green Promise Seen in Switch to LED Lighting”, NY Times, May 30, 2009.
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con51derable potential to reduce electricity consumption and the associated green house gas
emissions.” Studies suggest that a complete conversion from incandescent and ﬂuorescent
lamps to LEDs could decrease carbon emissions associated with lighting by up to 50%.”

Until recently, light color has been a barrier to adoption of LEDs for geneyal purpose lighting
but that limitation appears to have been overcome. A number of LED products capable of
producing “warm” white light suitable for general illumination have become commercially
available in the last several years. These new products include linear LED lamps designed as
a drop-in replacement for LFLs and screw-based LEDs desxgned to replace CFLs and

_ incandescent bulbs.

As LED technology continues to improve, the main impediment to wide adoption likely will
be purchase price. Screw-based LED lamps designed to replace the standard 60-watt
incandescent bulbs currently are priced from $40 to $50, while 4-foot linear LEDs are listed
online at over $100 each. This upfront cost makes LEDs seem expensive compared to.
incandescent and fluorescent lighting even though the lifecycle cost of LED lighting is
significantly lower due to superior energy savings and avoided lamp replacement costs.

Residential consumers in particular inay be put off by hjgh LED lamp prices- unwilling to
tolerate a payback of up to 5 or more years. Asa consequence, commercial adoption of LEDs
can be expected to precede reSIdentlal use. :

Businesses already are beginning to realize the superior cost benefits of the technology. For
example, when Sentry Equipment Company built a new factory in Wisconsin in 2008, it
decided to use LEDs for all of the building’s exterior and much of its interior lighting.” The
system cost $18,000—three times more than the projected cost of the original lighting
design—but is saving the company $7,000 a year in energy costs.'” Sentry recouped the
-additipnal cost of installing LEDs within two.years. .Company. pre51dent Michael Farrell said
the decision to use LEDs was a “no brainer. mb |

“LED light bulbs will eventually be what we use to replace incandescent
bulbs—CFLs are a a temporary solution to enérgy efficient lighting.”

Greg Seaman, www. eartheasy com

8 G. Gereffi, K. Dubay and M. Lowe, Manufacturing Climate Solutions, Duke University, November 2008, p 10.
7 Rosenthal and Barringer supran 5. An LED consumes about 12% of the energy an incandescent uses and lasts
more than 40 times longer; by comparison, CFLs use about 30% of the power consumed by incandescents and
last 8 to 10 times longer. McKinsey & Company, Reducing U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions: How Much at
Whar Cost?, December 2007; p. 35. .

McKmsey supran7 at 36.°

® See Cree, Inc., “LED Workplace: Sentry Equipment Company”, weee.ledworkplace.org,
19 gee Eric Taub, “Fans of LEDs Say Thls Bulb's Time Has Come,” NY Times, July 28, 2008.

11 ]d
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1. Maine’s lamp recycling infrastructure

A. Lamps from businesses

More than 80% of the waste fluorescent lamps estimated to be available for recycling each
year come from industrial, commercial and institutional (IC&I) facilities. The vast majority
of these are LFLs, which typically contain more mercury than CFLs.

Under the Universal Waste Rules (UWRs)," facility operators are responsible for keeping
spent lamps intact and safely storing them until they are shipped for recycling or, in some

cases, transported to a municipal collection point. Eighty Maine municipalities offer lamp
collection services to local businesses and institutions.

Where municipal lamp collection services are not available, compliance with Maine’s
disposal ban depends on each 1C&I facility making contractual arrangements with a third
party to pick up the lamps and transport them to a lamp recycling facility. Numerous
companies offer lamp collection services in Maine. They include waste management
companies, recyclers and universal waste transporters.” Large volume users often retain a
full-service lighting service contractor to supply, install, remove and recycle fluorescent
lamps. ' '

Businesses, both large and small, also can buy lamp recycling kits for shipping waste lamps
to a recycling facility by common carrier. The purchase price includes a shipping container,
a prepaid shipping label and the required regulatory paperwork. Shipping containers are
available for all sizes and shapes of fluorescent lamps and double as a convenient
UWR-compliant storage box for safely accumulating spent lamps until they are shipped.
When the container is full, the user simply seals it and uses the prepaid label to ship the
J1amps to the recycling facility. '

Lamp recycling kits with pre-paid shipping make it relatively easy for small businesses,
especially in rural areas, to meet the UWR requirements. Three companies have received
approval from the department to offer mail-back service in Maine.

B. Lamps from households

Maine householders have two types of drive-and-drop options for recycling fluorescent
lamps. They can take CFLs to any of the more 200 retail stores that participate in a
recycling program operated by the PUC Efficiency Maine program.* Or they can drop off

* The Universal Waste Rules refer to those provisions in the Hazardous Waste Management Rules that apply
specifically to the handling of mercury-added lamps and other universal wastes. See 06-096 CMR
850(3)(A)(13). The Universal Waste Rules were adopted in 2001 to streamline and simplify handling
requirements for certain commonly generated (universal) waste products such as fluorescent lamps that have
hazardous constituents and therefore require special handling at end of life.

" For a list of lamp recycling companies in Maine and the services they offer, go to:
www.maine.gov/dep/rwm/hazardouswaste/pdf/uwrecyclingcompanies. pdf.

" Efficiency Maine is a PUC program promoting the more efficient use of electricity. On July 1, 2010, the
responsibilities of the Efficiency Maine program will be transferred to the Efficiency Maine Trust, a new
independent state agency established to operate energy efficiency and renewable energy programs. See PL 2009,
c. 372,
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both CFLs and LFLs—or any other type of mercury added lamp'°—at a municipal collection
point.

- Most Maine municipalities collect fluorescent lamps at the local transfer station, or have
made arrangements for their residents to take the lamps to a collection facility in a nearby
town. Presently, 164 of the approximately 280 municipal transfer stations and recycling
centers in Maine are equipped to collect lamps. Most charge a drop-off fee, typically $1 per
lamp, to offset their costs.

The retail stores participating in the PUC program do not charge drop-off fees. The PUC
fully funds the program for now through its Efficiency Maine budget, although the
commission plans to phase out this sub51dy in the near future. - :

Recycling by mail also is an option for household lamps. Lamp recycling kits specifically
designed to safely ship spent CFLs to a recycling facility can be purchased online from
several companies, including Northeast Lamp Recyclers, Osram-Sylvania, Veolia and Waste

Management. The kits cost about $20, typically fitup to 15 CFLs and can be shipped by U.S.
mail.

IV Lamp recyclmg costs

To ensure funding contmues for the PUC and mun1c1pal collection efforts, the Maine
Legislature last year passed and Governor Baldacci signed into law An Act to Provide for the
Safe Collection and Recycling of Mercury-Containing Lighting. ' -The key feature of the Act
is a requirement that lamp manufacturers either: 1) establish a program to collect household
lamps at no cost; or 2) take over fundlng of the ex1stmg municipal and PUC collection
__programs. .

For the purpose of this part of the repott—an assessment of the costs of manufacturer
recycling to consumers, municipalities and manufacturers—we have assumed manufacturers
will choose to fund operation of the existing PUC / municipal collection infrastructure.

" They are, however, free to propose an altogether new system for lamp recycling.

Cost to consumers

The intended effect of Maine’s new lamp recycling law is to reduce the financial burden of
recycling on local taxpayers and PUC ratepayers by transferring lamp recycling costs to
lamp manufacturers, and ultimately to consumers as manufacturers adjust their lamp prices
upward to cover their recycling-related costs. On the other hand, the law ensures that
consumers will no longer have to pay a fee when they drop off spent fluorescent lamps for
recycling. The law explicitly requires manufacturers to provide “convenient collection

Y Other types of mercury-added lamps include U-tube fluorescent lamps, tanning lamps and high intensity
discharge lamps. Maine law requires manufacturers of mercury-added lamps sold after January 1, 2006 to affix
a label disclosing that the lamp contains mercury. The label must be sufficiently durable to remain legible for
the life of the lamp. See 38 MRSA §1662, sub-§1 and 06-096 CMR 870. The label currently used by
manufacturers to meet this requirement consists of the letters “Hg" in a circle.

1% PL. 2009, c. 272; see Appendix 1 of this report.
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locations located throughout the State where residents can drop off their household lamps
without cost,”!”

It is too early to know the exact magnitude of increases in lamp purchase prices as a result of
Maine’s law. Manufacturers will need to increase the price of their lamps to cover the costs
of collection, recycling, education and outreach, and administrative overhead. In the case of
CFLs, manufacturers themselves predict a 50-75% increase in their product costs' and an
increase in the price of a single bulb by as much as 150%." In the case of 4-foot LFLs,
manufacturers predict a more modest cost increase of 33% per lamp assuming large quantities
of lamps are recycled.”

For now, Maine is the only state that requires manufacturers to assume responsibitity for
lamp recycling. Given our relatively modest market share (Maine’s population is less than
Y2 of one percent of the U.S. population), the immediate impact of Maine’s law on national
lamp pricing likely will be modest.

If most other states eventually follow our lead, manufacturers could eventually be forced to
raise CFL prices by as much as a quarter to a third.? Manufacturers observe this would
widen the price gap between inexpensive incandescent bulbs and CFLs, and could dissuade
consumers from buymg them, thereby slowing the transition to more energy efficient-
lighting.? Yet that price gap already i 1s wide and largely has been overcome through
consumer education.

It is now common knowledge that the lifecycle cost of fluorescent lighting is much lower
than incandescent lighting. Over the life of a typical light fixture the greatest expense by far
is the electricity it consumes not the purchase price. Even if CFL prices were to increase by
150% as speculated by some in the industry, that higher price still will represent only a small
portlon of lifecycle cost of the lamp when energy costs are factored in. Arguably, the higher .
price, by capturing the costs of recycling fluorescent lamps at the front end, will more
accurately reflect the true cost of fluorescent lamps compared to mercury-free LED lamps
and other emerging energy-efficient lighting technologies that do not require special
handling at end of life. See Appendix 2, page 29.

Cost to municipalities

While it seems likely that consumers ultimately will pay more for CFLs as the costs of
recycling increasingly are assumed by lamp manufacturers, the recycling costs currently
incurred by Maine municipalities will be reduced or eliminated. Municipal costs include the
labor costs to collect, handle and safely store the lamps, and the cost of arranging for the
lamps to be picked up for recycling.

738 MRSA §1672(4)(AX(1).

*® Alexandra Behringer, “Maine’s new CFL recycling program: should manufacturers pay?’
www.energycentral.com, November 3, 2009,

' National Electrical Manufacturers Association (NEMA), Recycling Household CFLs, September 2007, p. 4.

** National Electrical Manufacturers Association, Manufacturer Take-Back of Lamps, September 2007, p.3.

! Cascadia Consulting Group, Fluorescent Lamp Recycling in Washington State: Recycling Levels, Stakeholder
Analysis and Policy Options, Washington State Department of Ecology, June 2007, p. 78.

* NEMA supran 19.
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Table 1 below shows the range of prices currently charged for onsite pick-up and mail-back of
spent fluorescent lamps. The prices were obtained from our phone and internet survey of
companies doing business in Maine.

InFY 2009 (July 1, 2008 through June 30, 2009), Maine municipalities shipped almost
221,000 fluorescent lamps for recycling.” The vast majority of these were 4-foot LFLs
according to shipping records. Assuming that municipalities pay the lower prices reported in
Table 1** and that their average recycling cost therefore is no more than 40¢ per lamp, the

total cost of recycling all fluorescent lamps collected by Maine municipalities in FY 2009 was
less than $90,000. The mummpal labor costs associated with recycling the lamps are
unknown

As prev1ously mentloned most of the 164 municipal waste facilities that currently provide
lamp collection services charge a drop off fee to cover their costs. These facilities, for the
most part, serve the State’s larger cities and towns. Smaller towns, on the other hand, often
do not have the staffing to collect fees and oversee the safe handling of the lamps. When
Jamp manufacturers begin picking up these costs in 2011, some of these towns may elect to
add the service. : -

Table 1: Low and high per lamp recycling prices

' Price per bulb*
Lamp type , T
: Onsite pickup Prepaid mail in

Linear (LFL) Low price High price Low prlce High prlce

4'T12 $0.24 $1.04 $1.19 $4.68

4'T8 . $0.24 - $1.04 $0.59 ' $2.27

U-tube T12 - $0.40 $1.50 $2.25 _ - §$7.70
Udabe T8 8040 e §nS0 et gtz b 8375 -

-8 T12 . §0.48 $2.08 . - $3.79 - $6.40

8’ T8 ~ $0.48 $2.08 $1.89 $3.20
Compact (CFL) $0.40 $1.50 ' $0.63-$0.79 | $1.25-$2.50 |
Pick-up fee ' None $35 N/A T N/A

*assumes storage containers are full when Shlpped

Cost to manufacturers

The recycling costs currently incurred by municipalities and the PUC to collect spent
fluorescent lamps from homeowners are indicative of the costs lamp manufacturers can
expect to pay when they assume financial responsibility for those programs. The PUC
experience perhaps gives us the best gauge of the possible magnitude of those costs.

% Compiled from Uniform Bills of Lading submitted to the department as reqmred under the Universal Waste

Rules, 06-096 CMR 850(3)(A)(13)(e)(iil).
% A phone conversation with the Solid Waste Manager for the City of Augusta, confirmed this was the case for

lamps collected at the city’s Hatch Hill landfill. Leslie Jones, personal communication, January 21, 2010.
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The PUC’s current annual operating budget for its retailer CFL collection program is about
$70,000. This includes about $6,500 (or about $1 per lamp collected) to provide storage
buckets to participating stores and ship full buckets to a lamp recycling plant operated by
Veolia Environmental Services, Inc. (Veolia). Other costs include an estimated $6,000 to
$10,000 in staff costs to deliver buckets and train store clerks;25 and about $54,000 for the
portion of the Efficiency Maine CFL marketing costs attributed to getting out the recycling
‘message.®

By comparison, a Lighting Task Force convened by the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control to make recommendations on collection and recycling of residential
fluorescent lamps assumed collection and recycling costs of 60¢ per lamp and outreach costs
of $5 million per year.”’ The members of that task force included representatives of lamp
manufacturers Philips Electronics, GE Lighting, and Osram Sylvania.

One reason for shifting responsibility for lamp recycling from government to manufacturers
is the assumption that the lighting industry will be able to bring their market presence and
entreprencurial skills to bear in reducing the cost of lamp recycling. The private sector
presumably has far greater capacity to design a cost effective collection program than local
or state government.”® Manufacturers not government are the actors in the product life cycle
with the greatest leverage over environmental improvement.” They have the expertise as
designers, marketers and distributors that government lacks and, as a consequence, they are
in a better position than government to find the most inexpensive approach to capturing the
mercury in lamps.

By assigning responsibility for recycling waste lamps to the companies that make money by
selling them, Maine has brought market forces to bear in streamlining and reducing the cost
of lamp collection and recycling, and in driving innovation in lighting design that could
eliminate the need for recycling by eliminafing the use of mercury. =~ =~

% The PUC projects that it will need the equivalent of one full time staff position to operate its CFL recycling
program if public education and marketing to retailers is greatly expanded as recommended in the USM study
report discussed in section VI of this report. Personal communication with PUC staff,

* Personal communication with PUC staff.

# California Department of Toxics Substances Control, 4B 109: Lighting Task Force Report, September 1,
2008, pp 23, 25.

* Product Policy Institute, Manufacturer Take Back: The Next Step for Energy Efficient Lighting Products, May
2007, p 2.

¥ R. Lifset, Extending Producer Responsibility in North America: Progress, Pitfalls and Prospects in the Mid-
1990s,” Proceedings of the Symposium on Extended Produce Responsibility, November 14-15, 1995, p 38.

Page 8



V. Education and outreach

Since the mid-1990s, the Department of Environmental Protection has undertaken an
extensive education and outreach campaign to make fluorescent lamp users aware of the
disposal ban and their recycling options. This ongoing effort has included the
distribution of educational material through our website, mass mailings, frequent -
training sessions on universal waste handling, and on-site compliance inspections. -

Initially, we focused our efforts on the business community because, at the time,
Maine’s ban on disposal of the lamps in the municipal waste stream only applied to
business. Further, until CFL technology was widely commercialized, the use of
fluorescent lighting predominated in industrial, commercial and institutional buildings
and still accounts for 80% or more of fluorescent lamp sales.

In the year 2000, as CFLs began to be widely
promoted for their energy-saving benefits, the
Legislature extended the disposal ban to fluorescent |
lamps and other mercury-added products from -
households.” The ban on these household items was
set to take effect proSpectively beginning January 1,
2005 in order to give the department and the State-
Planning Office (SPO) time to prepare .
municipalities to safely collect these items at their
solid waste handling facilities.

SPO addressed the local infrastructure needs, o
disbursing about $750,000 to municipalities between

~ 2001 and 2006 to pay for ¢olléction sheds and ™™ —
signage like that at the right encouraging residents to
recycle mercury products. The department, for its
part, has focused on training and education. We
have had an on-going training program for municipal solid waste facility operators in
place since 2001, and have provided thousands of informational brochures to towns and
. cities for distribution to their residents.

The department also has adopted mercury product labeling rules that require fluorescent lamp
manufacturers to label the lamp packaging. The label must, at a minirum, inform the
purchaser that the lamp contains mercury and that it cannot be placed in the trash.*
Recognizing that the original packaging is not likely to be around when the lamp eventually is
replaced, the rules also require the lamp itself to be labeled, a requirement that lamp
manufacturers currently meet by stamping each lamp with the letters “Hg,” the international
symbol for mercury. The idea is that consumers can be taught to look for the symbol, which
is their signal that spent lamps should be recycled.

¥ See PL 1999, c. 779, §2, eff. August 11. 200, enacting 38 MRSA §1665
*106-096 CMR 870 effective October 29, 2006.
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Efficiency Maine mentions the recycling requirement in all of its print and some of its
television advertising promoting the use of CFLs. Its print advertising includes the phrase
“CFLs contain trace amounts of mercury and must be recycled at the end of their life.” The
print materials also refer consumers to the Efficiency Maine website. There visitors can find
a county-by-county list of the retail stores where CFLs can be dropped off for recycling, and
links to DEP informational materials on the proper handling of mercury-added products.

Obviously, consumers cannot be expected to fulfill their obligation to recycle fluorescent
lamps unless they know the lamps contain mercury. Indeed, they have a right to know.
While the amount of mercury in an individual lamp is small, and there is no risk of human
exposure to the mercury as long as the lamp remains intact, the possibility of exposure at
levels of concern cannot be dismissed if the lamp is broken.

When a bulb is broken on carpet, it is very difficult to recover all the mercury containing
particles without removing the carpet.” Thus, while we encourage people to use fluorescents
because their superior energy efficiency makes them a wise environmental choice, they may
not be the best choice in places where they could be easily broken or in carpeted areas
frequented by infants, young children and pregnant women. >

DID YOU Know

Fliorescent

Bulbs

Contain

“USE but DON'T TRASH energyefficient fluorescent bulbs!

** Maine Department of Environmental Protection, Maine Compact Fluorescent Lamp Study, February 2008,
%3 See Maine Department of Environmental Protection, Frequently Asked Questions Regarding CFLs, February

25,2008,
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VI. USM survey of CFL users

In 2009, Dr Travis Wagner at the University of Southern Maine conducted a survey to
identify factors that contribute to the low recycling rate for CFLs.** Most respondents (77%)
knew CFLs contained mercury but most (63%) did not know that recychng of CFLs is
required. Most (64%) also did not know where to take CFLs for recycling or that CFL
collection and recycling is offered in some locations at no cost (73%). Respondents were
fairly evenly split on the three main factors that would encourage them to recycle-—a sense of
environmental responsibility, free or reduced recycling fees and convenience.

Based on the survey findings, Dr. Wagner recommends reorienting the outreach message to -
focus on the specific locations where CFLs can be recycled for free. The following specific

steps are suggested:

L Create a dedxcated simplified website specifically for CFL recycling information to
include a user-friendly map and list of drop-off locations rather than the current Excel
spreadsheet format. The drop-off locations should be kept current and should include
contact information and hours of operatxons :

2. Selecta simple, short, and memorable URL (i.e., web address) such as
WWW. recyclecﬂs Or WWW. mainecfl. :

3. Label each CFL package ‘with a vibrant sticker that 1ncludes the phrases “Must be
Recycled” and “Maine CFL Recycling Information — WWW.XXX. xxx " and include the

- CFL recycling URL.

4, Post and continuously distribute the CFL URL at all municipal transfer stations,
" though utility biils; Efficiency” Maineads; and on the front of Efficiency Maine CFL~ -
in-store coupons (or on a tear-off section of the coupon that could be retamed by the
purchaser); and-

5. Using the print medxa penodlcally list specific locatzons of part1c1patmg stores that
will accept CFLs for free..

Dr. Wagner also recommends- 51gn1ﬁcantly 1ncreasmg the number of collection locatlons to
make recycling more convenient for homeowners. For example, given that 73% of the survey
respondents purchased CFLs at home improvement and big box stores, Dr. Wagner suggests
that these point-of-sale locations should be required or encouraged to provide free CFL
collection. He further recommends that free collection be made avallable at every municipal
solid waste transfer station.

The department has provided Dr. Wagner’s study to lamp manufacturers for consideration as
they prepare to implement their new responsibilities under Maine law. The law requires the
manufacturer programs to include effective “education and outreach, including, but not

* 1. Wagner, Household Compact Fluorescent Light (CFL) Recycling in Maine, University of Southern Maine,
September 2009. The executive summary is attached to this report as Appendlx 4; the full report available at

www.ecomaine.org/recycling/index shtm.

Page 11



limited to, point-of-purchase signs and other materials provided to retail establishments
without cost.™

The department will work with manufacturers to put these recommendations into practice.
However, education alone will not necessarily produce significant change. Even with a
convenient and free collection system for collection lamps for households in place, the
recovery of spent lamps ultimately will depend on each individual’s willingness to participate.
For lamp recycling to work, homeowners still will need to set spent lamps safely aside and
eventually get in their cars and take them to a collection point. Although most people are
likely to combine lamp drop-off with other errands, the cost in gas and time cannot be
dismissed and poses on-going challenge in our effort to boost the lamp recycling rate.

* See 38 MRSA §1672(4)(A)(3), effective September 12, 2009.
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ecomaine
Statement of Revenue and Expenses

For the Eight Months Ending February 28, 2010

Operating revenues

Municipal assessments
Owners tipping fees

Associate tipping fees
Commercial tipping fees

Spot market tipping fees
Electrical generating revenues
Sales of recycled goods
Recycling tipping fees

Gorham property assessments
Other operating income

Total operating revenues

Operating expenses

Administrative expenses
Waste-to-energy operating expenses
Recycling operating expenses
Landfill/ashfill operating expenses
Contingency

Landfill closure and postclosure care costs
Depreciation & amortization

Total operating expenses
Net operating income

Non-operating income (expense)

Interest income
Interest expense

Net non-operating

Total revenue less expenses

YTD

Actual Budget Variance
$3,119,387.44 $3,119,102.56 $284.88
3,039,667.29 2,998,512.00 41,155.29
747,045.68 553,096.64 193,949.04
3,426,619.23 3,023,738.64 402,880.59
1,968,900.44 1,670,708.64 398,191.80
4,935,453.55 4,498,109.00 437,344.55
1,655,212.61 666,666.64 988,545.97
27,729.84 66,666.64 (38,936.80)
73,334.36 73,333.36 1.00
163,031.10 216,666.72 (53,635.62)
19,156,381.54 16,786,600.84 2,369,780.70
1,598,752.66 1,642,153.92 (43,401.26)
4,652,613.05 5,129,860.84 (477,247.79)
932,478.63 1,016,787.92 (84,309.29)
978,618.45 986,925.58 (8,307.13)
310.50 250,000.00 (249,689.50)
0.00 0.00 0.00
3,600,000.00 3,600,000.00 0.00

11,762,773.29

12,625,728.26

(862,954.97)

7,393,608.25 4,160,872.58 3,232,735.67
48,984.72 128,333.36 (79,348.64)
(701,764.27) (1,029,933.28) 328,169.01
(652,779.55) (901,599.92) 248,820.37
6,740,828.70 3,259,272.66 3,481,556.04
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ecomaine
Statement of Revenue and Expenses
For the Month ended February 28, 2010

Operating revenues

Municipal assessments
Owners tipping fees

Associate tipping fees
Commercial tipping fees

Spot market tipping fees
Electrical generating revenues
Sales of recycled goods
Recycling tipping fees

Gorham property assessments
Other operating income

Total operating revenues

Operating expenses

Administrative expenses

Waste-to-energy operating expenses
Recycling operating expenses
Landfill/ashfill operating expenses
Contingency

Landfill closure and postclosure care costs
Depreciation & amortization

Total operating expenses

Net operating income

Non-operating income (expense)

Interest income
Interest expense

Net non-operating

Total revenue less expenses

February
Actual Budget Variance

$397,534.44 $389,887.82 $7,646.62
291,282.64 374,814.00 (83,531.36)
90,948.61 69,137.08 21,811.53
360,026.64 377,967.33 (17,940.69)
157,026.54 196,338.58 (39,312.04)
629,756.41 607,765.00 21,991.41
217,949.39 83,333.33 134,616.06
2,529.40 8,333.33 (5,803.93)
9,166.67 9,166.67 0.00
45,949.49 27,083.34 18,866.15
2,202,170.23 2,143,826.48 58,343.75
198,685.21 212,769.24 (14,084.03)
602,169.77 616,524.27 (14,354.50)
155,337.:57 127,098.49 28,239.08
98,950.79 103,989.99 (5,039.20)
0.00 31,250.00 (31,250.00)

0.00 0.00 0.00
450,000.00 450,000.00 0.00
1,605,143.34 1,5641,631.99 (36,488.65)
697,026.89 602,194.49 94,832.40
5,792.76 16,041.67 (10,248.91)
(86,846.44) (128,741.66) 41,895.22
(81,053.68) (112,699.99) 31,646.31
615,973.21 489,494.50 126,478.71
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