National Electronics Recycling Infrastructure Clearinghouse

State Patchwork Study: Response to Questions and Critiques

Questions/Points Raised and Response
· What is the overall intent of the study and how was it funded?

The intent of the study was to document the costs to all stakeholders of the current “patchwork” of state approaches to electronics recycling systems compared to a unified national program.  As stated in the report’s Introduction (pg 1), the study was not intended to advocate for or against the passage of any state or federal electronics recycling policy.  The study was funded by both public and private sources under the National Electronics Recycling Infrastructure Clearinghouse (NERIC) initiative.  NERIC is a joint initiative of the National Center for Electronics Recycling (NCER) and the Consumer Electronics Association.  The main author of the report was Walter Alcorn (NCER Consultant), with assistance from Jason Linnell (NCER Executive Director), and analysis from Dr. Edward G. Sanders (Ph.D. economist, former Associate Director U.S. OMB).  The authors sought and received input and data from manufacturers, recyclers, government, and retailers with wide-ranging views on the preferable financing method for electronics recycling and the need for a national program.  The NCER encourages coordination and develops initiatives that support local, state, and regional programs working across jurisdictional boundaries in order to create efficient recycling systems that serve greater numbers of citizens.
· Does the Patchwork Study compare the costs of the currently operating state programs, or assess the benefits of one financing approach over another?
No.  The study compared the cost of a unified national system with a patchwork of different state approaches, and did not compare each state’s program to another.  This study only identified and analyzed costs borne at a state level that would not exist in a national approach.  For example, under a national program it would not matter whether a consumer from Nevada traveled to California to recycle his or her used equipment, and there would be no need to incur administrative costs to exclude those products from the recycling system.   
· Wouldn’t the financing method impact the dead weight costs of any one state’s program?

Not necessarily.  The data to date have not shown the particular financing method correlates to higher or lower dead weight costs.  The two largest costs shown in the study (excluding out-of-state waste and state program development engagement) were not attributable to financing-specific characteristics such as fee collection in California or brand identification and counting in Maine.

· Did the study compare the recycling results and economic benefits of the state programs versus having no state-wide recycling programs in those states?

No, the Patchwork Study did not assess the inherent benefits of electronics recycling programs versus landfilling or stockpiling used devices (thus wasting valuable resources), or continuing localized voluntary programs, although this is a very worthy idea of a future study.  With regard to state programs, this type of analysis would need to start from a baseline of collection and recycling costs and activity taking place before implementation of the state program, and then project changes resulting from state program implementation.  Such a study could help illuminate the cost and benefits of recycling legislation specific to that state, but was clearly outside the scope of the Patchwork Study.
· Wouldn’t some of the costs of the state programs continue on if a national solution is implemented?

Yes, and the study identified and excluded those costs for this very reason.  For example, the great majority of state level government administration costs – 80% -- are assumed to be necessary to a national system and therefore excluded from our “dead weight” cost calculations.  The only costs that are assumed to completely go away under a national system are 1) policing and excluding out-of-state waste, and 2) engagement in state level policy development.  In fact, these two costs comprise the majority of the $25 million annual dead weight cost calculation.  
· Does the study take into account the fact that one-time implementation costs for particular state programs may not be needed if another state were to enact a similar if not identical program?

Yes, the study did incorporate this assumption.  For example, if another state were to implement an advanced recovery fee such as in California, the study assumes that the one-time startup costs incurred by manufacturers and retailers to comply with that new system would only be 20% of the startup costs incurred to comply with the California system.  This estimate was provided by an industry principal with direct experience in complying with the California law and was confirmed by others, including industry members who do and do not support an ARF in other states. 
· Is it true that the majority of the costs in the “dead weight” calculations come from the California system, and doesn’t that skew the rest of the calculated costs attributed to other, possibly more efficient state systems?
California represents approximately 73% of the population of the 4 combined states, and approximately 60% of dead weight costs identified in the study.  The study was unable to collect data on the all costs to be incurred in the Washington State program (e.g., annual cost to run the new state Authority, costs to police/restrict non-Washington e-waste from the system) and once the full set of costs for implementing all 4 state programs this percentage is expected to decline below 60%.  It is also important to note that the second highest ongoing dead weight cost (almost $9 million/year) is the cost of engaging in new state program development efforts (state task forces, meetings, lobbying, etc.) and is independent of California costs.  Industry also told us that each new state that passes a mandate in whatever form inevitably requires additional labor – and is not limited to ARF systems.

The correlation between dead weight costs and population is not linear, nor is there a linear relationship between dead weight costs and the type of financing system employed.  This study only identified and analyzed costs borne at a state level that would not exist in a national approach.  Input data were collected from actual costs incurred to develop, implement or comply with all 4 systems regardless of population and program size (the 4 states represent the 1st, 14th, 19th and 41st in the United States by population, thus skewed slightly towards larger states).   Then the fraction of these costs not required in a national system were summed to get bottom line ongoing “dead weight” costs of approximately $25 million/year.  Given the range of state and program sizes of these 4 and comparable range of sizes of many states with significant e-waste activity in their legislatures (i.e., a range but also trending slightly toward larger states such as New York, New Jersey, Minnesota, Pennsylvania, North Carolina, Massachusetts, but also some smaller states like New Hampshire, Vermont, Rhode Island, Delaware, etc.), extrapolation of the average dead weight costs of these programs to new states was determined reasonable.
· Why were the collector and recycler documentation costs counted as 100% dead weight under the California system? 
In order to ensure that collected covered products are from an eligible, in-state source, the California Integrated Waste Management Board requires non-municipal collectors to document the name, address, and generation amount (i.e. pound per “consumer” - defined in California as a household, business or institution) on the following form: http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/electronics/Forms/CIWMB198.xls 
The reason these costs were included as 100% “dead weight” is that generation source was not assumed to be a necessary reporting component of a national program.  Under the assumed national program, a collector would simply add the total number and weight of covered products and put the totals in a form at a small fraction of the cost/time it takes to enter unit and weight data from everyone who drops off a unit.  Recycling programs that don’t have to worry about generation source don’t need generator-specific data, only totals amounts collected by location/program and a means to verify those totals. The total amounts collected are still auditable without knowing the amounts provided by each generator, either by running the truck over the tipping scale, weighing the gaylords, or even just counting the number of units at the recycler point.
· How were the average per state cost estimates developed?
The four states with current programs represent a unique cross-section of states in the U.S.  The largest state in terms of population – California – is included along with the 41st largest – Maine.  Washington and Maryland are 19th and 14th respectively in terms of US population.  For this reason, the report authors decided to that an average of the actual costs of implementation in each would be representative of the average costs likely to be incurred for any additional state implementing a new program.  At the time the Patchwork Study was published, all 4 state programs operated completely independently using very different financing and operational systems.  Should new state laws implement identical and jointly administered programs then some dead weight costs such as duplicative reporting and registration requirements could well be reduced.
· Were any costs not included in the “dead weight” calculations?

Due to data limitations, certain costs were not included in the “dead weight” calculations, such as:
· Lower processing fees due to economies of scale from higher volumes being processed under a national program and the ability for e-waste to be recycled without restrictions across state boundaries (California and Washington both place restrictions on the level of recycling allowed to occur outside those states)
· Costs of more than 2 consolidators operating in Maine (2 of the 5 approved consolidators were in operation at the time of the study)
· Policing and excluding out-of-state wastes in Washington (unknown at time of study)
· Costs of administration for Washington standard plan and independent plan/s (only 20% would be considered “dead weight”)

· Reporting/registration costs for more than 37 manufacturers in Maryland
· Given that certain costs were not factored in, doesn’t the study underestimate the total dead weight costs?

Although it is likely that the Patchwork Study underestimated total dead weight costs associated with the 4 state legislated programs, the NCER decided to only include estimates where reliable data were available in order to not have to rely on projections or unsubstantiated estimates.  

· Since many of the state programs are just beginning implementation, was there enough available data to make the projections needed in the study?
With 4 states representing approximately 16% of the total U.S. population either implementing or about to implement different mandated state programs, adequate data were available to estimate most of the dead weight costs associated with these programs.  If dead weight costs identified in the study change significantly, such as costs for policing out-of state waste (not yet quantified for Washington), then the study will need to be reexamined.  Also, if solid estimates for perhaps the largest dead weight cost are developed – the lack of processing economies of scale associated with state programs – then annual dead weight cost estimates could increase significantly well beyond $25 million/year.  
· Will the study be updated as new data shows actual state implementation costs in the newer programs?

The NCER plans to conduct additional research in 2007 to calculate the costs of the lack of economies of scale, collect updated data and re-calculate estimates on the dead weight costs associated with the approach being implemented in these 4 states.  In addition, as new programs are legislated and implemented in additional states the Patchwork Study will be updated accordingly.  
· If I have additional data or insight on the topics covered in the Patchwork Study, where can I send info? 

Comments and feedback are welcome at info@ecyclingresource.org. 






