IONS ELSEWHERE?

Jeff Hunts, Manager
CalRecycle E-waste Program
916-341-6603 jeff.hunts@calrecycle.ca.gov
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® |s current model equipped for future challenges?

%




® Search for soluti




® Electronic Waste Recycling Act of 2003
® SB 20 by Senator Sher, immediately amended by SB 50 in 2004

%



® Return resource




Covered Electronic Waste (CEW) Recovery & Recycling Payment System

California

Retailer
Consumer

Electronic Waste
Recovery and
CED : Recycling Account
Discarded (EWRRA)
(CEW)
by
- |California




California State
Board of Equalization

® CalRecycle sets fee level to ensure fund solvency

®$6, %8, 510 to $8, $16, $25 to $3, $4, $5 to...2

%



> Toxic Substances Control

zardous waste

® Inspects | orts on handler activities

® In additions to own authority, DTSC will recommend actions for

CalRecycle to take against CEW participants




Jd in CEW

=

® Provides “i cycle that can guide internal

claim analysis

® Findings can affect participant eligibilities




CALIFORMIA DEPARTMENT OF
FOOD & AGRICULTURE

via the
® Ensure accurate me s, fair business practices, and

legal operations within CEW participants and industry as whole

%



\3 OrganizationName: [ |
cEWD:[ |
Location: |Select a county ..
Alameda ~
Alpine v
Amador

PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS R T

Status: ®Active Olnactive

Approved Collector and Recycler Home

Who is Participating?

® ~ 500 approved collectors

Organization Type
« CA Corporation ® ~ 35 approved recyclers
m CALLC

» Co-ownership

Individual

= Individual - DBA ® Fewer than 40 approved
® Local Govt. Agency

B Mon CA Corporation CO"eCfOI'S are IOCQI

m Non CA LLC °
_ government agencies

® Non-Profit

B Partnership

m School

m (blank)




a9

bl

(as of March 28, 2015)

Quarterly Monies and Pounds Claimed
5758

53

Covered Electronic Waste Recycling Payment System

70.0 +
60.0 7
50.0 -

oL e 3 uoliN

= Change in the standard payment rate effective 3rd quarter 2008, and 3rd quarter 2014, respectively.

M Pounds
m Monies




d collectors™

vate enterprise

® ~ 1.8 billon pounds TOTCIT — * Form 303 implications?




Actual Pounds

Lb/capita 2012

Actual Pounds

Lb/capita 2013 or

State Collected 2012 Collected 2013 or
or Jul11-Jun12 or Jul1l-Jul12 Jul12-Jun13 Jul12-Juni3

CA 214,907,700 5.65 203,495,000 5.35
CT 11,471,953 3.2 13,230,587 3.69
HI 3,879,904 2.79 4,139,358 2.98
IL 38,891,299 3.02 aA7,162,207 3.60
IN 20,439,183 A4.17 20,457,329 A4.17
ME 7438, 861 2.0 8,183,983 6.16
Mi 23,200,000 2.35 30,173,276 3.00
MN 35,100,000 6.53 32,300,000 6.01
NC 42,834,960 4,39 35,763,400 3.67
NJ 48,100,000 5.43 38,600,000 4.36
OR 26,670,441 0.84 27,727,768 7.11
PA 31,424,545 2.46 43,515,805 3.41
VT 4,319,491 7.7 4,877,676 7.79
WA 43473 438 6.3 45,180,945 §.35
Wi 39,098,371 6.83 38,755,751 6.77




ses overhead

* In-staf atory implications

® Track where residual glass flows ~ ® Where can the glass go?

%
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" 4

* Proper ent requirec 'UnerﬁUW rule

%




B As part of clai

B Provide shipping documents
&

%

B “Demonstrate” that ultimate disposition is not disposal




_ f end-markets

B Fostered b recyc d to ship CR s / glass

B Regulation of “destinations” often beyond CA jurisdiction
©

%
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I\K; Q: WHERE |S THE CRT GLASS HEADED TODAY?

/] e 2 : RegenesysGlass
Shipments by Destination  processingLLc
O PC Recycle [Azurite] iNavone) In 20] 4, over 1 OO
R MU 0% .
S e million pounds were

shipped from CA...

A: Arizona to ...2

A: India




production

® Domestic outlets limited
&
/’quss generators need other options




B Emergency rules create opening for CEW recyclers




\

CURRENT UNDERSTANDING OF THE ADVANTAGES o CHALLENGES °
[ SOURCES (7o, oy susneses (2 CRT LANDSCAPE .
FACTORS ©@ == ByTHEELECTRONICS RECYCLING COMMUNITY - CERAMICS - Would likely reguire export _
No legal requirement in many states to recycle electronics y ASSEMBLED BY 115, EPA, SEPTEMEER 2014 - " glﬁ not b?eaghgoto export to r;](_:nh-OECD cautnh|195 .
. : . i materi » Shi e lead to ceramics, which may create legacy issue
« Inconsistent state laws ) f N %‘é&iﬁ "}quﬂirm’a;"ne.gy t1oa |gepar3te lead from|| = Proper firing |'equirert? in order to mlnlyr;‘llze expggm%y
: E?‘I%uacr% ‘Erl_lma?]g EEH maﬁ:g%?:%cn%en - de CRT Problem Statement Elaam ] ) ] = Needs regulatory certainty/acceptance
S do%sn't a|?€lvyvt0 R recy CRTs and CRT glass were once easily recycled " rge global capacity potentially available = Real capacity unknown
" nsumers may be unwilling to pay to recycle if disposal is into new CRTs; however, the demand for new
cheaper : \
. E’rcmh”glﬁgg;fha”ﬂe (mﬁlrgp%c%d by ﬂgt paal}el - ggsml;zsgglapﬁﬂ in favor of new flat panel
= Wi ws, responsibili - disposition 5 has . - - -
gwfﬂ:ed from consumers to manufacturers (Note: this has Because of rising costs, negative economic - GLASS FURNACES i’..?:&'éﬁ‘:;‘é?{&'n“,ﬁ“;;‘“ : ﬁ?r‘ﬁ m!gvoggl?sﬂgaﬁan' fecydle a ment may be
- R eif'n;ﬁ %ﬁaﬁon iﬁs ,:.23||ecti0n systems incentives, and shifts in CRT glass markets, . Fmall 'anl?I Tegl'ona_ in Sfalf; could be co- helpful ) !
« “Cheny picking” high-value parts lowers value down the some CRT processors and recyclers are ocated with large piles of glass +  Needs longer timeframes to store glass
LB [n g p ) ; - = Multiple furnaces would lower freight costs «  Small capacity )
+ Economic incentive needed to recycle choosing to store the glass indefinitely rather *  Lead recovered from CRT glass : F)?mmfhngr{ 'EFSHEEW RIS
+  Broken CRTs harder to recycle ) than send it for recycling (or disposal), which = 2
» Enforcement needed against illegal disposal by gensrators increases the risk of mismanagement and/or
abandonment of the CRTs. - -
GLASS TO GLASS/CRT MANUFACTURING = New CRTs will evenmal_lﬁlneed recycling _
:' Je | = There is niche market for CRTs (= I?rf1 eg%%%?l?%} gléTsthe glass manfacturers in
= COLLECTION ‘ ELECTRONICS = (RTs are inexpensive and are more robust . ﬁecc)'l?nin?; market
, POINT RECYCLER equipment for variable power situations
Ll OEMs » Municipal Collectors « Recyclers - Retailers o o
" Thousands of collectors are highy fragmented and hard to * Ejancal incentive for entitis to get paid to receive | . | CONCRETE [+ shifts the ead to concre products, which may creat
- No standard or requirements for a "collector” * Lack of enforcement of CRT rule by states and EPA = Huge capadi | REETEE )
- g%ﬁsidiis and meinufactura' payments going to collectors Iégfrlﬁ e(:fs ttrgcklng gfl'gll{c;r: to final disposition « Regional markets : %ﬂ%ggmism%mt process adequately prevents leaching
. Colloctors have no solution for CRT glass » Lack of awareness about phosphor, silica and lead » Potential stigma issues
= Breakdown in contracting/auditing for ensuring proper CRT hazards in the workplace

lass disposition . !__‘.erﬁﬁcagg is not assurance of compliance or
+ Recyders collecting without contracts with manufacturers I — = -
.o Patptairer iy +  Stewardship organizations represent a monopsony " . ;
c%i%‘w picking” high-value parts lowers value down the anddccnso_llﬁate & ? ml;hl;d 0? CO”;;%S = sr‘]a_ler(]:t_ing - LEAD/COPPER SMELTER %mlbﬁd ct%ap[acflftgrg#éjp%?s M&Gmon Ihiglpoint)
. i i ion i vendors. 1his creates 1ack of comy on, Which in r = = = 11 = Lead recovery may not be very efficient
haif%rg;"rt"amggg levels of education about CRT regulation in certain states raises costs. (Note: this has different : E*'Sﬂg%e%mmﬁ in operation - Disposition o sIag"lr v
= (RTsare ?Faaw and pose a challenge to ship long-distance perspectives.) ) ] } . Laeg . - Aremissions )
- Inconsistency in state programs . I_{ecvc_lers aren't charging enough to cover costs for = ?ﬁoﬁl?a&lﬁt‘%mnt e - Variable corr}modltv pnﬁs o
»  Lack of up-to-date information for consumers on which recycling . ; int) + Permitting of new smelters is difficult
I IR BT L Whenauer e state mamaces R recyeimg e - e R ik
« Hiri ' i i i i . : = Perception ing in hazardous wa
mng af&g%'clers sometimes leads to funding being split by bt cfmismanag%ment in?rcganeg : Needs?longer tem%tmage of giass
« Lack of rural route density increases cast per unit + Lack of knowledge about outlets for recycling CRTs
= Bad actors in the industrémiﬂ'epr&oenﬁng "air pounds” . Lac(lj( Oifﬁe” agement of glass manufacturers who
+ Broken CRTs are harder to recycle . . Taackeof :dg Bgte closure plans ™ CRTREUSE « Low demand in US
) ]%“n“gg,‘?.!‘o?, cedfize bl n s = Ergonmﬂice&alleng&s of manat{gng materials— " There is nich et for CRT: = Hard to export; exports can be abused as "sham reuse”
» Use of pounds as basis for performance encourages CRTs to physical wear and tear on peop - cme-smalfenr'ﬁoﬁgrrr?bust ui mgnt for variable || - Wiring diagrams are needed to refurbish
be collactad . ﬁo?ml high to gp%gd-, to new tedél-,obg.i%;_ | ol equip * Reused CRTs will eventually need recydling
. ; ; : » Lack of clear specs for recycling grade material . L
&rglpggn[';gzo %Irgllenges of managing CRTs—physical wear and - == ﬁgﬁ’ e It o (e T e 10 o SIAlOnS ared to LCDs
] be accep
+ Thin operating margins, insufficient funds held -
v L 4 ™ RETRIEVABLE STORAGE . Fundiggfneededmeed to devise a financial structure to
a1  TREATMENT AND TREATMENT AND USE A5 P ; - : SCCOUNE Tor recovery
| *  Avoids irresponsible speculative accumulation | | . i
DISPOSAL IN LANDFILL ; il ALTERNATIVE DAILY COVER . i : 2 May create a legacy issue _
& {HAZARDOUS OR MON-HAZARDOUS) TEmRT AT MUNICIPAL SOLIDWASTE LANDFILL %Ilggsrmatenal to be held until solutions E ﬁﬂmprgtes wlmst\gable I'!iCUVSiY lB'IlththES I
" ’ . antify the amount of available feed stock dZAITOUS WaSIe PEMMIL and reguidtiofnss may apply
e[ - Large capadity likely | 0 - Large capacity likely ] = Seen as a “kick the can down the road appmacﬁ
& - State bans on landfilling CRTs i o & (- Doesn't count toward state recycling obligations h
+ Doesn't count toward state recycling obligations » ADC may be considered a form of recycling by some, I~ - -
- Cost which discoma#gs other recycling options for CRT glass CHEMICAL EXTRACTION + Not operational commerdially
e R + Potentially environmentally friendly process Igggnh't;lf; \zsé\l?d time intensive
* Potential stigma issues Paten’umg Srg\granl]zﬁgl&rgsd for use as ADC T eaél' B e

This descurment cormpiles many suggestions received diring EPAs Sustainalle Matenals Management Electronics Reuse and Recycling Forur held on September 23, 2014, and is provided for informational purposes only. The views and opinions expressed do not necessanly represent the views o positions of the United States Envronmental Protection Agency.



®Ceramics  *Disposal

%




o ®Improve “designations”; implement civil liabilities

%




“glass, etc

® Setting equi / adec sate payment rates

®* Will current model work into the future...?

®* Will you help...?

%
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