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1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

"The Clean Environment Fund: Supporting Recycling Efforts in Massachusetts," is a

result of a project organized by MassRecycle and developed by students in the Department of

Urban and Environmental Policy, Graduate School of Arts and Sciences at Tufts University. The

purposes of the project were to 1) examine the history of the Clean Environment Fund (CEF) and

funding of Chapter 21E, 2) identify key players responsible for CEF allocation, 3) identify

feasible alternative sources of funding for 21E, and 4) draft a campaign aimed at directing more

of the Fund towards recycling and solid waste related projects and programs. The report

summarizes the findings of the research and suggests a strategy for MassRecycle' s future efforts

to support recycling in Massachusetts through increased allocations from CEF.

The Fund, established by a 1989 amendment to the Commonwealth's "bottle bill," was

set up to support programs for recycling, solid waste and "bottle bill" related purposes. This

amendment allowed the State to retain all unredeemed bottle deposits. It is this "escheatage"

revenue that makes up CEF. While the infrastructure of recycling and solid waste related

programs in Massachusetts at that time was not developed enough to make use of the entire

amount of the unredeemed deposits, these projects and programs have developed tremendously

in the years since the creation of CEF. However, allocations of CEF have not been disbursed

according to the original legislative intent. The largest appropriations of CEF were misused to

support the State' s Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight Program, Chapter 21E.

CEF started out with approximately $840,000 in the account in 1990 and has grown to an

anticipated $19.5 million in 2000. However, expenditures to recycling and solid waste programs

from CEF have never been greater than $7 million, although the House Ways and Means budget

has proposed $9.5 million for the coming year, an increase of $1 million over the Governor's

budget recommendation for recycling. Recycling and solid waste programs have received

approximately 35% of the money credited to the Fund since it's creation, while hazardous waste

programs have received approximately 47% of the Fund since 1993. If at least 70% of the Clean

Environment Fund were placed into the Commonwealth's recycling account in Fiscal Year 2000,

approximately $14 million would be allocated to recycling and solid waste programs, not the

$9.5 million that the House Committee on Ways and Means has recommended. The data

indicates that in all the programs funded by CEF, there is great potential for growth and the
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

increase in allocation for recycling and solid waste related programs would have a positive effect

on the performance of the programs.

A number of administrators and legislators raised the concern that increasing funding for

recycling and solid waste programs would harm the Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight

Program, which receives approximately 45% of its funds from CEF. MassRecycle maintains

that money from CEF should be used as it was intended, to support recycling, waste reduction,

composting and other solid waste related projects and programs in the Commonwealth.

Therefore it was important to explore the feasibility of replacing CEF in the 21E funding with a

different source or sources of.funds.

Six funds have contributed to Chapter 21E since 1991. The funds are the 1)

Environmental Challenge Fund, 2) Clean Environment Fund, 3) General Fund, 4) Underground

Storage Tank Petroleum Products Cleanup Fund, 5) Toxics Use Reduction Fund and 6) Local

Aid Fund. The Environmental Challenge Fund was set up as the primary monetary source for

the hazardous waste cleanup programs. However, with fewer funds available than what was

originally anticipated, money had to come from other places to pay for the program. CEF has

made up for much of this shortfall in funding. In 1998, the Clean Environment Fund contributed

44% towards 21E programs, the Environmental Challenge Fund contributed 35%, and the final

21% came from a combination of the General Fund, Local Aid Fund and Underground Storage

Tank Petroleum Products Cleanup Fund.

In order to redirect CEF appropriations back to recycling and solid waste programs, the ~

report recommends that increased contributions to Chapter 21E come from the General Fund

and/or the Underground Storage Tank Petroleum Products Cleanup Fund to cover the removal of

CEF. More aggressively pursuing the fees and fines from the parties responsible for hazardous

waste contamination could also be a possible source of revenue for the program. Two bills,

House Number 292, introduced by Congressman Dennis Murphy and House Number 695,

introduced by Congressman Thomas O'Brien, which could affect appropriations of the Clean

Environment Fund have also been introduced into the Massachusetts State Legislature this year.

1 While neither is ideal for recycling programs in the Commonwealth, both call for 100% of the

Clean Environment Fund to be allocated to such programs.

Several persons involved in the issue assumed that finding feasible alternative sources of

funding for Chapter 21E would be the most important argument in advocating for increasing
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

funding for recycling. However, in the course of the project, it was soon determined that finding

an alternate source of funding is not the central issue. Even if the part of the 21E spending that

currently comes from CEF is offset by other sources of funds, the question of whether the freed-

up CEF money would go towards recycling and solid waste projects and programs still remained.

The desired allocation of CEF would depend on the political will of the legislators and

administrators creating the budget to put more funds towards recycling. Carefully developing

and implementing the campaign targeted at changing the current CEF appropriations, is the most

significant part of the solution to the problem.

A successful lobbying campaign will follow the budget process and focus on targeting..,,

each stage of the budget process, key government officials should be contacted by MassRecycle
key legislators in the House and Senate as well raising general support throughout the state. At

as well as interested parties throughout the state, especially in the districts of key legislators. For

success, it is necessary to do substantial groundwork in the summer and fall to establish broad

diverse support. It is also necessary to find legislators who will make increased funding a

priority. A successful lobbying campaign will increase CEF appropriations for recycling

programs so that at least 70% of the money would fund these programs and hopefully more. The

campaign will also build support for the program among those municipalities, businesses and

institutions who benefited from CEF funded programs, as well as among those who failed to

receive support from CEF due to its limits.

1

1
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INTRODUCTION

This report is a result of the project organized by MassRecycle and developed by students

in the Department of Urban and Environmental Policy, Graduate School of Arts and Sciences at

Tufts University. The purpose of the report is to summarize the findings of the project and

suggest a strategy for MassRecycle's future efforts to redirect misappropriated Clean

Environment Fund (CEF) revenues and support recycling efforts in Massachusetts through

increasing funding to recycling programs from CEF.

In 1983, Massachusetts implemented its state "bottle bill," Massachusetts General Law

Chapter 94 Section 323, introducing a deposit-refund system for certain types of beverage

containers. The bill was introduced to address the solid waste-related problems of the

Commonwealth. By providing an incentive to cut litter and divert redeemable containers from

the waste stream, the bill has effectively prevented about 80% of the bottles and cans used from

ending up in landfills. The original law allowed wholesalers to keep any unredeemed deposits

helping to offset their bottle bill costs.

Amendments to the bill created the Massachusetts General Law Chapter 94 Section 323F

which declared that all unredeemed deposits became property of the Commonwealth and

established the Clean Environment Fund in 19891. It was set up to support programs for

recycling, solid waste and "bottle bill" related purposes. The Executive Office of Environmental

Affairs (FOEA) is currently responsible for oversight of the Clean Environment Fund. At the

time of the creation of CEF the infrastructure of recycling and solid waste-related programs in

the Commonwealth was not developed enough to make use of the entire amount of the

unredeemed deposits. Therefore, the amendment stated that for the first five years the

unredeemed deposits would be split between the General Fund and this new Fund. Each year,

CEF would receive an increasingly larger proportion of the revenues while the General Fund

would receive a smaller proportion. Eventually all unredeemed deposits would go into CEF for

solid waste and recycling related programs. These programs have developed tremendously in the

years since the enactment of the amendment. However, the allocations of the Clean

Environment Fund have not been increased and disbursed according to the original legislative

intent. Instead, the largest appropriations of the Fund have supported the Hazardous Waste

1 See Appendix A

1 
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INTRODUCTION

Cleanup Oversight Program, Chapter 21E of the Massachusetts General Laws. An October 1998

report on the Clean Environment Fund, released by the Office of the State Auditor, Division of

1 Local Mandates, states that of the $100 million deposited into the Clean Environment Fund

between January 1990 and June 1998, only $30 million has been used for recycling and other

solid waste programs.

MassRecycle,Inc.

MassRecycle, Inc„ the Client for this project, is a statewide coalition of individuals,

governments, businesses, institutions and nonprofit organizations dedicated to promoting and

realizing the vital environmental, social and economic benefits created by reducing, reusing and

recycling waste materials and by increasing the use of recycled products. MassRecycle works to

provide educational and networking opportunities for over 650 constituents.

A large number of MassRecycle members have received or are receiving funding from

the Clean Environment Fund or have benefited indirectly by increased material collection. For

the last several years, they have expressed a growing concern that insufficient funding has

become a limiting factor for the development of their programs. This situation and the issue that

increasing funding for recycling and solid waste programs would undermine the funding for the

Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight Program, which receives up to 44% of its funds from CEF,

influenced MassRecycle's decision to start addressing the issue in 1996. MassRecycle realizes

the importance of the program. The organization believes that the Hazardous Waste Cleanup

Oversight Program should receive the full amount of money it needs for its operation. However,

MassRecycle holds that the money from CEF should be used as it was mandated, to support

recycling, waste reduction, composting and other solid waste-related projects and programs in

the Commonwealth. Therefore it was important to explore the feasibility of replacing CEF in the

21E funding with a different source or sources of funds.

The project "CEF: Supporting the Recycling Efforts in Massachusetts" was created to

address this problem. The purposes of the project were

a) to examine the legislative history of CEF and funding of 21E

b) to identify the key players responsible for CEF allocation

c) to identify the feasible alternative sources of funding for 21E and

d) to develop a draft for a campaign to direct more CEF funding towards recycling and
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INTRODUCTION

solid-waste related projects and programs.

It was assumed that there is a trade-off between funding recycling and hazardous waste

programs. Based on this assumption, finding a feasible alternative sources of funding for

Chapter 21E would be an important argument in advocating for increasing funding for recycling.

However, in the course of the project we learned that finding an alternate source of funding is not

the central issue. Even if the part of the 21E spending that currently comes from CEF is offset

by other sources of funds, the question whether the freed-up CEF money would go towards

recycling and solid waste projects and programs remains. The desired allocation of CEF would

depend on the political will of the legislators and administrators creating the budget to put more

funds towards the programs for which MassRecycle advocates. Carefully developing and

implementing the campaign targeted at changing the current CEF appropriations, as we believe,

is the most significant part of the solution of the problem. Information on alternative sources of

funding for Chapter 21E is included to address any lingering questions about shifting CEF

funding away from 218.

Methods

Information for the report was gathered from reports on the Clean Environment Fund

published by the Office of the State Auditor, the Division of Local Mandates in 19962 and 19983

documents of the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Department of Environmental

Protection (DEP) and its Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup and Bureau of Waste Prevention.

MassRecycle's archives were also used as a source of information on the member activities

regarding CEF. Appropriations to recycling, DEP, and hazardous waste were traced since CEF

was first created as well as the different funds that support Chapter 21E. Interviews were

conducted with people involved in State Government, nonprofit organizations and private

businesses who are involved in and familiar with CEF. Individual views are kept confidential in

the report so as not to create a problem if views differ from the official opinion of agencies.

This report addresses all the objectives of the project. Chapter one will describe the

legislative basis of CEF appropriations and the history of the Fund's appropriations and

2 A Review of the Clean Environment Fund and Its Impact on State and Local Government,
Offi@e of the State Auditor, Division of Local Mandates, October 1996.
3 A Review of the Clean Environment Fund, Office of the State Auditor, Division of Local
Mandates, October 1998.
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INTRODUCTION

expenditures. The chapter will.also dwell upon the recycling and solid-waste related programs

funded from CEF, as the agencies running the programs and the programs' beneficiaries are

important stakeholders in the issue. Chapter two addresses the questions of the organizational

structure of Chapter 21E, its current and past sources of funding and the alternative funding

options that the project has identified. Chapter three is devoted to the analysis of the budget

process in the administrative and legislative branches of the state government. This information

is crucial for the development of a successful campaign. Chapter four is a draft of a campaign

targeted at changing the current appropriations of CEF and allocating more funds on recycling

and solid waste-related projects, and programs. .N.

1

1
1

l
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CHAPTER I. MGL CHAPTER 94 SECTION 323F, THE CLEAN ENVIRONMENT FUND

The Clean Environment Fund also referred to as the Fund was created in 1989 as an

amendment to Chapter 94 of the General Laws. All unredeemed bottle deposits were allocated

to CEF. Subsection (El) states,

"Amounts deposited in said fund shall be used, subject to appropriation, solely for

programs and projects in the management of solid waste and for environmental

protection; provided, however, that no funds shall be used for costs associated

with incineration."
·N.

Subsections (b) through (d) provide specific guidelines for appropriations of CEF:

• Not less than 50% of amounts deposited in the Fund shall be used for recycling,

composting and solid waste source reduction projects and programs;

• Not less than an additional 20% of amounts deposited in the Fund shall be used for

recycling and other solid waste projects and programs;

• Not more than 30% of amounts deposited in the Fund shall be used for other

environmental programs consistent with the purposes of the "bottle bill."

The law's provisions stipulate that at least 70% of CEF go to recycling and solid waste

purposes.

Clean Environment Fund Expenditures

Historically, CEF has been used to finance three line items in the budget since it was first

created. Line item 2010-0100 funds the operation of the Springfield Materials Recycling

Facility, projects in the solid waste management and environmental protection, and grants to

cities and towns to develop local and regional recycling programs. In 1991, the first year CEF

existed, 59.7% of the $4.3 million available went into this account. However, by 1998 only

35.2% of the $19.5 million available was used for the Commonwealth's recycling account.

EOEA and DEP use part of this money to promote their recycling plan, a part of the Solid Waste

Master Plan, whose goal is a 46% recycling rate for municipal solid waste by the year 2000.

However, with one year to go, the recycling rate has only reached 33%. The Commonwealth

will not achieve its goal by 2000, in part because funds have not been properly allocated to

recycling and solid waste programs.

1 
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CHAPTER I

Line item 2200-0100 funds the Department of Environmental Protection for

administration, planning and environmental compliance operations. In 1991, approximately 40%

of the money available in CEF went to this account. By 1998, approximately 20% of CEF went

towards line item 2200-0100. Part of the money in line item 2200-0100 goes to the Bureau of

Waste Prevention for its operations. The mission of this Bureau is to protect the

Commonwealth's air, land and water through administering protection programs as directed by

federal and state laws. The Bureau of Waste Prevention released the Solid Waste Master Plan
for the Commonwealth and a number of other publications on recycling and solid waste through

its Planning and Evaluation Division. Besides CEF, General Fund and Environmental Permitting

and Compliance Fund also contribute to line item 2200-0100. The largest expense in this

account is employee compensation.

Line item 2260-8870 funds the expenses of the state's Hazardous Waste Cleanup

Oversight Program, pursuant to Chapter 21E of the Massachusetts General Laws. CEF was not

used in the hazardous waste program until Fiscal Year 1993 when 43.2% of the $7.4 million

available went to this account. By 1998, 44.7% of CEF was still appropriated to the Hazardous

Waste Cleanup Oversight Program. Employee compensation is the largest expense of this

account. Five other funds, besides CEF, have contributed to this account in the past. They are

the 1) Environmental Challenge Fund, 2) General Fund, 3) Underground Storage Tank

Petroleum Products Cleanup Fund, 4) Toxics Use Reduction Fund and 5) Local Aid Fund.

The original intent of CEF was to help pay for programs specifically pertaining to

recycling and solid waste. As Table 1 shows, this has not been the case. CEF is supporting the

Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight Program for two reasons. Most importantly, when CEF

was created in 1989, recycling was gaining momentum and municipal recycling programs were

just developing and could not use the whole amount of money in CEF. Therefore, the decision

was made to divert part of the money to different purposes, the Commonwealth's Chapter 21E

program. Even with programs now fully developed and in need of extra money, CEF is still

paying for a large part of the Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight Program. A second reason

that CEF is being used to fund hazardous waste programs is that Chapter 21E' s primary fund, the

Environmental Challenge Fund, does not have enough money in it to cover the costs of cleanup.

Revenue for this fund is supposed to come from fees and fines of parties responsible for

hazardous waste contamination. However, amount of effort the Commonwealth has put into
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CHAPTER I

pursuing these charges through the Division of Fiscal Management, Cost Recovery and

Administration of the Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup at DEP does not allow the State to recover

more. Therefore, less money is available in the Environmental Challenge Fund than was

anticipated by the administration.

Table 1. FY 1991 - 2000* CEF Budget Appropriations to Line Items Covering Recycling,
DEP and Hazardous Waste

Fiscal Yr. Recycling DEP Hazardous Total
(2010-0100) (2200-0100) Waste

(2260-8870)
1991 $ $2,368,000 $1,631,612 $0 $3,999,612

-57 59.2% 41.8% 0% 100%
1992 $ $2,368,000 $1,591,287 $0 $3,959,287

% 59.8% 40.2% 0% 100%

1993 $ $2,370,000 $1,600,302 $2,996,635 $6,966,937
94 -740/0 23% 43% --f00%

1994 $ $1,950,000 $3,886,474 $6,301,179 $12,137,653
% 16.1% 32% 51 .9% 100%

1995 $ $5,000,000 $3,784,225 $6,241,058 $15,025,283
33.3% 25.2% 41.5% 100%

1996 $ $4,180,000 $3,735,611 $6,499,616 $14,415,227
29% 25.9% 45.1% - f66%

1997 $ $4,179,941 $3,893,705 $6,539,860 $14,613,506
% 28.6% 26.6% -44.8% -1'06%

1998 $ $7,000,000 $2,988,358 $6,728,287 $16,716,645
% 41.9% 17.9% 40.2% 100%

1999 $ $7,000,000 $3,738,990 $6,271,148 $17,010,138
4~206 22.0% 36.9% 100%

2000* $ $8,493,197 $4,664,160 $6,374,361 $19,531,718
100%% 43.5% 23.9% 32.6%

(* FY 2000 Hl Budget Recommendations)

CEF has increased its revenues from approximately $840,000 when it was first created to

an estimated $19.5 million available in Fiscal Year 2000. Line item 2010-0100, for recycling,

received close to 60% of CEF before 1993. However, when money was placed into the

hazardous waste account, funding for recycling dropped to 34% of the available funds,

representing an approximately 25% decrease, as a portion of the total available, even though the

monetary amount did not change. Appropriations for recycling have not come close to 60%

since. Between 1993, when the funds were first placed in hazardous waste cleanup programs,

and 1999, an average of 43.3% of CEF s have been appropriated to hazardous waste cleanup,

with only 32% of the funds appropriated to line item 2010-0100, used for recycling.
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CHAPTER I

In the past three years, the legislature has gradually decreased appropriations to

hazardous waste cleanup programs and slowly increased appropriations to recycling and solid

waste programs. However, funding for recycling and solid waste is still not at levels set in the

original legislation. The Governor's FY 2000 budget recommendations increase CEF funding

from 1999's level of $7 million to $8 million, while the House budget gives $9.5 million to

recycling. The "Green Budget 2000," offered by the Environmental League of Massachusetts,

increases spending for a number of environmental laws and programs created by the legislature.

The Green Budget would increase the Commonwealth's total budget by only one-tenth of one

percent. In the Green Budget, ELM recommends an allocation of $15 million,towards Line Item

2010-0100, an increase of $6.5 million over the Governor's Fiscal Year 2000 budget

recommendation for recycling.

Table 2. Comparison of Appropriations versus Actual Expenditures of the Clean
Environment Fund

FY Recycling DEP Hazardous Waste Comments

(2010-0100) (2200-0100) (2260-8870)
Appropriation Expenditure Appropriation Expenditure Appropriation Expenditure ~

1 1991 $2,368,000 $2,563,072 $1,631,612 $1,732,072 $0 $0 Increase in both
accounts

1992 $2,368,000 $2,149.843 $1,591,287 $1,657,900 $0 $0 Decrease in recycling,
increase in DEP

1993 $2,370,000 $2,353,773 $1,600,302 $1,825,717 $2,996,635 $3,178,297 Decrease in recycling,
increase in DEP and
hazardous waste

1994 $1.950,000 $1.928,475 $3,886,474 $4.701.347  $6,301.179 $7.955.305  Decrease in recycling,
increase in DEP and
hazardous waste

1995 $5,000,000 $4,101,942 $3,784,225 $4,659,623 $6,241,058 $7,632,711 Decrease in recycling,
increase in DEP and
hazardous waste

1996 $4,180,000 $4,367,985 $3,735,611 $4,575,412 $6,499,616 $7,940,109 Increase in all three
accounts

1997 $4,179,941 N/A $3,893,705 N/A $6,539,860 N/A
1998 $7,000,000 $6,876,865 $3,738,990 $3,925,144 $6,374,361 $8,720,856 Decrease in recycling,

increase in DEP and
hazardous waste

Actual expenditures of CEF have differed from the final budget appropriations. Table 2

~ compares appropriations to actual expenditure of the three accounts that receive money from

CEF each year.
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When more money has been available in CEF than was originally anticipated, hazardous

waste cleanup programs received more money than the original appropriation while recycling

programs have generally received less money than the original appropriation. In Fiscal Year

1998 recycling programs only received 35.2% of the available money as opposed to the

appropriation of 41.9% and hazardous waste programs received 44.7% of the money as opposed

the original appropriation of 40.2%. Even though the amount of money going into recycling

each year has increased, the actual percentage of the total Fund used it too low, according to the

original intent of the law that created CEF. With the balance in CEF expected to be close to $20

million for FY 2000, allocating.at least 70% of the monies to recycling and solid waste. purposes

would mean that at least $14 million would go to the recycling account in the budget. This is $6

million more than the Governor' s proposed budget for FY 2000.

EOEA Recycling Programs Funded by CEF

EOEA currently runs 10 CEF-funded programs aimed at enhancing the collection,

processing, and remanufacture of recycled materials and the purchase of recycled products. For

the purpose of this report they could be divided into four groups, covering all the parts of the

recycling process, from collection through processing and remanufacturing to purchasing of the

recycled products:

a) statewide municipal grants,

b) payments for the services of the Springfield Materials Recycling Facility,

c) recycling business-related programs, and

d) Recycled Products Procurement Program.

Statewide Municipal Grant Programs.

1. Municipal Recycling and Composting Grants provide recycling trucks , collection

containers, and compost bins for new and expanding municipal programs.

2. Public Education Campaign funds unit-based pricing stickers/bags , municipal

recycling literature, school recycling programs, development of a recycling website and a media

campaign to boost participation.

3. Municipal Household Hazardous Product Program was established to fund equipment

and programs for the collection of the designated HHP' s from households, small businesses and
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CHAPTERI

municipal agencies.

4. Technical Assistance Grants fund municipal/regional recycling coordinators and

programs for state agencies that reduce waste, increase recycling and assist in the purchase of

recycled products.

The Bureau of Waste Prevention (BWP) of DEP administers the grants twice a year.

Information on the recipients of the grants, individual municipalities, as well as regional groups,

is available for the public and can be requested from the bureau. The classification of grants used

by BWP is different from the EOEA program classification.

Table 3. FY'99 Municipal Recycling Ciradt Program - First Round Requests and Awards. "

Grant Description Request Award
# of municipalities $ value # of municipalities $ value

Consumer education materials 148 378,608 82 257,170
Curbside recycling trucks 12 1,061,260 1 82,447
Curbside truck dividers 11 69,480 1 4,670
Home composting bins 31 107,655 19 40,716
Market services grant 58 489,828 20 74,970
Oil tanks 23 107,400 10 44,750
Paint storage 37 105,284 9 22,400
Re-refined motor oil 32 8,499 20 3,734
Recycled paint 21 10,541 12 3,639
Recycling participation 13 280,000 2 50,000
Roll-off containers 54 339,915 8 37,295
Roll-off dividers 11 5,985 1 285
Set-out containers 69 338,625 26 80,589
Technical assistance 4 138,150 1 30,000
Transfer stations 4 509,400 0 0
Transfer trailers 1 33,411 0 0
Unit-based pricing 25 1,498,103 12 345,339
Universal waste shed 50 46,540 32 29,535
Total 179 5,888,682 137 1,107,538

The majority of municipalities did receive at least some amount of financial assistance.

The total amount awarded to an individual municipality ranges from $170 (Manchester for 50

set-out containers) to $112,000 (Fall River for a curbside recycling truck, 12,915 consumer

educational mailers, 6,300 set-out containers and 1 universal waste shed).

A closer look at the amounts of requests and awards of the first round of the 1999

Technical Assistance Grants and Recycling Participation Technical Assistance Grants is

presented in Table 4. Three municipalities out of the 17 that applied were awarded grants. The

amount of funds requested was $418,150. The amount administered was $80,000, about 19.1%

of the amount for which the municipalities applied.
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Table 4. The first round of Technical Assistance Grant applicants and recipients, Bureau of
Waste Prevention database.

Municipality Item Description Requested Awarded
Amherst Recycling Participation Technical Assistance $20,000 $0
Attleboro Technical Assistance $33,150 $0
Boston Recycling Participation Technical Assistance $20,000 $0
Brockton Recycling Participation Technical Assistance $40,000 $40,000

. Everett Recycling Participation Technical Assistance $20,000 $0
Everett Technical Assistance $30,000 $30,000
Holliston Recycling Participation Technical Assistance $20,000 $0
Lawrence Technical Assistance $40,000 $0
Lawrence Recycling Participation Technical Assistance $20,000 $0

''Lee Recycling Participation Technical Assistance $20,000 $0
Lenox Recycling Participation Technical Assistance $20,000 $0
Lynn Recycling Participation Technical Assistance $20,000 $10,000
Manchester Recycling Participation Technical Assistance $20,000 $0
Northhampton Technical Assistance $35,000 $0
Plymouth Recycling Participation Technical Assistance $20,000 $0
Salem Recycling Participation Technical Assistance $20,000 $0
Tewksbury Recycling Participation Technical Assistance $20,000 $0
Total $418,150 $80,000

The relationship between the amounts of the grants received by municipalities and

changes in their recycling rates is complex. Awarded municipalities vary in per grant dollar

increase in recycling rates. Nevertheless, it is critical to realize that the grants are of vital

importance for municipalities-applicants, and they have proven to have a positive effect on

municipal recycling programs. For example, in Fiscal Year 1998, Manchester was awarded

$1,095 worth of consumer education material and recycled paint products. The municipality's

recycling rate changed from 25% (1997 DEP recycling grade B) to 35% (1998 DEP recycling

grade A). The grants play a very positive role in the development and improvement of recycling

programs in the Commonwealth. Therefore, increased funding of the municipal grant programs

is crucial for the growth of recycling in the state.

5. The Municipal Recycling Incentive Program (MRIP) was created to provide financial

incentives to municipalities trying to reach performance goals or develop and implement

programs to increase recycling, reduce waste generation, and buy recycled products. The

program' s eligibility criteria escalate every six months, requiring increasing levels of municipal

effort and program implementation in return for the incentive payments based on the tonnage of

waste recycled in the community.
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In the first phase of FY 99, 214 municipalities qualified for MRIP grants and received a

total of over $1.1 million in MRIP payments. MRIP has provided guidelines for the continuous

upgrade of the majority of recycling programs in the Commonwealth.

In 1999, the group of participants changed. In Phase I (the first 6 months) of FY 1999, 38

municipalities decided not to take part in the program. For the majority of them, the decision was

based on the fact that the expected MRIP payments would not cover the upgrade of the programs

required to be eligible for the MRIP payments. Despite EOEA and DEP's promise to raise the

per-ton payments, stated in the MRIP application cover letter, the MRIP payments this year did

not change, This meant that for the drop-out cities and towns, the.Municipal Recycling Incentive

Program did not provide the incentive to upgrade their recycling programs. Moreover, it did not

fully cover the costs that the MRIP requirements imposed on them.

In late 1998 EOEA requested the 7 regional MRIP coordinators to cite specific examples

of how past CEF funding, not limited to MRIP, had assisted their municipalities in meeting the

goals of the Solid Waste Master Plan. These testimonies, which overwhelmingly support CEF

funded programs and request more funds, are available from EOEA.

Springfield Materials Recycling Facility

The Springfield Material Recycling Facility (SMRF) is a state-owned and privately

operated facility that provides free processing of about 220 tons of recyclables per day for 94

municipalities in Central and Western Massachusetts.

Over the period from FY 1991 to FY 1996, SMRF received 47% of the CEF spending on

solid waste-related projects was allocated to SMRF. From 1991 until 1995, CEF covered the

operation costs of the facility. These expenditures, meant to boost the program' s capacity,

explain the large portion of CEF appropriations that went toward the facility. In 1995, the

Commonwealth and the municipalities renegotiated the contract with the facility operator. As a

result of the new contract, the state does not pay any subsidies to the facility. CEF covers the

salaries of the two weigh masters, representatives of the Commonwealth weighing the trucks

entering and leaving the facility to determine the weight of recyclables delivered to SMRF. The

municipalities are guaranteed a zero tipping fee. The majority of them, who signed their new

contracts with the facility in 1995, also get some amount of the proceeds after the sale of the

materials that they send to Springfield MRF.
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The importance of the facility is hard to overestimate. The quality and volume of

recycled materials that the facility is able to put on the market allows the operator to enter long-

term contracts and gives the municipalities using SMRF greater security than the municipalities

contracting other MRFs enjoy. The new contract with the facility also grants all of them a

constant zero tipping fee and revenue for the recyclables to the majority of them.

Business-related Programs

1. The Recycling Business Assistance/Research Program provides funding to conduct

research on priority,recycling issues. The program is administered through ·the Chelsea Center

for Recycling and Economic Development, a part of University of Massachusetts at Lowell. The

total CEF funded budget of the program in 1998 was estimated at $675,000. According to the

Center's Final Report to EOEA, the funds allowed over 100 Massachusetts manufacturers,

service providers, trade associations, and others to take advantage of programs and services,

designed and implemented by the Center, aimed at increasing the use of recycled materials. The

increases in the use of recycled materials, creation of new products and production capacity

upgrades, have an effect on the demand for recyclables, giving the municipal recycling program

more financial security.

2. The Recycling Industry Reimbursement Credit (RIRC) was designed to develop

markets for recycled feedstocks that currently face technical or economic challenges. The first

round of the credit was awarded in January 1999. The total amount of funds, which was

requested by the 30 applicants this year, was $1.5 million. Ten companies received up to

$45,000 each, the grant totaling $330,000 (Table 5). For example, Conigliaro Industries, Inc.

received $45,000 for the purchase of equipment for processing recycled computer housing

plastics into cold pothole patch. The RIRC grant allowed the company to leverage $150,000 in

matching funds.
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Table 5. RIRC Grant Recipients, DEP Database.
Company Name Materials Additional Type of Grant Grant Match

tons/year
Center for Ecological Technology Food Waste 1,900 R&D/Equipment lease $45,000 $30,000
Conigliaro Industries Mixed Plastics 5,650 Capital Equipment $45,000 $150,000
Erickson Materials Tires/Rubber 1,050 Capital Equipment $45,000 $81,740
Global Recycling Technologies CRT's 1,900 Capital Equipment $45,000 $120,000
Horizon/Sirius Pulp Asceptics/Paper 45,000 R&D/Engineering Study $15,000 $15,000
Paint Solutions Paint 750 Capital Equipment $45,000 $69,050
Perkit Folding Box Mixed Paper 4,000 Capital Equipment $45,000 $28,000
SelecTech Carpet/Plastic 1,144 Capital Equipment $45,000 $151,000
TOTALS 61,394 $330,000 $644,790

The program will enable the Commonwealth recycling industry to increase proeessing of

recyclables by over 61,000 tons a year, contributing to the development of recycled product

markets, creating new jobs and enhancing environmental benefits of recycling.

3. The Recycling Business Development Loan Program or Recycling Loan Fund (RLF) is

aimed at increasing technical and financial resources available to recycling processors and

manufacturers. The loan program created a source of funding for the recycling industry, which

otherwise does not exist in the private sector.

According to DEP, the Recycling Loan Fund since 1996 has closed 13 loans to recycling

companies for a total of $1.975 million, leveraging an additional $6.7 million in public and

private financing. Since 1006, RLF received $4 million from CEF though DEP, and was

privately administered by the Massachusetts Business Development Corporation (MBDC).

The recycling industry exists and develops in economic and regulatory uncertainties. It

depends on the unstable commodity markets and ever changing federal and state waste policies.

Therefore the private banks are reluctant to fund the development of this industry. The Recycling

Business Development Loan Program was designed to address this problem by providing

financial guarantees to the providers of matching funds and thus helping to leverage private and

public money for recycling industry development.

Recycled and Environmentally Preferable Product Procurement Program

The Recycled and Environmentally Preferable Product Procurement Program was

designed to increase the purchase of recycled and environmentally preferable products by state

and municipal agencies, businesses and among the public.
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The estimated overall budget of the Recycled and Environmentally Preferable Product

Procurement Program supported by CEF in 1998 was $210,000. By FY 1998, the Massachusetts

Environmentally Preferable Product Procurement Program, a part of the Operational Services

Division (OSD), has established more than 2 dozen statewide contracts for hundreds of recycled

and remanufactured products. The program also funds the Statewide Packaging Challenge - the

voluntary program encouraging companies doing business in Massachusetts to include more

post-consumer material into their products. The Mass Highway Department Recycled Product

Procurement Staff and the municipal pilot purchasing programs are also funded as part of this

0SD program. .\, .N

The Recycled and Environmentally Preferable Product Procurement Program allows the

Commonwealth to increase the purchase of recycled products, using the purchasing power of the

state to stabilize and secure the markets for these types of products. The program has also made

significant progress in identification and procurement of other environmentally preferable

products, minimizing waste, conserving energy or water, or reducing the use of toxics.

Table 6. CEF Expenditures to Massachusetts Recycling Programs, FY 1997 and FY 1998

RECYCLING PROGRAMS Expenditure in FY 1997 Expenditure in FY 1998

Municipal Equipment Grants $608,000 $340,853

Consumer Education: Participation Campaign $768 , 102 $760,727

Municipal HHP Program $ 130 ,000 $263 ,547

1 Recycled Product Procurement $248,740 $210,295

Recycling Transfer Smtions $0 $170,000

Municipal Recycling Incentive Program $400,000 $2,200,000

Technical Assistance $420,000 $472 ,814

Recycling Business Assistance/Research $295,326 $631,364

Recycling Industry Reimbursement Fund $0 $500,000

Recycling Business Development Loan Fund $630,000 $ 1 , 125 ,000

Springfield MRF $210,000 $74,000

Support/Memberships $469,773 $812 ,751

DOR Dedicated CEF Sta# $0 $0

EOEA Budgeted Reserve $0 $98 ,649

Total Budgeted $4,179,941 $7,660,000
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Table 6 represents the total EOEA expenditures funded by CEF. Over the two fiscal

year, 1997 and 1998, the overall CEF spending on recycling and solid waste-related programs

almost doubled. Although the Municipal Equipment Grant, and Springfield MRF funding

decreased, and other municipal side programs showed no significant growth in expenditures, the

funding for business-related programs increased greatly.

Section Summary.

., and has increased to an anticipated $19.5 million in ,2000. However, expenditures to recycling

The Clean Environment Fund started out with about $4 million in the account in 1991

and solid waste programs from the Fund have never been greater than $7 million. Recycling and

solid waste programs have received approximately 35% of the money credited to the Fund since

it's creation, while hazardous waste programs have received approximately 47% of the Fund

since 1993. If at least 70% of the Clean Environment Fund was placed into the

Commonwealth's recycling account in fiscal year 2000, approximately $14 million would be

appropriated, not the $8.5 million that the Governor recommended.

1  currently runs 10 programs aimed at increasing recycling rates and promoting

processing, manufacture and purchasing of recycled products. The programs could be divided

into four groups: statewide municipal grant programs, payments to the Springfield Material

Recycling Facility, business-related programs and the Recycled Product Procurement Program.

For the last two fiscal years the funding for municipal programs and the Springfield MRF did not

change significantly, and the amounts awarded to municipalities this fiscal year covered 18.8%

of the requests. At the same time, the business-related part of CEF-funded programs has grown

immensely, even though the first round of the Recycling Industry Reimbursement Fund covered

about 26.6% of the requests. The data presented shows that that in all the programs there is a

significant potential for growth, and the increase in CEF allocation on recycling and solid waste-

. related programs would have a positive effect on the performance of the programs.
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CHAPTER IL CHAPTER 21E: THE HAZARDOUS WASTE CLEANUP OVERSIGHT PROGRAM

Chapter 21E: Organizational Structure

The Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup (BWSC), one of the three DEP bureaus located in

Boston, is responsible for ensuring immediate and effective response to environmental

emergencies, such as oil spills, as well as for the timely assessment and cleanup of hazardous

~ waste sites by the parties responsible for them. The state 21E program is the primary vehicle for

achieving these goals.

The state program was originally enacted in 1983 and authorized by MGL Chapter 21E.

The statute gives DEP the task of ensuring permanent cleanup of oil and hazardous material

releases, defines who is legally responsible for assessment and cleanup, and requires the

responsible sides to perform response actions themselves or reimburse the Commonwealth for

cleanup costs. The program ensures efficient response to over 2,000 environmental emergencies

(e.g. oil spills, chemical fires) per year, as well as timely assessment and cleanup of the more

than 7,000 confirmed and suspected hazardous waste sites across Massachusetts.

The Massachusetts 21E program requires people who conduct the response actions to hire

private environmental professionals licensed by an independent state board to evaluate site

conditions and oversee response actions. The Licensed Site Professionals (LSPs) manage

assessment and cleanup of the sites and provide information to DEP on whether the site meets

the state requirements - in most cases without DEP's involvement.

The Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup is comprised of four major units (Figure 2).

1. The Division of Contract Procurement and Management is responsible for procuring

the services of emergency response, site assessment, remediation and construction contractors

that perform work for DEP when the legally responsible parties cannot or will not perform the

work themselves. The division also oversees the performance of the LSPs contracted by the

responsible parties.

2. The Division of Fiscal Management, Cost Recovery and Administration collects

revenues generated by permitting, compliance and Tier IA oversight (Tier IA sites require direct

agency oversight) and hazardous waste transporter fees. The division also seeks recovery of

state expenditures on oil spill responses and site cleanups that the legally responsible parties

cannot or will not initiate themselves, and manages all aspects of the Bureau' s
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federal, state operating and state capital budgets.

3. The Division of Policy and Program Development writes regulations, policies and

guidance documents to assist all parties in conducting response actions, prepares the Bureau' s

annual program plan, tracks and evaluates program implementation, coordinates outreach

activities and develops new initiatives, such as the Brownfields program.

4. The Division ofResponse and Remediation coordinates responses to oil and hazardous

material spills, as well as the assessment and cleanup of hazardous waste sites and spills across

the state by managing the information and coordinating the work of DEP regional field staff. It

serves as the primary point of contact with other government agencies.involved in emergency

response, works with EPA to ensure that cleanups of National Priority List (NPL) sites and

contaminated federal facilities meet state requirements, audits private sector compliance with site

and spill assessment and cleanup rules, and initiates appropriate enforcement actions when

violations are discovered.

The Licensed Site Professional Board operated within the program, but is not subordinate

to the Assistant Commissioner of Waste Site Cleanup. The primary function of the board is to

license new LSPs.

Figure 2. The structure of the Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup.

Assistant Commissioner of Waste Site Cleanup

1 1
Operations Division of Policy and Program Licensed Site Professional

Development Board

Division of Contract Procurement and Management

Division of Response and Remediation

Division of Fiscal Management, Cost Recovery and
Administration
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Five other funds besides CEF contribute to the Commonwealth's Hazardous Waste

Cleanup Oversight Program. At the beginning of the project, it was assumed that an integral part

of the research would be finding alternate sources of funding for Chapter 21E to offset the costs

of removing CEF expenditures from this account. In order to suggest viable options, we needed

to look at the other sources of funding for Chapter 21E. Increases in appropriations from any or

all of these five funds could each be potential sources to offset the removal of the Clean

Environment Fund.

During the research,,it was decided that finding alternate sources of funding,for Chapter

21E was not the central issue. The most important question was whether CEF money, once

removed from Chapter 21E, would actually be allocated to recycling. Despite this, information

on Chapter 21E and alternate sources of funding is still being presented as part of this report.

The reasons for this are that all this information could not previously be found in one single

report, and it is important to show that there are viable options for funding Chapter 21E without

using money from the Clean Environment Fund. Also, if the issue surfaced again as to where

money would come from if all CEF money went to recycling and solid waste program, the

information Would be available for interested parties to examine.

Table 7 follows appropriations specifically to the Commonwealth's Hazardous Waste

Cleanup Oversight Program. The Environmental Challenge Fund is supposed to be the main

source of funding for this program. However, there is not enough money in the fund to cover the

costs of the program, because polluters have not paid their share of cleanup costs, and these bills

have not been aggressively pursued by DEP. Therefore, CEF money was used to support

cleanup of sites where legal settlements did not cover the costs of cleanup. In the early 1990s,

1 since recycling programs were too small at the time to consume their full share of CEF money,

this could easily be done. However, recycling programs have grown tremendously since then

and they now require much more of the CEF money than they are presently receiving.

1
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Table 7. FY 1991 - 2000 Appropriations to Massachusetts' Hazardous Waste Cleanup
Oversight Program
Fiscal 'fr. Total Environmental Clean General Underground Toxics Use Local Aid

Challenge Fund Environment Fund Storage Tank Reduction Fund
Fund Fund Fund

1991 $ $10,312,077 $9,590,232 $0 $721,845 $0 $0 $0
% 100% 93% 0% 7% 0% 0% 0%

1992 $ $9,644,515 $6,751,161 $0 $2,843,354 $0 $0 $0
% 100% 70% 0% 3096 0% 0% 6%

1993 $ $11,751,510 $3,525,453 $2,996,635 $5,229,422 $0 $0 $0

1 
% 10090 30% 25.5% 44:5% 0% O% . O%

1994 $ $15,002,809 $4,800,899 $6,301,179 $0 $2,400,449 $1,500,281 $0
% ' 100% 32% ..,. 42% 0% -16% -30% 6%

1995 $ $14,859,661 $4,755,091 $6,241,058 $0 $2,377,546 $1,485,966 $0

1 % 100% 32% 42% 0% 16% 10% 0%

1996 $ $14,859,661 $5,200,881 $6,499,616 $1,270,501 $618,162 $0 $1,270,501
%' '- 100% ' - 35% 4374% ' 'f »855% 4.16% O% -755%

1997 $ $14,951,670 $5,233,085 $6,539,860 $1,278,368 $621,989 $0 $1,278,368
% 100% 35% - 43 .74% 8 . 55% 4. 16% 0% 8.55%

1998 $ $15,382,458 $5,383,860 $6,728,287 $1,315,200 $639,910 $0 $1,315,200
W --'-700% 35% 43.74% 8.5596 4.16%646 - -8.55%

1999 $ $15,038,724 $6,065,117 $6,271,148 $772,990 $631,626 $0 $1,297,842
90 100% 40,33% '. I 41 .7% 5 . 14% ./. 4. 2% 0% - - 8.63%

2000* $ $15,286,239 $6,164,940 $6,374,361 $785,713 $642,022 $0 $1,319,202
% 100% 40.33% 41 : 7% 5. 1496 4.2% 0% 8.63%

*FY 2000 HlBudget Recommendations

A short description of the legislative intent of each fund follows.

The Environmental Challenge Fund (29§2J) is supported by amounts collected from 21A

§16, 21E, 21H, 405 §10 or §15 of the acts of 1985 and any income from the investments of

amounts credited to the fund. Its purpose is to finance the "clean up, control or response actions

for oil and hazardous materials, reducing the production of hazardous waste or for any other

action necessary to 21E §§3A, 4." In 1991, the Environmental Challenge Fund made up 93% of

the $10.3 million allocated to the Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight Program. By 1998, the

program only received 35% of its funds from here.

The General Fund is supported by all revenue payable to the Commonwealth (29§2).

Subject to legislative appropriation, it serves as a source of funding for the vast majority of the

State's programs. The Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight Program received 7% of its budget

from the General Fund in 1991. However, in 1992, there was a large increase in funding to 30%,

most likely because there was not enough money available in the Environmental Challenge Fund

to cover the large majority of the costs of the program as it had done previously. When the

1 
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. Clean Environment Fund was used to partially pay for this program, General Fund contributions

decreased greatly and now contribute less than 10%.

The Underground Storage Tank Petroleum Product Cleanup Fund (USTF) (29§25) is

supported by fees, penalties and other amounts collected from 21J; any appropriation, grant, gift

or contribution to USTF and interest earned. The purpose of the fund as stated in Chapter 21J

Section 4 is:

"To prevent the need for environmental cleanup actions and to expedite

environmental cleanup actions by providing partial reimbursements...and to pay

administrative expenses, personnel expenses, and miscellaneous costs as specified

in regulation by the department, working in conjunction with the department of

environmental protection..."

It was not intended to completely fund Chapter 21E. This fund has gone to a number of

programs and contributes to administration and other expenses that are not within Chapter 21E.

The fund has gone to the Executive Office of Public Safety to pay for program and

administration expenses associated with underground storage tank petroleum products cleanup.

In 1994,16% of the money for Chapter 21E came from CEF. By 1998, it only contributed about

4% to the program.

The Toxics Use Reduction Fund (29§2K) is supported by any amounts collected by DEP

as fees or penalties pursuant to Chapter 21I, the Massachusetts Toxics Reduction Act. Funds

from it are distributed to the Administrative Council on Toxics Use Reduction, the Toxics Use

Reduction Institute at the University of Lowell, DEP, the Office of Toxics Use Reduction

Assistance and Technology within EOEA and other appropriate state agencies. Chapter 21E is

not mentioned anywhere in the law that established this fund. This fund seems to be set up more

for the purposes of reducing the use of toxics and preventing their release rather than for cleaning

them up. This fund does not currently contribute to the hazardous waste cleanup program.

However, in 1994 and 1995, 10% of the money came from this fund.

Revenues credited to the Local Aid Fund are to be used for payment to cities, towns and

districts for state assistance, reimbursements and distributions. Revenue may also be used for

non-appropriated reimbursements to cities, towns and districts as provided for under general or

special law, for the payment of amounts appropriated for the commonwealth's cost of net county

court costs and for the reduction of property taxes. Since 1996, it has paid for about 8.5% of the

Page 24



CHAPTER 11

Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight Program.

Funding Chapter 21E without the Clean Environment Fund

The Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight Program manages thousands of sights across

the Commonwealth. There is a 21E site in every legislator's backyard. A number of people we

have interviewed indicated in their answers that Chapter 21E enjoys overwhelming support in

the Legislature. They believed, that if the Clean Environment Fund were to go only towards

supporting its original legislative intent, there would be no problem in finding other sources to

make up for the money taken out of the Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight Program. Among

these sources, the most feasible candidates are the following.

1. The General Fund seems to be the most feasible alternative to CEF in funding Chapter

21E. Being the major recipient of the state's revenue as well as the source of funding for the vast

majority of the state-funded programs, it is the most likely source of money to make up for the

loss of CEF. This fund was the "first choice" fund for both 21E advocates and those who
support the diversion of CEF towards recycling and solid waste-related projects and programs.

2. The Underground Storage Tank Petroleum Products Cleanup Fund could also help

offset the costs of hazardous waste cleanup that would no longer be covered by CEF. Currently,

very little of this money goes to DEP. According to Section 4 of MGL 21J (Underground

Storage Tank Petroleum Product Cleanup Fund), it is the Underground Storage Tank Petroleum

Product Cleanup Fund Administrative Review Board that governs appropriations of the fund. As

far as DEP is concerned, the minimal amount allocated on DEP and the Department of Fire

Services underground storage tank compliance jointly is set as $450,000. Nevertheless, the

amount could be increased by the above-mentioned board in accordance with Clause (b)(2) of

MGL 21J:4.

Clause (d) of MGL 21J:4 states that, the amounts deposited in the Underground Storage

Tank Petroleum Product Cleanup Fund could also be spent on the grants to DEP to reimburse it

for the costs of responding to releases of petroleum product from an underground storage tank or

tank system for which previous payments under 21J:2 (the sources of revenue of the fund) have

been made. The amount of the grants shall not exceed the amount of costs incurred by DEP.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts is undergoing the process of underground storage
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tank replacement. As the tanks are replaced, less money will need to be appropriated for

this purpose. Allocating more money to 21E-related purposes would be possible, but would

depend on the decision of the Underground Storage Tank Petroleum Product Cleanup Fund

Administrative Review Board and be limited y the provisions of Chapter 21J of the General

Laws of Massachusetts.

3. More aggressive cost recovery is the third possible alternative . In the long term, the

Commonwealth will have to more aggressively pursue the cleanup costs that are owed to it

through fines and permit fees. Presently, Massachusetts is not collecting most of this money

which should then be deposited into the Environmental Challenge Fund, 4he main fund set up for

the Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight Program. The current level of cost recovery is

determined by two factors, limited personnel resources of the program which would not allow it

to go through any extensive litigation, and the 21E official's view that pursuing the fees and

fines more actively just because of the need for funding would look as if the program were

simply using the responsible parties to get more money into the program.

The search for the alternative sources of funding for 21E in fact has been going on for a

long time inside and outside of the 21E itself. The Division of Local Mandates (DLM) has

recommended in the past that EOEA prepare plans to replace CEF contributions to DEP's

Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight Program with contributions from other funds. The DLM

also recommended that the CEF money allocated to hazardous waste be reallocated to municipal

recycling and solid waste programs. The Legislature also recommended, through the Fiscal Year

1998 state budget, that EOEA and DEP prepare a report on CEF funding, including a section on

recommendations to ensure that the Fund be used for its original purpose. The House has also

introduced two bills in this legislative session, House Numbers 292 and 695, which state that the

Fund be used for what it was originally intended.

Potential Problems of Redirecting CEF Money

There is an outside chance that lawmakers could look at this "redirection" of funds as an
increase in environmental spending overall. If this happens, other programs besides recycling

and solid waste could be hurt in the long run.

One of the factors that may influence the development of the current funding situation is

that 'Massachusetts collects fees on transporting hazardous waste to fund hazardous waste
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programs. However, in 1990, the federal government, through the Uniform Transportation

Management Act, declared such fees invalid. This fee represents a significant source of revenue

to the state, so Massachusetts is still collecting it and will continue to do so until they are given a

court order to stop. This seems inevitable which means that some of the money going into these

programs will be lost. This could happen on top of the CEF money disappearing from hazardous

waste programs and solely funding recycling and solid waste programs.

Section Summary

The Hazardous Waste, Cleanup Oversight Program (Chapter 21E) is operated b,y the DEP

Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup. It is responsible for ensuring immediate and effective response to

environmental emergencies as well as for the timely assessment and cleanup of hazardous waste

sites by the parties responsible for them. The bureau consists of four major units performing the

tasks in the program specific to their office: the Division of Contract Procurement and

Management, the Division of Fiscal Management, Cost Recovery and Administration, the

Division of Policy and Program Development, the Division of Response and Remediation. The

Licensed Site Professional Board also operates within the program but is not subordinate to the

Assistant Commissioner of Waste Site Cleanup.

Six funds have contributed to Chapter 21E, the Commonwealth's Hazardous Waste

Cleanup Oversight Program since 1991. The funds are the 1) Environmental Challenge Fund, 2)

Clean Environment Fund, 3) General Fund, 4) Underground Storage Tank Petroleum Products

Cleanup Fund, 5) Toxics Use Reduction Fund and 6) Local Aid Fund. The Environmental

Challenge Fund was set up to be the primary monetary source for the hazardous waste cleanup

programs. However, with fewer funds available than what was originally anticipated, money had

to come from other places to pay for the program. The Clean Environment Fund has made up

for much of this shortfall in funding. Since 1996, the Toxics Use Reduction Fund has not paid

for any part of this program, while the other five funds are still used. In 1998, the Clean

Environment Fund contributed 44% to the account, the Environmental Challenge Fund

contributed 35%, with the other 21% coming from the General Fund, Local Aid Fund and

Underground Storage Tank Petroleum Products Cleanup Fund.

In order to redirect CEF appropriations back to recycling and solid waste programs, we

recommend that contributions to DEP's Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight Program from the
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General Fund and/or the Underground Storage Tank Petroleum Products Cleanup Fund be

increased to cover the removal of CEF money to this area. The decision to use the former would

depend on the Legislature, the decision to allocate the other would depend on the Underground

Storage tank Petroleum Products Cleanup Fund Administrative Review Board. The allocation of

the Underground Storage Tank Fund would also be restricted by MGL 21J:4 in amounts and use

of the money. More aggressively pursuing the fees and fines from the responsible parties could

also be a possible source of revenue for the program.

l
1
1
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CHAPTER III. CREATING THE BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS

To affect the decision-making process on the CEF spending, the structure of the bodies

involved in the process and its timeline should be analyzed. The budget process starts at the

agency level (e.g. DEP) in the summer of the fiscal year preceding the one the budget is created

for. In October-November the agency budget requests are sent to the department level (e.g.

EOEA). The departments hold public hearings, after which secretaries review the agency budget

requests and make the final recommendations to the Executive Office for Administration and

.,,Finance (EOAF). IEOAF coordinates the creation of tbe Governor's budget recommendations to

the legislature.

In January the Governor' s budget is introduced into the House as House 1. For the next

four months the House Ways and Means Committee creates a budget, and shortly thereafter the

Senate releases its version. After the House and the Senate versions are reconciled, generally in

June, the budget goes back to the Governor' s office. The Governor has the option to veto any

line item or reduce any amount. These changes can be overridden by two thirds votes in both

houses of the General Court. The sections not vetoed as well as the restored parts become the

budget.

The Budget Process in the Administration

During the initial stage of the budget process in June and July, each department agency

estimates how much money it will need for the next fiscal year. Since 21E is primarily a DEP

program, and it is funded though the DEP line items, whereas the solid waste and recycling

programs belong top EOEA and are funded through the EOEA accounts, the budget processes

for the two begin in different places.

The budget process for Chapter 21E begins at the Budget Office under the Director of

Legislative and Budgetary Affairs, currently Bill Harkins. The office puts together the next ,

year's maintenance budget for the 21E and other DEP programs. The Division of Policy and

Program Development of the Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup has the opportunity to describe any

new initiative that 21E would like to pursue and submit it to the Director of Legislative and

Budgetary Affairs to be included on the department' s budget recommendations.

From Bill Harkins' desk, DEP' s budget recommendations go to the office of the

1 
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Secretary of EOEA to be assembled with recommendations from other departments.

Unlike the 21E part of CEF expenditures, solid waste and recycling budget

recommendations are compiled by EOEA on the level of Director of Policy and Planning. The

current Director of Waste Policy and Planning, Scott Cassel, and his Assistant Director, Cheri

Peele, coordinate the process with the recipients of CEF money. Representatives of the Bureau of

Waste Prevention (Acting Director of Consumer Programs, Greg Cooper), the Recycled and

Environmentally Preferable Product Procurement Program, the Chelsea Center for Recycling and

Economic Development meet with Scott Cassel to develop their part of the budget

recommendations. This process is independent from that of the DEP Budgetary Office. The

Director of Waste Policy and Planning determines the total amount of funding necessary for

these programs and submits it to the Office of the Secretary of EOEA.

To give the citizens of the Commonwealth an opportunity to voice their support of protest

at agency budget requests, in October or November EOEA holds public hearings. These

hearings are a likely leverage point for advocates of the increased CEF spending on recycling

and solid waste management programs. Every year, MassRecycle takes part in the hearings, and

the copies of the written testimonies submitted are available from the organization' s archives.

After the hearings, the Secretary of EOEA determines what and how much he/she will include in

the budget requests. As these are executive offices, their requests will reflect, among other

things, the priorities of the Governor.

Toward the end of the calendar year, the executive office budgets go to the Executive

Office for Administration and Finance, the Governor' s budget office. EOAF review all the

requests and submit to the Governor what they believe reflects the administration's political

goals. Through late December and early January, the Governor and Administration and Finance

Secretary go over this to produce the Governor's budget recommendations always known as

House 1. The House 1 budget for FY 2000, for example, increases the amount going to

recycling by 1.5 million to 8.5 million. This document not only includes the line by line

recommendations, but also lays out the Governor's initiatives for that year.

The Budget Process in the Legislature

The House 1 budget, in January, goes to the House Ways and Means Committee. With

the current political composition of the state government (Republican Governor and

Page 30



CHAPTER III

overwhelmingly Democratic legislature) the House 1 budget is largely irrelevant. Even under

one party rule, the House is a much bigger player than the Governor is at this stage of the

process. The House Committee on Ways and Means holds its own hearings at which the public

does not have the right to testify and then has one public hearing. These public hearings are

useful to attend, to help understand the budget priorities of legislators and department secretaries

that are testifying. The budget that comes out of this process represents the priorities of the

House leadership. There is a fair amount of interaction between the Ways and Means Committee

and the representatives, who will be able to ask for their priority items to be included in the

budget, especially through March and April. House Ways and Means Committee members and

staff will oversee different sections of the budget and will interact with representatives and others

interested in that section. However, if the Chair of House Ways and Means, who is chosen by

and therefore generally loyal to the House leadership, does or does not want money put in the

budget for a certain item, he/she usually has the ability to get what he/she wants. There is more

latitude for items that are high priorities neither for the leadership nor for the Chair of House

Ways and Means.

After House Ways and Means send their budget to the House floor, usually in the

beginning of May, there is a brief period of debate during which amendments are proposed and

voted on. If an amendment is proposed, it is essential that the groundwork already be established

for wide support among representatives. Sometimes, just to win the necessary support of enough

representatives to pass the budget, the leadership will compromise and allow (or support) an

amendment. After this period, the full House votes on the amended budget and, assuming it

passes, it goes to the Senate.

The process in the Senate Ways and Means Committee is essentially the same as that in

the House. While the Senate technically produces its budget after the House, in fact, it goes

through the process at the same time, starting in late January and going into June. After the full

Senate votes on its amended budget, which includes information on the last year' s budget, the

House 1 budget and the House Ways and Means budget, it sends it back to the full House for

"concurrence, or approval by the full House in June. The House does not concur, and a Joint

Senate and House Ways and Means Conference Committee is formed to hammer out a final

budget.

The Conference Committee is made up of leaders from the House and Senate. While
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there are public meetings that are packed with press and interest groups, the real decisions are

made behind the closed doors. The Conference Committee goes through each line item of the

budget that is different between the two budgets and come up with some final decision about the

spending amounts or wordings. At this stage, if both legislative bodies have included an item

(for example, if the House appropriates 15 million to line 2010-0100 and the Senate appropriates

14 million) it is highly likely that the Conference Committee Report (the compromise budget)

will include something within the same range. If there is a difference between the relevant line

item in the House and Senate budget it is important to stay in contact with the budget analysts in

all relevant departments (EOEA, Ways and Means, etc.) and provide information and support

(e.g. why the increased spending on recycling is important).

The Conference Committee Report must then be passed by both houses, and then goes

back to the Governor. The Governor has ten days to either pass the budget as is or veto line

items from it (in part or whole). Generally, the Governor will meet again with department heads

and executive secretaries for input about what to veto, so past testimonies, lobbying and

connections made with these people can have significant influence. Any section vetoed by the

Governor goes back to the House and Senate where a two-thirds majority vote is needed to

override a veto. The approved part of the budget becomes law immediately, and any overridden

section gets reattached to it. The result of this process is the budget for the next fiscal year.

New Recycling Bills in the Legislature

Two bills have been introduced into the House in this legislative session regarding the

Clean Environment Fund, House Number 292 by Congressman Dennis Murphy and House

Number 695 by Congressman Thomas O'Brien4. Both bills were referred to the Joint Committee

on Natural Resources and Agriculture on January 6, 1999. Since then, no actions on the bills

have been reported. However, they could have influence over the budget in the coming years if

enough effort is made to bring the proper attention to these bills. These bills could later become

important when designing an advocacy campaign. Characteristics of the two bills follow:

House Number 292. An act to end the misappropriation of monies in the Clean

Environment Fund. Sponsored by Congressman Dennis Murphy.

• 100% of CEF is dedicated to recycling programs in the Commonwealth;

4 See Appendix B
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• Oversight is conducted by the State Auditor's office; and

• Federal Superfund grants and the General Fund will offset the CEF money used in the

hazardous waste cleanup program.

House Number 691 An act to promote recycling and protect the environment in the

Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Sponsored by Congressman Thomas O'Brien.

• It' s purpose is to expand recycling programs so the state goal for recycling its solid

waste by the year 2000 can be met;

• 100% of the money is dedicated solely to programs that would enhance and create

municipal recycling efforts;

• 1% of the Fund will go to the State Auditor' s office for oversight; and

• It establishes recycling programs for all property under the control of the division of

1 forests and parks, for all publicly owned facilities and for reservations.

Only Congressman Murphy's bill makes suggestions as to how to offset the costs from

removing CEF from the hazardous waste cleanup program. The bill states in Section 3 that

money from the federal grant Superfund would offset the majority of the amount of Clean

Environment Fund money used to fund the Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight Program. The

General Fund would offset the rest. However, using federal Superfund money is not feasible

since it is bond money. Bond money can not be used to pay for staff, which the majority of the

money from the Clean Environment Fund is currently paying for in the Hazardous Waste

Cleanup Oversight Program. Eighty-eight percent of CEF went towards employee compensation

between FY 1993 and FY 1996. The rest of CEF goes toward rent, utilities, administration and

other expenses. However, if the portion of CEF in the Hazardous Waste Cleanup Oversight

Program funded something other than staff, such as the oversight of chemical spills, Superfund

1 money might then be able to replace these costs. Congressman O'Brien's bill only applies to

municipal recycling programs, completely ignoring demand side management programs. Both

bills give CEF oversight responsibilities to the Office of the State Auditor. EOEA has been

responsible for oversight since CEF was first created.

Although, neither bill is ideal, MassRecycle could support passage of a bill to rewrite

Chapter 94 Section 323F of the Massachusetts General Laws with provisions for inclusion of

funding for demand side management programs in addition to municipal recycling programs. If

MassRecycle drafted its own version of the bill with the details it believes are most important to
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ensure the money is spent correctly, this could potentially help the legislature draft a better bill

rewriting Chapter 94 Section 323F. Congressman Murphy has since left the Massachusetts State

Legislature, however MassRecycle could work with Congressman O'Brien to make changes to

his bill that would include demand side management programs. An amendment to the bill that

states explicitly that the money is not to be used for purposes stated in Chapter 21E could be

beneficial to ensure that CEF is removed from this program.

Section Summary

,,, The budget process begins in the summer, the year, before the start of the fi seal year.

Through the Summer and Fall, the Executive Agencies and Departments make their

recommendations for their budgets and the Department secretaries send these recommendations

to the Executive Office of Administration and Finance. The Governor works with EOAF from
late December though early January to create the House 1 budget.

For the next five to six months, the House and Senate Ways and Means Committees

create their own budgets. The House budget is released in May and the Senate budget is released

in June. A joint House and Senate Conference Committee is set up to create a compromise

budget between the two bodies. This Conference Committee Report, once passed by both the

House and the Senate, goes to the Governors desk. The Governor can veto line items or reduce

line items before signing the budget. Any sections vetoed or reduced can be restored by a two

thirds override vote by both the House and the Senate.

Two bills regarding appropriations of the Clean Environment Fund have been introduced

into the Massachusetts State Legislature in this legislative session. House Number 292 was

introduced by Congressman Dennis Murphy and House Number 695 was introduced by

Congressman Thomas O'Brien. Neither bill is ideal for recycling programs in the

Commonwealth. However, the proper amendments could create a Clean Environment Fund bill

that gains the support of MassRecycle.

In a campaign directed at changing the allocation of CEF funding, MassRecycle should

carefully follow these two bills or any other bills introduced into the Legislature regarding how

CEF revenues are spent. It is important to testify at hearings and to apply pressure to the

committees that review the bills as they make their way through the Legislature.
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Current Lobbying Efforts

MassRecycle' s current efforts to change the allocation of CEF include encouraging

MassRecycle members to participate in a letter writing campaign. Through information on CEF

presented in their newsletter, the MassRecycler, and their newsletter update, In the Loop,

MassRecycle encourages readers to write their legislators to support changes in appropriations of

CEF to support only recycling, solid waste and "bottle bill" related purposes: Regional

conferences on recycling also bring attention to CEF and its allocation. MassRecycle has also

testified at the EOEA hearings.

What follows is an outline of the structure and strategy of a one-year campaign (July

1999 to June 2000), that would follow the budget process. While some tactics are explained

below, the actions taken at different stages of the campaign will ultimately depend on factors

impossible to predict in advance. If the campaign were to continue for more than a year,

additional tactics could be included because it would be an election year.

Designing a New Campaign: CA$H FOR TRA$H

A campaign to increase the portion of the Clean Environment Fund expended on

recycling efforts should be made somewhat distinct from the other activities of MassRecycle.

The objective of such a campaign must be strictly to increase said funding. This is very

different, for example, from the educational mission of the organization. It is important to lobby

for funding in the way most likely to achieve the objective.

A concrete goal should be set for the campaign. A goal of 85% of CEF (which, if CEF

were $20 million for next year, would come out to $17 million: an increase of $10 million)

would allow a slight reduction to, for example, 70% ($14 million) to still be a strong victory.

Bills mandating that 100% of CEF go to recycling, as long as they do not unduly restrict

spending within recycling, ought to be supported, but would not play a central role in the

campaign. As the law currently on the books is being ignored, what is needed most is an

increase in spending on recycling, not another law. However, if a law were passed that

mandated that 100% of CEF go to recycling, it would help in pressuring the legislature if they

5 See Appendix D

Page 35



CHAPTER IV

continued to fail to appropriate that amount. This fact could easily be exploited in press releases.

Structure

In order to organize the campaign, a Campaign Committee of between six and twelve

people should be established with the primary objective of developing and implementing the

strategy. This committee, which generally would have to meet no more than once a month,

should be made up of the current Executive Director, the former Executive Director, the

President, and the Policy Director of MassRecycle, a representative from another environmental

group such as Paul Burns from MassPIRG, a representative from the MassRecycle Municipal

Recycling Council, Barry. Connell from the Center for Environmental Communications, a

representative from a recycling related business, someone from the Mass Municipal Association,

interested environmental activists and other interested persons. The exact make-up would

depend on who would be willing to devote a year (or more) to such an endeavor. It would be

best to have a small committee but one that represents different interests. Despite the fact that

there are committed knowledgeable persons in the government (interested persons from DEP and

EOEA, for example), it may be better to exclude them from the Campaign Committee. As will

be explained below, an important part of the strategy would be to put strong pressure on the

government through the use of media. This could cause a conflict of interest for such an

individual. This would be less true in the case of local politicians, but it should carefully be

considered.

It would be best for MassRecycle to hire a part-time campaign coordinator with

responsibilities including: identifying, recruiting and coordinating municipal interests, acting as a

liaison to statewide media and coordinating local press, tracking agency, department and

legislative support, and carrying out any other campaign duties. This person would implement

the strategy as instructed by the Committee and would be responsible for providing periodic

updates between monthly meetings. For most parts of the campaign, 15 to 20 hours a week

should be sufficient but the more time spent building the initial networks of support, the better in

the long term.

There are some advantages to having a campaign coordinator who is distinct from the rest

of MassRecycle. The first is that it guarantees time will be spent each week building the local

networks of support. If, for example, the Executive Director were in charge of implementing the

campaign, it would be easy for him/her to spend less time on it when things were slower as other
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matters would be pressing in the short term. Also, with the coordinator's job being exclusively

the campaign, he/she would be known as the contact for all campaign matters which would then

be less likely to get mixed up with the rest of MassRecycle's operations. Finally, such an

investment would show the resolve of the organization to run such a campaign. This could help

when asking others (Mayors, environmentalists, legislators, etc.) to spend time and political

capital on these efforts. If they see a well organized, formal campaign, it could make it easier for

them to become personally invested.

For one year, a campaign of this structure could probably be run for $25,000 to $30,000.

About 40% to 50% of this would be staff time and the rest would be materials, phone calls and

other general expenses. As the bulk of that money would be spent on influencing the legislature,

there could be (depending on what the actual costs turn out to be) an issue with MassRecycle's

tax status as tax-exempt organization are only allowed by law to spend a small proportion of

their budgets on lobbying. This would have to be carefully explored before funding it through

the organization. It could be desirable to create a sister organization for the campaign with a

different tax status.

Strategy
The strategy, in its simplest form, is to influence the budget process at each stage by

coordinating pressure from stakeholders throughout the state (whether they are statewide or local

in scope). At least a few legislators in both the House and the Senate should also be pressured to

make recycling a priority issue for that budget season. As there is very little identified

opposition to increasing recycling spending, the objective is to make it a priority for as many

government officials as possible while increasing the political cost (through the use of the media)

of underfunding recycling. A key responsibility of the coordinator, especially in the early stages

of the campaign, would be to come up with a statewide list of legislators likely to push for

increased spending.

In the first stage of the campaign, which would begin as early in the summer as possible,

the two main targets would be DEP (in the summer) and EOEA (toward the fall). As there are

currently supportive persons in these agencies, the coordinator would work with them to

establish the need for an increase in recycling spending. The staff people who work on the

budget, Scott Cassel, Cheri Peele, and others in EOEA and DEP should all be lobbied (letters
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from throughout the state should target them and the Governor) and, if these staff people are

willing, used to gain additional information about the amount of support for the spending

campaign. The coordinator should also coordinate testimonies from the most influential

supporters of the campaign (from within EOEA, DEP, local officials, etc.) at the public hearings.

It will be important to keep in mind that, if the campaign is successful, it is their budgets that will

increase. It is important to make EOEA and DEP staff allies even if (for political reasons) they

do not officially ask for a substantial increase in recycling spending.

While the initial stages of the budget process are underway, the coordinator will start the

„ groundwork for the legislative campaign. Working especially with representatives from .N.

municipal recycling programs, the targeted legislators must be identified. The best candidates

are those who have always supported increasing recycling spending but the list must include

more than such obvious supporters. Legislators from districts that are having difficulties

financing their recycling programs, especially those that applied for CEF funded grants and did

not receive them or dropped out of MRIP for financial reasons, should be approached. District

meetings (supported by local press illustrating the problem and the solution) should be set up

with the recycling advocates, interested business representatives, and, ideally, mayors, local

politicians, etc. to meet with potential legislative supporters. At this stage, the goal is to win

support of these legislators through educating them about the potential benefits to their districts.

Key district would include those

a) which applied for CEF recycling and solid waste grants and were rejected

b) which dropped out of MRIP for financial reasons

c) that have local businesses that have applied for recycling business grants or are on

State contract thanks to the Recycled and Environmentally Preferable Product

Procurement Program6

d) whose legislator is on the House or Senate Committee on Ways and Means, the Joint

Committee on Natural Resources and Agriculture or in the House or Senate

leadership.

A tremendous asset toward this end is the work already accomplished by Scott Cassel

who compiled written testimony from MRIP coordinators regarding how the CEF assisted many

municipalities. Copies of these, along with other educational materials should be given to all

6 See Chapter I, EOEA Recycling Programs funded by CEF.
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targeted legislators and/or their aids.

Table 8. Municipalities that did not receive the requested amounts of the technical
assistance grant and their legislators.

Municipality Requested Awarded Senators Reps R. Rate
1998

Amherst 20,000 0 Rosenberg Story 44
Attleboro 33,150 0 Jacques** Lepper 36
Boston 20,000 Travaglini O'Flahert 11

Birmingham*** DiMasi
Lynch** Rushing**
Wilkerson ** Fox**
Joyce Demakis
Walsh Hart
Tolman Fitzgerald

Malia
Walsh
Owens-Hicks
Finneran***
Scaccia
Donnelly
Honan**
Golden

Everett 40,000 20,000 Birmingham*** Connolly** 8
Holliston 20,000 0 Magnani Gardner 43
Lawrence 60,000 0 Tucker* Torrisi 11

Santiago
Finegold

Lee 20,000 0 Nuciforo Hodgkins 19
Lenox 20,000 0 Nuciforo Hodgkins 46
Lynn 20,000 10,000 Clancy** Angelo 18

Fennell**
Petersen
McGee

Manchester 20,000 0 Tarr* Hill 35
Northhampton 35,000 0 Rosenberg Nagle 45
Plymouth 20,000 0 Murray DeMacedo 30

O'Brien*
Salem 20,000 0 Berry** Ruane** 33
Tewksbury 20,000 0 Tucker* Nangle 16

Miceli
Note: * Natural Resources and Agriculture

** Ways and Means
*** Leadership

Table 8, above, is an example of the kind of list that could help identify supporters. It

shows towns that applied for but did not receive technical assistance grants in the first round of

FY 1999 and the Representatives and Senators from those districts. It also includes information

about which legislators are on the House or Senate Committee on Ways and Means, on the Joint
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Committee on Natural Resources and Agriculture, or leadership, and the 1998 recycling rate for

each town.

By the end of the first stage of the campaign (December), there should be lists of

supporters in the legislature, allies in DEP and EOEA, advocates from the recycling, business

and environmental communities and interested local politicians and community leaders.

Targeted districts should be pushing press releases about the solution to the problem as the

networks of support are set up.

The second stage of the campaign begins in January when the House Ways and Means

Committee begins.,work on its budget. The following events should take, place throughout the

winter. Key legislative supporters should be lobbied from within their districts to make

increasing recycling spending a priority. It is great to have their support, but the greater the

number who approach the leadership with recycling on their short list, the more likely it will

make it into the budget. It is important to remember that the budget process is not democratic.

Even if almost all the legislators supported increasing recycling spending in theory, if nobody

prioritized it, it probably would not make it into the budget. When legislators prioritize specific

spending increases and ask Ways and Means for their inclusion in the budget, they are more

likely to get that item included, even it is only a few legislators asking for it. As part of this

effort, letters should be written not only to targeted legislators, but also to the leadership and the

chair of Ways and Means from anyone anywhere in the State.

Press conferences and press releases on the state level dealing with the need for increased

funding for recycling should begin in January as well. An asset here is that it will be the year

2000 and the state will be far short of the 46% goal. This can be used to embarrass the

legislature, increasing the political cost of not acting, especially if the House 1 budget increases

recycling funding. (Local press too, should be watching carefully what the local representative is

doing to help local recycling efforts.) In addition, conferences should be organized within DEP

Solid Waste Management Districts including recycling coordinators, municipal administration,

legislators and others. These would serve to inform more municipal administration and the

public about the issue and to coordinate efforts within districts. A successful meeting of this

kind was organized by Kay Halloran of the City of Newburyport within her DEP solid waste

district. The meeting "Recycling: Beyond Bottles and Cans" was held on January 29, 1999, in

the Newburyport City Hall and was attended by about 30 people, including Representatives
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1 Kevin L. Finnegan, Douglas W. Petersen, Bradford R. Hill and the legislative aide to

Representative Theodore C. Speliots, Scott Cassel, EOEA Director for Waste Policy and

Planning, and Cheri Peele, Assistant Director for Waste Policy and Planning, and a

representative from the State Auditor's office.

The members of the Campaign Committee, at this point, should get their own networks

mobilized. (This, again, is why it is crucial to have the Committee made up of representatives

from a diverse set of interests.) With pressure coming from the business community,

environmentalists, municipalities, local officials and the press throughout the state, at the same

time that a hand-full of legislators are prioritizing the issue, it is very likely that.,they will

increase the amount going to recycling.

The Senate should be lobbied in exactly the same way, although the process does not

really get underway until around March. The same tactics apply, and supporters should be

identified in the same way and for the same purposes.

In either house, if an acceptable increase in spending does not pass, there is the option of

a floor amendment. If this needs to be done, it requires two approaches simultaneously. The

first thing is for as many people as possible (legislators, EOEA staff, constituents, etc.) to lobby

the leadership reminding them that it is "only" a $10 million increase. The leadership may allow

the amendment to pass just to get support from more legislators for passing its budget. The

second part is rallying the legislative supporters behind the extreme importance of the measure.

If this approach is taken, the house in which it happens (all legislators) should be flooded with

letters, phone calls and visits from everyone with an interest in the issue. If there is a substantial

increase in spending included in the budget however, it might be best just to focus on making

sure that the governor approves it rather than spending such a huge amount of resources on a

difficult tactic. What kind of increase is "good enough," is a judgment call that the Campaign

Committee will have to make when the time comes.

Before the Conference Committee meets, supportive legislators should be asked to lobby

the leadership to make the most desirable amount (between the House and Senate versions)

stand. Letters should be sent to the leadership and the chairs of House and Senate Ways and

Means. Also, the more statewide press that could be achieved on the issue, the better. If the two

amounts are the same ($17 million, for example) the matter will not be discussed by the

Conference Committee.
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After the budget passes both houses, it goes to the governor. With the networks

necessary for passing the budget set up in the first place, it is a matter of turning them toward

him. Letters and press (signs that people are watching him) are extremely important. Also

important are allies in the DEP and EOEA. The Governor will turn to them for advice about the

necessity of increased spending. It is crucial to make sure that they are able to supply that to him

in abundance. It is not a very large budget item, and if the need for it is established (and if public

scrutiny gives him something to lose) he will be likely to leave it intact. If he reduces it, the

process for a veto override is the same as that for a fioor amendment but a 2/3 vote is needed

from both houses.

If, in the course of the budget process, a bill is introduced along the lines of House, No.

292 or House, No. 695 that is viewed as desirable, this bill will make its way to the Joint

Committee on Agriculture and Natural Resources sometime in the winter or spring. The two

bills mentioned above, for example, are being reviewed this year. If the recycling bills are not

ideal from MassRecycle' s perspective, there is always the option of introducing a new bill that

creates a better funding scheme, although this might not be the optimal use of the campaign' s

resources.

Section Summary

A successful lobbying campaign will follow the budget process through each stage and

focus on targeting key administrators and legislators as well raising general support throughout

the state. At each stage of the budget process, key government officials should be contacted by

the campaign coordinator as well as interested parties throughout the state, especially in key

districts. For success, it is necessary to do substantial groundwork in the summer and fall to

establish broad diverse support. It is also necessary to find legislators who will make increased

funding a priority and request its inclusion in the budget.
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Appendix A: Chapter 94: Section 323F -- Clean Environment Fund

Section 323F. (a) There shall be established on the books of the commonwealth a

separate fund to be known as the Clean Environment Fund. Amounts deposited in said fund

shall be used, subject to appropriation, solely for programs and projects in the management of

solid waste and for environmental protection; provided, however, that no funds shall be used for

I costs associated with incineration.

(b) Not less than fifty percent of amounts deposited in the Fund shall be used for

recycling, composting and solid waste source reduction projects and programs.
·N.

(c) Not less than an additional twenty percent of amounts deposited in the Fund shall be

used for recycling and other solid waste projects and programs.

(d) Not more than thirty percent of amounts deposited in the Fund shall be used for other

environmental programs consistent with the purposes of the "bottle bill", so-called.

(e) Of amounts expended under paragraphs (b) through (d), not more than fifty percent

shall be used for debt service on capital outlays authorized prior to January first, nineteen

hundred and eighty-eight. (Added by 1989,653, Sec. 70 eff. 1-4-90.)
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Appendix B: Clean Environment Fund Bills, H292 & H695

House Number 292. An act to end the misappropriation of monies in the Clean

Environment Fund.

Section 1  Chapter 94 of the General Laws is hereby amended by striking out section

323F in its entirety and replacing it with the following new section:--

Section 323F. Clean Environment Fund.

There shall be established on the books of the Commonwealth a fund to be known as the

Clean Environment Fund. Amounts deposited in said fund shall be used solely for the support,

expansion ~'and creation of recycling programs in the Commonwealth. Activities eligible to

receive said funds include:

a) Municipal curbside recycling programs

b) Commercial recycling programs, grants and tax incentives

c) Incentive programs such as unit-based pricing

d) Grants to schools, public parks, and other public institutions

e) Recycling education

f) Other activities as determined by the State Auditor's office

Section 2. Oversight of the Clean Environment Fund shall be conducted by the State

Auditor's office, and funds shall be made available for this purpose. Such activities shall

include:

a) Efforts to combat fraudulent redemption and underreporting of echeatage

b) Licensure and oversight of redemption centers

c) Filing of an annual report with the Committee on Energy

Section 3. All funds received by the Department of Environmental Protection, from the

federal grant Superfund, so called, shall be used to directly offset the amount of Clean

Environment Fund money currently being used to fund Hazardous Waste Cleanup. All other

Hazardous Waste Cleanup funds shall come from the General Fund.

House Number 695. An act to promote recycling and protect the environment in the

Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

Section 1. Purpose: In order to give every resident of the Commonwealth of

Massachusetts access to recycling so that the Commonwealth can meet or exceed its goal of
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recycling its solid waste by the year 2000, the following statutory changes are recommended.

Section 2. Chapter 94 of the General Laws is hereby amended by striking out section

323F in its entirety and replacing it with the following new section:--

a) There shall be established on the books of the Commonwealth a separate fund to be

known as the Clean Environment Fund. Amounts deposited in said fund shall be

used, subject to appropriate, solely for programs designed to enhance and create

municipal recycling efforts.

b) 1 percent of amounts deposited annually in the Fund shall be used by the Office of the

State Auditor for the oversight of the bottle deposit law. Oversight activities shall

include, but not be limited to, the performance of onsite reviews to investigate

fraudulent activities and illegal redemptions, the review of reports submitted by

bottlers and distributors in accordance with section 323B of chapter 94 of the General

Laws and the review of all expenditures from the Fund to determine whether said

monies are being used for their intended purpose.

c) All remaining amounts deposited in the Fund shall be used directly in efforts to

create, enhance or expand municipal recycling programs.

Section 3. Section 4A of chapter 21 of the General Laws, as appearing in the 1994

Official Edition, is hereby amended by inserting after the first paragraph the following new

paragraph:--

The commissioner shall establish a program to increase recycling opportunities for all

property under the control of the division of forests and parks. The commissioner shall file a

report on the program annually with the Joint Committee on Natural Resources and Agriculture,

the Joint Committee on Energy, and the House and Senate Committees on Ways and Means on

or before December 31St of each year. The report shall contain, but not be limited to, activities

promoting recycling on property under the control of the division of forests and parks.

Section 4. Chapter 21H of the General Laws, as appearing in the 1994 Official Edition,

is hereby amended by inserting after section 7 the following new section:--

Section 7A. The department shall establish a program to increase recycling opportunities

at all publicly owned facilities. The department shall work with all sate and local agencies and

any other necessary entities in order to establish such a program. The department shall file a

report on the program annually with the Joint Committee on Natural Resources and Agriculture,
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~ the Joint Committee on Energy, and the House and Senate Committees on Ways and Means on

or before December 31St of each year. The report shall contain, but not be limited to, activities

promoting recycling at publicly owned facilities.

Section 5. Section 33 of chapter 92 of the General Laws, as appearing in the 1994

Official Edition, is hereby amended by inserting after the first paragraph the following new

paragraph:-
The commission shall include the development of recycling opportunities in all new

designs and redesigns of reservations.

Section 6. Section 33 of. chapter 92 of the General Laws, as appearing in the ,1994

Official Edition, is hereby amended by inserting after the second paragraph the following new

paragraph:--

The commission shall establish a program to increase recycling opportunities in all public

reservations located with the metropolitan parks district. The commission shall file a report on

the program annually with the Joint Committee on Natural Resources and Agriculture, the Joint

Committee on Energy, and the House and Senate Committees on Ways and Means on or before

December 31St of each year. The report shall contain, but not be limited to, activities promoting

recycling in all public reservations within the metropolitan parks district.

1
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Appendix C: Meetings with Those Involved in the Issue

1. Stephen K. Long (Recycling Markets Planner, DEP) and Barry N. Connell (Executive

Director, Center for Environmental Communication): They gave an overview and history of the

Massachusetts Bottle Bill and the Clean Environment Fund. They posed three questions for us to

consider in our research: 1) what was the legislative intent of CEF, 2) what is the legislative

history of CEF and 3) what did the auditor find in his investigation of CEF? They also suggested

that the legislature appropriated CEF money to hazardous waste programs, because at the time it

was set up, there were no municipal recycling programs for the money to go to. In addition,

DEP is not collecting money from permits an'd fines that are supposed to support hazardous

waste programs.

2. Thomas F. Collins (Director, Division of Local Mandates): He suggested two funds

that we could look more closely at to redirect funding of 21E. Currently, only a very small

percentage of USTF money goes to DEP; possibly, this percentage could be increased. As

underground storage tanks are replaced, less money will need to be appropriated for this activity.

Petroleum'products contaminate most hazardous waste sites. USTF money could be used to

fund an outfit that oversees cleanup of these sites. ECF should also be covering more of the

costs that CEF currently covers. However, there has not been a good effort to see that the funds

come in. He also suggested the possibility of using federal Superfund money given to the state.

3. Cheri Peele (Assistant Director for Waste Policy, EOEA): The structure of EOEA is

under revision, as it is the right of the present Secretary to change it. The responsibilities of

EOEA and DEP are such that the former is responsible for policy and planning, the latter for the

implementation and feedback on the policy (although there are exceptions to this in some areas).

The DEP part of EOEA Budget Recommendations is written at DEP and then approved by the

waste policy director, Scott Cassel. Cheri Peele coordinates the process on the EOEA side.

Before the budget recommendations are sent one level up, a public meeting is organized.

Cheri Peele coordinated the meeting last year. It is the meeting that drew Cheri's attention to the

problem. So, for EOEA it is rather new. Cheri also supplied a list of the participants of the

public meeting, which may be one of the ways to influence the decision-making process at

EOEA.

4. Sarah Weinstein (Emergency Response Program, DEP): The Emergency Response

program currently manages 8,000-9,000 open cases and receives 100-200 reports on new sites a
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week. The program itself employs about 270 people. It is one of the few "privatized" hazardous

waste cleanup programs in the US, which means that the actual cleanup is performed by private

companies hired by those who enter the program. The program spends the money on:

a) Standardization (setting action thresholds, cleanup standards, etc.),

b) Oversight of chemical spills (emergency response in case of danger to public health,

oversight of most complicated sites and selected private sites),

c) Data management and audit of cleanups performed by private companies,

d) Capital fund management (since 1993, the program was given the right to use bond

•N. money in case it is necessary to protect public safety in emergency situations),

e) Grant program (10-15 grants of maximum $10,000- $15,000 for municipalities/water

districts to hire independent consultants to oversee cleanup performed by the

responsible parties), and

f) Administrative and cost recovery staff. In addition to the Boston office, the program

has four regional offices.

Most of the money allocated on the program is spent to fund the administration.

Currently, about 30% of ECF money is recovered by DEP. The recovered money is mostly spent

on paying back the General Fund for the bonds.

One of the factors that may influence the development of the current funding situation is

that Massachusetts collects fees on transporting hazardous waste to fund hazardous waste

programs. However, in 1990, the federal government, through the Uniform Transportation

Management Act, declared such fees invalid. This fee represents a significant source of revenue

to the state, so Massachusetts is still collecting it and will continue to do so until they are given a

court order to stop. This seems inevitable which means that some·of the money going into these

programs will be lost. This could happen on top of the CEF money disappearing from hazardous

waste programs.

In 1990, DEP did examine other funding sources and put together some options. Sarah

gave us these options; however, many of them appear to be taxes. The options were:

a) Tax on first use of selected hazardous materials,

b) Underground storage tank tax,

c) Insurance premium surcharge,

d) Fee on commercial/industrial transactions (deed excise tax),
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e) Mortgage origination fee,

f) Surcharge on real property tax,

g) Massachusetts personal income tax checkoffs,

h) Personal income tax rate increase,

i) Tax on selected household products containing hazardous materials,

j) Environmental lottery, and

k) Environmental Minibonds

Since these options are taxes, there is little chance of any of them being used to fund

hazardous waste. cleanup programs. The political climate is such that there is little governmental

support for anything that resembles a tax.

State Superfund money is bond money, which can not be used to pay for staff, so this is

unlikely to act as a substitute for the money coming from CEF. Federal EPA money, which is

not a part of the state budget, cannot be used to fund the program, because these expenditures are

specifically targeted by the EPA.

If the CEF money is taken out of hazardous waste programs, she believes that GF money

could possibly make up the difference. If the legislature makes a decision to direct the CEF

money to municipal solid waste programs, Ms. Weinstein feels that Chapter 21E has enough

support in the legislature for the difference to be made up, likely out of the General Fund. DEP

could also raise their fees, but these fees are capped by statute. There is not enough enforcement

to collect money from permits and fines. However, DEP is working on the problem so there is a

possibility that money going into ECF could increase in the future and more can be appropriated

to 21E.

Using CEF money in 21E was a legislative decision. The administration proposed using

GF money. They are keeping an eye on legislation that would put all CEF money into recycling

and solid waste programs.

5. Paul Burns (MassPIRG): Paul challenged the notion that the recycling vs. 21E trade

off is the appropriate way to view the problem. He explained CEF as legislation which

unambiguously puts the bottle bill money toward recycling which, regardless of the priorities of

the environmental community, the public supports. He explained also that, while PIRG supports

using 100% of CEF for recycling, it is not a priority issue. They would likely be willing to

testify and sign on to initiatives to this end, but would not actively pursue it.

Page 49



APPENDIX C

Having framed the issue this way he talked at length about what a campaign to change

the current funding situation would look like. He stressed that, to be successful, it would involve

investing a large amount of resources into a long statewide initiative that. He offered some

insight into what these campaigns look like and how to run them. He also said he would be

happy to talk at a later date about any of these issues.

6. Nam Kapur (Environmental League of Massachusetts): In stark contrast to Paul

Burns, Nam Kapur was less optimistic about both the value of moving the CEF money to fund

recycling and the likelihood of it happening. She placed recycling fairly low on her list of

priorities. She felt that while.there could be some growth in the recycling money, it shouldn't be

much more than a couple million, otherwise it might squeeze out other environmental programs.

She also disagreed about the language in the MGL regarding CEF and thought it allowed for

more latitude than Paul does. In addition, she viewed the number of 46% (the goal for the year

2000) as arbitrary and not reason to fund recycling excessively.

This is not to say that she opposes an effort to increase the amount of CEF spent on

recycling. She felt that such an effort would be likely to increase the amount of money spent on

recycling, although it would not be likely to win the full amount. She said, though, that while

she did not oppose such an effort, ELM would be unlikely to get involved with it and might not

give it active support.

7. Barry Connel's Opinion regarding Paul Burns' and Nam Kapur's statements: He

believes that as long as the state's economy remains robust, there should be more money for all

state programs. As long as communities are vocal on CEF, increased funding is inevitable.

However, we must focus not on actual expenditures of CEF for recycling, but on the percentage

of CEF that it represents. There is a legal constituency ready to attack if there is reduced

spending on the hazardous waste cleanup programs. Anybody who works in favor of recycling

for local communities will look like he' s fighting for the little guy which local newspapers love.

Barry thinks that at least 65%-70% of the Fund could be appropriated for recycling

without seriously harming other programs in the short term, so $15 million is a realistic

expectation. Therefore, we should ask for 80% to go towards recycling and hope to settle for

65%, which would be $15 million. He doubts that this debate will have an impact on other

environmental issues, such as open space funding. In the long term, Massachusetts is going to

have to go after polluters more aggressively for their share of the 21E cleanup costs. Barry said
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that Weld used the CEF money to support cleanups on some sites whose legal settlements did not

cover the costs at the time so his business allies would not be angry. However, recycling now

needs a significant portion of the Fund in order to survive. The state will need to more

aggressively pursue litigation from polluters to offset the removal of CEF funding from 21E. He

thinks new Attorney General Reilly will go after that money for the state.

Overall, he believes that Paul Burns is correct with his opinions and Nam Kapur is being

too cautious with hers. External factors that nobody predicted could always influence these

expenditures, so long term impacts on 21E are uncertain. For now, we must live with the

relatively certain impacts that we can predict over the next one or two years. .N.

1

1

1
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Appendix D: Table of Legislators and Constituents

SENATE

Name District Author Position City/Town Date Recycling MRIP Technical
rate, % money '98 Assistance &

Edu. Grant '98
Senate Boston Carol Co-Chairs of Sherborn Apr 14,1998 29% B $796.00 $540.68
President Rubenstein & the Sherborn
Birmingham, Paula Bradway Recycling
Thomas F. Committee

John Town manager Town of June 2, 1998 29% B $3,624.00
D'Agostino .Mansfield
Ann Dorfman Recycling and Town of Apr 30, 1998 51%A $4,824.00 $4,421.24

.N. 4.
Disposal Concord 1
Coordinator

Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11%C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Director

Sandra Donahue Northern
Berkshire SW
District

Matthew D. MA Citizen
Strong Apr 30, 1998 51% A $4,824.00 $4,421.24Fargo, Susan Carlisle, Ann Dorfman Recycling and Town of

C. Sudbury, Disposal Concord
Waltham Coordinator

Joyce, Brian Canton, Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19,1998 11% C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
A. DirectorMilton,

Randolph
Lynch, Boston Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11% C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Stephen F. Director

Morrissey, Abington, Rosemary T. Program City of Quincy Feb 5, 1999 26% B $19,808.00 $12,643.80
Michael W. Braintree, Nolan Manager, DPW

Holbrook,
Norwell,
Quincy,
Rockland,
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Name District Author Position City/Town Date Recycling MRIP Technical
rate, % money '98 Assistance &

Edu. Grant '98
Rosenberg, Amherst, John Town manager Town of Jun 2, 1998 29% B $3,624.00
Stanley C. Ashfield, D'Agostino Mansfield

Bemardston,
Buckland,
Chesterfield,
Colrane,
Conway,
Deerfield, Gill,
Goshen,
Greenfield,
Hadley,
Hatfield,
Huntington, .N.

Leverett,
Leyden,
Montague,
Northhampton,
Pelham,
Shelburne,
Shutesbury,
South Hadley,
Sunderland,
Wendell,
Westhampt,
Wendell.

Ann Dorfman Recycling and Town of Apr 30, 1998 51%A $4,824.00 $4,421.24
Disposal Concord
Coordinator

Robert B Administrator Franklin City May 7, 1998 32% A $9,224.00
Rottenberg SW District

Sprague, Jo Easton, Robin L. Health Agent Town of Jan 21, 1999 38% A $7,240.00 $2,517.79
Ann Foxborough, Chapel Walpole

Mansfield,
Medfield,
Norton,
Rehoboth,
Seekonk,
Sharon,
Stoughton,
Walpole, West
Bridgewater

Tolman, Belmont, Richard C. Brighton Jun 10, 1998
Steven A. Boston, Innes

Cambridge,
Waltham,
Watertown

Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11% C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Director

Travaglini, Boston, Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19,1998 11%C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Robert E. Cambridge, Director

Revere,
Winthrop
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Name District Author Position City/Town Date Recycling MRIP Technical
rate, % money '98 Assistance &

Edu. Grant '98
Walsh, Boston, Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11%C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Marian Canton, Director

Dedham,
Dover,
Norwood,
Westwood

Wilkerson, Boston Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11% C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Dianne Director

1
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Name District Author Position City/Town Date Recycling MRIP Technical
rate, % money '98 Assistance &

Edu. Grant '98
Ayers, Bruce Quincy, Rosemary T. Program City of Quincy Feb 5, 1999 26% B $19,808.00 $12,643.80
J. Randloph Nolan Manager, DPW
Bosley, 

Center for
Adams, Laura Dubester Director, Pittsfield Feb 22, 1999 24% B $13,152.00

Daniel E. Clarksburg,
Florida, North Ecological
Adams, Savoy, Technology
Williamstown

Brown, Scott Millis, Robin L. Health Agent Town of Jan 21, 1999 38% A $7,240.00 $2,517.79
P. Norfolk, Chapel Walpole

Walpole,
Wrentham

Candaras, East Michael Recycling City of Feb 8, 1999 35% A $25,728.00 $17,978.24
Gale D. Longmeadow, Pattavina & Coordinator & Springfield

Springfield, Alan R Chwalek Director of
Wilbraham DPW

Demakis, Boston, Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11%C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Paul C. Brookline, Director

Cambridge,
DiMasi, Boston Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11%C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Salvatore F. Director
Finneran, Boston, Milton Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11%C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Thomas M. Director
Fitzgerald, Boston Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11% C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Kevin W. Director
Fox, Gloria Boston Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11%C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
L. Director
Hart, John Boston Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11%C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
A., Jr. Director

Hodgkins, Alford, Laura Dubester Director, Pitsfield Feb 22, 1999 24% B $13,152.00
Christopher Egremont, Center for
J. Great Ecological

Bamington, Technology
Lee, Lenox,
Monterey,
Mount
Washington,
New
Marlborough,
Otis, Pittsfield,
Saiidsfield
Sheffield,
Stockbridge,
Tyringham,
West
Stockbridge

Honan, Boston Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11% C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Kevin G. Director
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Name District Author Position City/Town I)ate Recycling MRIP Technical
rate, % money '98 Assistance &

Edu. Grant '98
Kelly, Shaun Buckland, Laura Dubester Director, Pitsfield Feb 22, 1999 24% B $13,152.00
P. Charlemont, Center for

Cheshire, Ecological
Chester, Technology
Cummington,
Dalton,
Goshen,
Haxicock
Hawley,
Hinsdale,
Lanesborough,
Middlefield,
Monroe, New
Ashford, Peru,
Pittsfield,
Plainfield,
Richmond,
Rowe,
Shelburne,
Washington,
Windsor

Kulik, Athol, Laura Dubester Director, Pittsfield Feb 22, 1999 24% B $13,152.00
Stephen Chesterfield, Center for

Conwa
 

Ecologic
Deerfield, Technology
Leverett,
Montague,
New Salem,
Sunderland,
Wendell,
Whately,
Williamsburg,
Worthington

Larkin, Peter Pittsfield Laura Dubester Director, Pittsfield Feb 22, 1999 24% B $13,152.00
J. Center for

Ecological
Technology

Mariano, Holbrook, Rosemary T. Program City of Quincy Feb 5, 1999 26% B $19,808.00 $12,643.80
Ronald Quincy, Nolan Manager, DPW

Weymouth
O'Flaherty, Boston, Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11%C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Eugene L. Chelsea Director

Owens- Boston, Milton Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11%C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Hicks, Director
Shirley
Rushing, Boston Susan Cascino Recycling City of Boston Mar 19, 1998 11% C $59,896.00 $65,297.96
Byron Director

~SCaada, Bosto Susan Cascin Recyclin City of Bosto Mar 19,199 11% $59,896.0 $65,297.9
Angelo M. Director

Tobin, A. Quincy Rosemary T. Program City of Quincy Feb 5, 1999 26% B $19,808.00 $12,643.80
Stephen Nolan Manager, DPW
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