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Sanitation captured comments related to the proposed reusable bag policy, as well as other
suggestions and alternatives to the proposed double ban on both single use paper and plastic
bags. Overall, the majority of comments that were submitted showed support for the double ban,
while recognizing the need for a transition phase to better inform the public and impacted stores
about the dual ban, and affect behavioral change. An alternative policy model whereby plastic is
banned first, and paper phased out over a few years with a store charge associated with it, also
received general and broad support.

The table below summarizes the comment themes heard from all the targeted stakeholder groups:

Stakeholder Comment Themes
Positive Aspects {0 Ban

Difficulties of Ban Other Comments

Some customers wanl convenience
and cheices

Reduces litter on parkways and

streets Ban on plastic and fee on paper

A phasing-in approach double ban would
allow retailers and consumers alike time
to adjust to such a change

Reuse of plastic bags
(i.e. trash liners, animal waste, and
reuse when shopping)

Grocery store purchases may be -
limited by the number of reusabie
bags that customers have with them,
reducing store purchases

Reduces pollution in rivers, lakes and
pcean,

Conceras that low income consumers
would be disproportionately affected by
having to purchase reusable bags

Starting point for shifting from
disposable to durable goods. Single-
use to reuse.

Place a redemption fee on plastic bags
similar to plastic bottles and aluminum
cans as an incentive

for shoppers to recycle

Contaminaticn and cross
cortaminaticn of reusable bags by
bacteria on certain food products

A good forward-thinking policy that
reduces litter in the future

State-wide solution required -
enacting bans on a jurisdicticn by
jurisdiction basis has adverse
economic and operational impacts

Provide equity through consistent
application of policy around the
region/state

Surrounding jurisdictions have
already created similar policies to ban
plastic bags.

Those requiring assistance may ireat
reusable bags as single use bags, creating
an economic burden on stores
Informetion regarding plastic bag impacts
are weak and often extrapolated from

Cost savings for vendors Impact to economy and job loss

Many people are already using

reusable bags and the double ban Onus should not be put on stores (o

would encourage others to use them.

change consumer behavior

general plastic waste facts

Ensure reusable bags are recyclable

Impacts on low income communities
and job displacement

What is the fiscal impact of implementing

and enforcing this policy?

For more details related to the outreach effort, please refer to the attached “Proposed Reusable
Bag Policy Outreach Report.” :

Second, Sanitation was instructed to report regarding the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), specifically, as to timing and process. CEQA was adopted by the State of California in
1970 and generally requires the disclosure, to the public and to decision makers, a project's
potentially significant impacts on the enviromment, as well as the imposition of feasible
mitigation measures. A number of areas including but not limited to water and air quality,
transportation, aesthetics, and cultural resources, etc., must be examined by an agency before any
action 1s taken for final approval of a project.
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The CEQA process begins with defining the project, in this case through a policy statement by
the Mayor and City Council. Staff must be given specific direction regarding what project to
study. For this project it includes what single-use products are being banned, to what type and
number of stores would the ban apply, and under what timeframe would the ban be implemented.

Once the scope of the project has been clearly defined, staff will undertake the appropriate
CEQA analysis. This analysis begins with a determination of whether an exemption applies
under CEQA, or if not, whether or not an environmental impact report (EIR) will be required
(the latter being the most comprehensive form of CEQA analysis). Staff cannot determine what
level of CEQA analysis is required until the policy statement has been adopted, thus defining the
project.

The issue of what is the appropriate CEQA clearance for single-use plastic bag bans has
undergone intense legal and administrative scrutiny recently as many jurisdictions have
implemented, or attempted to implement, various bans. As pointed out in the staff report, the
City of Manhattan Beach prevailed at the California Supreme Court in the lawsuit over whether
their single-use plastic bag ordinance requires an EIR, with the court ruling that an EIR was not
required, However, this decision is limited to its facts - a ban by a small municipality. The
decision is of questionable relevance to the City. Several cities, such as Oakland, were directed
by the courts to prepare an EIR before an ordinance banning single-use plastic bags could be
adopted. Other communities, such as the County of Los Angeles, City of Santa Monica, and City
of San Jose, prepared and certified EIR's for their single-use ban policies.

- if staff determines that an EIR is required, the process for an EIR generally includes:

1) A scoping process and preparation of an Initial Study,

2) Preparation of a draft EIR, including any technical studies,

3) Circulation of the EIR, with notification to the public,

4) Preparation of a Final EIR, and

5) Presentation of the Final EIR and final action {such as an ordinance) to the City
Council to certify the Final EIR.

There are specified minimum notification and circulation requirements. Our time estimated to
complete the steps above is six to nine months.

Sanitation recommends that the City approve a policy banning both single-use plastic and single-
use paper carryout bags from specified retailers. A ban of both products, which are not made to
be durable, was identified in the EIR prepared by the County of Los Angeles to be the
environmentally preferable alternative. This action would avoid the replacement of plastic
carryout bags with paper bags. Reusable bags that meet minimum durability standards will
decrease the number of paper and plastic carryout bags that are littered or that reach landfill
disposal.

Third, Sanitation would like to update your Commitiee in regards to the actions by other
communities on a single-use bag ban (summary checklist is attached). Since October, the
following communities have adopted actions:
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1. In November 2011, the City of Pasadena certified an EIR addendum and adopted a ban
on single-use plastic bags.

2. In December 2011, the City of San Jose certified an EIR and adopted a ban on single-use
plastic carryout bags.

3. In December 2011, the City of Sunnyvale certitied an EIR and adopted a ban on single-
use plastic bags.

4. In December 2011, the City of* Monterey adopted an ordinance and Negative Declaration
to ban single-use plastic bags.

5. In January 2012, Alameda County certified an EIR and adopted a ban on single-use
plastic carryout bags.

6. In January 2012, San Luis Obispo County adopted an ordinance and Categorical
Exemption banning single-use plastic carryout bags.

7. In February 2012, San Francisco County voted to expand their single-use bag ban to all
retailers and restaurants, and require a ten-cent charge for paper bags.

8. In February 2012, the City of Millbrae adopted a Negative Declaration and an ordinance
Jbanning single-use plastic carryout bags.

9. In March 2012, the City of Austin, Texas, adopted an ordinance banning both single use
plastic and paper bags beginning in 2016.

10. In March 2012, the City of Carpinteria adopted an ordinance banning singie-use plastic
and also paper carryout bags in stores grossing over $5 million annually. '

In addition, there was a hearing in Superior Court on Friday, March 23, 2012, regarding a
challenge to the County of Los Angeles’ plastic bag ban, which includes a $.10 store charge for-
each recycled content paper bag distributed to the public. While the petitioners contended that
the mandatory $.10 charge per paper bag is a tax within the meaning of the California
Constitution, the tentative ruling by the judge upholds the County’s ordinance and altows their
program to continue as approved. As the majority of the cities and counties in California have
adopted programs to ban plastic and place a fee on paper bags, this may be considered as a
option to placing a ban on both single-use paper and plastic carryout bags concurrently. It is
expected that the judge’s final ruling will remain the same, and that the Plaintiffs will appeal to
the State Court of Appeals.

Last is an update of the active legislation currently under consideration at the State level
regarding the issue of single use bag bans:

1. AB298 (Brownley) would prohibit a manufacturer from selling or distributing a reusable
bag in California unless the guidelines for cleaning and disinfection of the bag are printed
on the bag or on a tag attached to the bag.

2. AB1834 (Brownley) would create a definition of a reusable bag, and set performance
standards and reguirements (these mirror our recommended standards).
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3. SB1159 (Calderon) would enact the Plastic Bag Reduction and Recycling Act of 2012
and makes a statement of legislative intent in this regard (spot bill, language not yet
added).

4, SB1219 (Wolk) would extend requirements for at-store plastic bag recycling programs to
January [, 2020, and would repeal the provisions preempting local regulatory action.

Communities throughout California and the County continue to act upon single-use bag bans.
Each 1s slightly different in aspects such as whether to ban all single-use carryout bags, whether
to expand the ban beyond grocery stores and convenience stores, to all retailers and even
restaurants, and how to phase in the requirements and enforcement over time. Sanitation
recommends that your Committee act upon the policy statement to encourage reusable bags by
directing the preparation of a City ordinance banning both single-use plastic and paper bags, and
to begin the CEQA process for this action.

We respectfully appreciate your consideration.

ECZ:ke:ek

c City Councilmembers
Romel Pasqual, Deputy Mayor
Juan Rodriguez, Deputy Mayor
Andrea Alarcén, President, Board of Public Works
Gerry Miller, CLA
Miguel Santana, CAO
Eric Villanueva, Office of the City Clerk
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OUTREACH SUMMARY REPORT

The Bureau of Sanitation implemented a citywide outreach plan within the three-month
timeframe as directed by the Los Angeles City Council on December 16, 2011 (CF 11-
1831). The Bureau identified and reached out to stakeholder groups regarding the
proposed reusable bag policy that will consider a ban on single-use paper and plastic
shopping bags at select retail stores in the City of Los Angeles. The goal of the plan
was to notify, inform, and create public engagements with City stakeholders about the
proposed policy, and other policy aliernatives.

The results of the outreach activities captured the opinions of average shoppers,
storeowners, local residents, neighborhood councils, and business groups. The
outreach team was committed to capturing commentis about the proposed reusable bag
policy as well as other suggestions and alternatives to the proposed double ban.
Overall, a majority of comments that were submitted showed support for the double
ban, with the understanding that a transition phase would be needed to better inform the
public and affected stores about the ban, and affect behavioral change. In this light
there was public support for a phased in approach where plastic bags are banned first,
and paper bags are phased out over three years, with an ultimate ban on both. All
commenis received by the outreach team are inciuded verbatim in the appendices. The
table below summarizes the comment themes of ali targeted stakeholder groups

Stakeholder Comment Themes
Positive Aspects to Ban Difficulties of Ban Other Comments

Some customers want

; . Ban on plastic and fee on paper
convenience and choices enp pap

Litter on parkway and slreets

e Reuse of plastic bags A phasing-in of a double ban would
Sgg;jﬁon In rivers, lakes and {i.e. trash liners, animal waste, |allow retallers and consumers alike
’ and reuse when shopping) time to adjust to such a change

Grocery store purchases may be
timited by the number of reusable
bags that customers have with
them, reducing store purchases

Concerns that low income consumers
would be disproportionately affected
by having to purchase reusable bags

Starting point for shift from
disposable to durable goods.
Single-use to reuse.

Place a redemption fee on plastic
bags similar to plastic bottles and
aluminum cans as an incentive
for shoppers o recycle

Contamination and cross
contamination of reusable bag by
bacteria on certain food products

A good forward-thinking policy
that reduces litter in the future

_ State-wide solution required -
Surrounding areas have already |enacting bans on a jurisdiction by
created similar policies to ban jurisdiction basis has adverse
plastic bags. ‘ economic and operational

' impacts

Provide equity through same policy
around the region/state

3

Those requiring assistance may treat
Impact {0 economy and job loss  reusabie bags as single use bags,
crealing an economic burden on
stores

Cost savings for vendors

Many people are already using information regarding plastic bag
reusable bags and the double banlOnus should not be put on stores |impacts are weak and often
would encourage them o use to change consumer behavior exirapolated from general plastic
them. waste facts

Impacts on low income
Ensure bags are recyclable communities and job
displacement

VWhat is the fiscal impact 0 implement
and enforce this policy?
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PROJECT GOAL
To nofify, inform and create public engagement with city stakeholders about the
proposed reusable bag policy that will prohibit paper and plastic shopping bags in the
City of Los Angeles and provide opportunities for stakeholders to share their views,
including a discussion of other possible policy alternatives.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
Create awareness of the proposed policy.
= Provide one-on-one briefings to the Mayor's Office and members of the City Councii.
Request support, email stakeholder lists, and post information on respeclive
websites.
= Provide email notifications to key opinion leaders and stakeholder groups through
eBlasts, social media and the internet.
= Provide public engagements with key opinion leaders and stakehaolder groups
through intercepts, smali group presentations and one-on-one meetings.
o Intercept shoppers at supermarkets and independent markets.
o Small group presentations and/or one-on-one meetings with neighborhood
councils, business stakeholders, community groups, and others.
o Provide information via email to individuals and representatives of targeted
disabled, minority, and disadvantaged communities.
o Provide commenti sheets as an opporfunity to collect stakeholder opinions
about the proposed policy or provide comments on other options.
=« Provide builetin notification on the City’s government access channel, Channel 35.
= Provide media relations.

KEY OUTREACH ACTWITIES
Briefings (18)
= One-on-One with Mayor's Office (1)
= (One-on-Ones with City Council Offices (15)
= One-on-Ones with Board of Public Works President and Vice President (2)

Internet Postings (4 websiies)

= Bureau of Sanitation home page

= SWIRP/Zero Wasie Program home page

= LA Stormwater Facebook page

= Multifamily Residential Recycling Facebook page
NOTE - as of March 16, 2012, Google search of “Los Angeles ‘Reusable Bag
Policy” returned 2,910 resulis

Channel 35 '

= Bulletin Board - Cablecast bulletin board message for 2 fo 12 seconds and repeated
in a rotation cycle from March 5 through March 31, 2012. Channel 35 reaches an
astimated 750,000 households
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eBlast Notifications {4,618 contacts in project database - revised to 4,118
contacts after removing returned failure notices)
=  SWIRP Database provided 981 contacls
a. Includes various environmental groups
= LAUSD Recycling Program Database provided 936 contacts
= DONE Neighborhood Council Database provided 1,928 contacts
= Industry/Manufacturing Associations”®
= Chambers of Commerce in the City of Los Angeles”
= Business Improvement Districts in the City of Los Angeles®
= Community Based Organizations that serve disabled, language minority, and
disadvantaged communities”

a. Alianza de los Pueblos del Rio;, American Jewish Committee; Braille Institue of America;
Center on Race, Poverty & The Environment; Chinatown Service Center; Chrysalis; Coalition
for Humane Immigrant Rights of Los Angeles; Communities for a Betlter Environment;
Concerned Citizens of South Central Los Angeles; Disabilty Rights Legal Center, Eco-Home
Network; Eco-Village, Los Angeles; El Proyecto del Barrio; Faith2Green - Coalition on the
Environment & Jewish Life of Southern California; First 5 LA; Habitat for Humanity; Homeboy
Industries; independent Living Center of Southern California; Japanese American Citizens
League Pacific Southwest District; Jewish Federation of Greater Los Angeles; Junior Blind of
America; Korean American Family Service Center; Korean Youth and Community Center;
Labor/Community Strategy Center; Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles; Little Toyko Service
Center; Los Angeles Audubon Society; Mexican American Legal Defense Fund and
Education Fund; Mothers of East L.A.; Pacoima the Beautiful, Search {o Involve Pilipino
Americans, Southern Christian Leadership Conference; Thai Community Development
Center; The Asian Pacific Amercian Legal Center, The Children's Nature Institute; UCLA
Environmental Coalition; UCLA School of Public Policy and Social Research; United Way of
Greater Los Angeles; Urban Semillas, Walts Labor Community Action Committes;
Woatts/Century Labor Organization; Weingart Foundation; Western Center on Law and
Poverty; William C. Velasquez Institute; Willie Ross Foundation; Challengers Boys & Girls
Club; Congress of Racial Equality of California (CORE); Consolidated Realty Board of
Southern California; Crenshaw Family YMCA;, HOPE Center, Los Angeles; Minority Photo
Journalism Institute; NAACP of Los Angeles; Operation HOPE World Headquarters; The
Coalition of Mental Health Professionais, Inc.; YWCA of Greater Los Angeles - Angeles Mesa
Child Care Center

= State Elected Officials
= County Representatives
= City Council Office Support of Respective Stakeholder Lists
a. Majority of Council Offices eBlasted their respective lists
* NOTE: Project database utilized available contact information on the
internet and as provided

information Tables (72 library locations)
= 4,680 Fact sheets distributed (3,600 in English and 1,080 in Spanish) d

Outreach Training Workshop
» 33 prospective outreach team candidates (24 city staff & 9 consultants)
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Intercepls {30 supermarket and local grocery store locations)
e 6,528 intercepts
= 5,318 reusable bags distributed
= 117 comment sheets collected
o These intercepts occurred in areas throughout the city spanning varied
income, community enclaves, and languages. The outreach fact sheet was
made available in English, Spanish, Korean, Cantonese, and Armenian, and
used as needed. :

Workshops (2 locations)
e eBlast invite to Stakeholder Workshops (2,909)
e Van Nuys State Building, 03/10
o 22 stakeholders attended
» Expo Center, 03/10
o 25 stakeholders attended
» 14 comment sheets collected

House Meetings {5 locations)

= Koreatown, Oriental Mission Church, 03/03
a. 9 stakeholders addressed

s South LA, Sung Kwang Church, 03/04
a. 22 stakeholders addressed

= Chinatown, Alpine Recreation Center, 03/06
a. 17 stakeholders addressed

= Pico Union, Miguel Conireras Learning Cenier, 03/08
a. 16 stakeholders addressed

= Little Armenia, Hollywoaod Independent, 03/13
a. 10 stakeholders addressed

= 7 comment sheets collected

Group Meetings (9 key stakeholder groups)
«  Westside Alliance of Neighborhood Councils, 02/15
o 8 stakeholders addressed
= Coastal San Pedro NC, 02/27
o 23 stakeholders addressed
¢ MagcArthur Park NC, Environment Committee, 02/27
o b stakeholders addressed
o 100 Fact sheets distributed in Spanish and 25 in English
e Harbor Alliance of Neighborhood Councils, 03/07 J
o 12 stakeholders addressed
» Valley Alliance of Neighborhood Councils Mixer, 03/08
o 100 stakeholders attended
e Harbor Gateway South NC, 03/08
o 30 stakeholders addressed
e MNorthwest San Pedro NC, 03/12
o 40 stakeholders addressed
e Sherman Oaks NC, 03/12
o 25 stakeholders addressed
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¢ Sherman Oaks Homeowner's Association, 3/21
o 150 stakeholders addressed

One-on-OnesiConference Calls {9 key stakeholders}
e Central City Association, Transportation Infrastructure & Energy Commitiee,
02/09
o 12 stakeholders addressed
e Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, 02/14
o Nilda Gemeniano
o Luke Mitchell
e City of Calabasas, 02/21
o Alex Farassati, Environmental Services Supervisor
e California Grocers Assaociation, 02/28
o Sarah Sheehy, Director of Local Government Relations, California
Grocers Association
e Cosico, 02/29
o Todd Fitzgerald, Recycling and Waste Reduction Manager, Sustainability
and Energy Department, COSTCO Corporate Headquarters, Issaquah,
Washington via conference cali
» Alberisons, 03/09
o Rick Crandall, Director of Environmental Stewardship, SuperValu —
Southern California Division
e Vons, 03/12
o Deferred to California Grocers Association
e Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce, 03/13
o Gary Toben, President & CEO
o Anthony Thomas, Vice President of Public Policy
o Jessica Duboff, Public Policy Manager
¢ Valley Indusinal and Commerce Association, 03/15
o Stewart Waldman, President
o Doug Arsenaull, L egislative Affairs Manager

Email Commenis {25 stakeholders)
=  Comments sent io ZeroWaste and Reina Pereira project manager's email addresses

Media Relations
= KPCC 89.3FM, Reporter Molly Peterson interviewed Reina Pereira and joined the
outreach team on Friday, February 24, at the Grocery Warehouse |, 1487 W. Sunset
Boulevard ’
a. Interviews of store owner, shoppers and outreach staff
b. Shoppers included Caucasian, Hispanic, Chinese, Viethamese, Filipino, and
Thai residents
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TABLE - GROCERY STORE INTERCEPT SUMMARY

Councit S . Cofnni’ent and Est, Est, Fact| o, {omments . ' " o
District | Bus.l_.ﬂ.ﬁ.s_S M?P Code Evaluation Sheet Code| Intercepts | Shests _._Reél;;:.l? Collected L Verbatim Comments | Store Dbservations Qutreach Team Observations
1 [Far East Super Market A 223 LM 720 200 200 i) None received The customers liked tha free bags., Mo comment.
_ ) Shoppers were generalty positive. Concerns focused
1 Liborio Market B 2027 FE 220 200 200 o] Nene received No comment. on remembering to bring reusable bag.
' Good thing we did and hopes people continue to|Shoppers were mostly posiive on the proposed|
2. Mercado Popular Cc 210 MpP 128 100 100 0 None received use the bags. policy to prohihit paper and plastic bags.
2 Superior Market 213 SM 215 200 206 9 1) Put it away for health.; 2) to 9} No comment. Good for customers that we handed out the bags Mo comment.
3 Tampa Market E 210 T™ 50 50 50 0 None received Good idea to distribute the reusable bags Store owner suppartive.
Value Plus Foed R . . Shoppers were mostly positive on the proposed
3 Warshouse 207 VP 235 280 200 0 None received Yes, very supportive and hopes it takes off policy to prohibit paper and plastic bags.
1} It sounds good, but who & how much will if cost us?; 2) Keep it up.; 3) Excellent!; 4) Better for . o i
. o g ) s : Customers sppreciated the City's effort to ban|Shoppers were mostly positive on the proposed
4 Western Kosher G 2128 WF 136 75 75 5 the epwronment, 5) Prohibit double hagging. Encourage the distribution of mesh bags like those paper and plastic. policy to prohibit paper and plastic bags.
used in Europe.
. Shoppers were mostly positive on the proposed
4 Whole Foods F 2/9 WK 245 200 200 0 None received Mo comment. policy to prohibit paper and plastic bags.
1) to 8) No comment;, ) For emergency when you need that bag. | ALWAYS recycle my bags Shoppers were mostly positive on the proposed
5 Ralphs 1 2122 Ra 300 200 200 9 plastic/paper bags. | would NOT want a 100% ban on bags. You need them. Bring the bag iojMNo comment. policy to prohibit paper and plastic. Concerns
reuse in my shopping. Thank youl! focused on cleanliness of reusable bags.
1} Fines for people who put regular trash in recycle bin.; 2} ¥l miss paper bags.; 3) Maybe offer
5 Bel Aire Foods J 28 BA 75 50 15 g disposable bags at $0.05 e.ach.; 4) Great idea. (_Scmd for envircnment. However, the reusa'able Liked ihe event and _personally uses reusable No cormment.
bags should be free and given out when groceries are purchased.; 5) to 8) No comment; 9)[bags as much as possible
Incanvenient not to have bags!
Shoppers near County line aware of plastic ban.
6 Food 4 Less K 2M3F4L 250 300 200 o] None received Very supportive, good job Concerns focused on remembering to bring reusable,
bag.
. . . Shoppers were mostly positive on the proposed
6 Superior Grocers L 2116 8G 225 225 200 0 MNene received Gaod thing we did and hopes people continue to policy to prohibit paper and plastic bags. Work with
use the bags.
schools and students.
X Very supportive and the customers still use thefShoppers were mostly positve on the proposed
7 El Super Market 217 ES 225 200 200 0 None received bags, policy to prohibit paper and plastic bags.
7 Payless Foods M 2186 PF 230 200 200 0 None received Spanish - Very supportive of the program. No comment.
. L . , . Said it was a good event. Some customers have "
8 Kings Food Town Market o 26 KM 210 190 200 3 1) tg 2} No oc_)mment, 3} This is pohtl_caL don't want to pay for bags. LA water is messed up. The returned  with blue bags. Welcome fo do Shoppers. were ge_-neralty positive. Concerns focused
environment is already messed up. Air. Cars. Stop nonsense, . on forgetting to bring a reusable bag.
outreach again at the store.
8 Ralphs p 223 Ra 300 200 904 o Nona recaived Said t_he event went well and customers were|Concerns focused on forgetling to bring reusable
receptive. bags.
: . Some customers approached staff with concerns|{Shoppers were mosily positive on the proposed
s Food 4 Less a 22t Far 200 200 200 0 None received ihat plastic bags were going to be banned soon. |peficy to prohibit paper and plastic bags.
1) Already don't allow plastic in house.; 2) Kept litter off the ground.; 3) Support it, would be OK]
wi banning the bags.; 4) More sturdy. Feels good idea for environment already. Trying to reduce
paper clutier at home & with bills.; 5) Already using reusable bags.; 6) Reusable bags are good, Thinks reusable bag oolicy is a good thing and
9 Family Farm Market R 219 FF 265 200 200 15 but, how much will we pay tater.; 7) How much wil! it cost for in the store (reusable bag).; 8) The - g potcy 9 9 Concerns focused on cost of retsable bags.
. . T ] . . . the City is welcome to do outreach here again.
{ady thinks it's a geod thing.; 9) However, it sucks. Everybody just can't carry a bag around.; 10)
Bags are more sturdier, hut to small;; 11) #t's good for the kids future.; 12} Plastic bag liter
streets & clutter catch basins. Have bags but haven't been using them.; 13) to 15) No comment,
Washington Square 1) Ban all plastic bags. Make reusable bags in LA;.2) #t's a bad ideal. Person carrying beer cutitoved the event and thinks the City should Some shopp_ers weare concerper.i _e_about how the
19 S 2128 WS 360 200 200 3 N | . e . proposed policy might affect their ability to buy larger
Market stare with no bags is bad news.; 3) No comment. already be prohibiting plastic and paper. .
amounts of groceries.
10 Hannram Chain Market T 2115 HM 220 M7 177 2 1) He shops & he will use them.; 2) Great idea. Should've been implemenied years ago. Believes some cu_stomefs use ioq many plastic Shgppers Were mostly posnwt? or fhe proposed
bags and a ban might be & good thing. policy to prohibit paper and piastic bags,
. 1) Great job.; 2} Just do it! Save the bayh, 3) Get rid of the plastich, 4) Charge max $0.05 for{Customers had mixed reactions. Some have]Shoppers were mosily positive on the proposed
Mishwa M | 2 ! - L ! . . s :
" ishwa Marketplace v 210 MM 200 0o 200 13 paper bags. Mandatory recycling for businesses.; ) to 13) No comment. returned with blue bags. policy to prohibit paper and plastic bags,
. . . . No specific cornments but noted that some -
1) Good ideal; 2) If's a great ideal; 3) Thank you. 4} Make give away bags larger. Pass faw thaf . {Shoppers were mostly positive on the proposed
1 Ralphs v 2121 Ra 300 200 200 8 stores can't charge for paper bags.; 5) Do i}; 6} to 8} No comment. f#esgmers have brought the biue bags back with policy to prohibit paper and plastic bags.
. . Shoppers mostly had reusable bags. Concernsi
12 |Whole Foods w 2121 WF 275 200 200 0 None received She was very supportive and really would fike forie 1" reminding shoppers of the $0.10 paper
the whole state to do this. bag fee
12 Fresh & Easy X 2/21 FE 250 200 200 0 None received Mo comment. Work with farmers markets. i
1) It would heip to have incentives for small businesses {o pass on to customers to ease them Sh were mostly positive on the sed
13 Grocery Warehouse Y 2124 A-G 250 200 200 3 inta the fransition, such as this program today.; 2) Thank you for helping our children to have alNo comment. lg:pﬁrs ohibit pa 3; 2 lastic bags propo
cleaner planet & saving the lives of wildlife.: 3) No comment. policy to pr paper ang gs.
: Shoppers were mostly pesitive on the proposed
N E L \
13 Fresh & Easy z 2129F 263 200 200 O Mone received No comment. nolicy 1o prohibit paper and plastic bags.
! 1} to 18) Mo comment; 19) H's going to make it harder on me and other people that buy large; . Concerns focused on ability to buy larger amounts ¢
14 Fines Market AA 2M0FF 108 100 100 19 armounts of groceries. Thank you o the City for the free bags. groceries,
14 Fresh & Easy BB 2022 FE 241 203 200 8 1} I'm for it,; 2) to 8) Mo comment. Mo comment. Sh?PP@fS were mostly pﬂsztﬁvg on the proposed
policy to prohibit paper and plastic bags.
15 Top Valu Market cC 2027 TV 200 200 200 0 None received No comment. Shgppers were mostly passtm_e on the proposed
policy to prohibit paper and plastic bags.
i5 Best Way Supermarket DD 2115 SM 247 200 200 11 1) Need take plastic bag out. 2) to_11) No comiment. No comment, Concerns focused on cost of reusable bags,
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.. Stakeholder

TABLE - STAKEHOLDER GROUP SUMMARY

Outreach Conducted

Council Offices

All 15 Council Districts were informed about the proposed policy and invited to the regional workshops. Council office briefings were made available on a one-on-one basis

Cutreach Email
Database

4,118 stakeholders were contacted via email in our initial notification regarding the proposed reusable bag policy on February 16th. 20 stakeholders responded with comments about the
proposed reusable bag policy. Verbatim comments can be found in the Email Comments - Appendix Vi

Supermarkets &
Local Grocery

We expressed our appreciation o the 30 supermarket and local grocery store managers and/or owners and asked if they had any comments about the intercepts. 9 had no comment. 21
stores believed their customers were receptive to the city's effort. Summary reports of each store's general comments can be found in the Grocery Store Intercept Findings (next page)

Stores
6,553 shoppers were engaged by the city's outreach team at supermarkets and locai grocery stores citywide. Two stores were selected in each council district for a total of 30 locations as
shown by the Grocery Store Intercept Map & Key (Pages 10 -11). Bi-lingual Spanish speaking staff were present at each of the 30 outreach events and a bi-lingual Canionese speaker was at
Intercept Shopperstwo events, Proposed policy fact sheets and reusable bags were distributed. Shoppers that wanted to submit comments were provided comment sheets. 117 comment sheets about the

proposed reusable bag policy were collecied. Summary reports of each event's general comments can be found in the Grocery Store Intercept Findings (Page 9) and verbatim comments can
be found in the Grocery Slore Intercepts - Appendix ||

Locat Residentis

74 local residents were engaged by the city's outreach team at 5 locations in Chinatown, Koreatown, Little Armenia, Pico Union, and South Los Angeles. Bi-lingual Cantonese, Korean,
Armenian, and Spanish speakers were present at the respective gatherings. Additionally, Proposed policy Fact Sheets in 5 languages (Cantonese, Korean, Little Armenia, Spanish, and
English) and a PowerPoint presentation in English were provided. Local residents that wanted to comment on the proposed reusable bag policy were provided comment sheets. 7 comment
sheets about the proposed reusable bag policy were collected. Summary reports of each house meeting and verbatim comments can be found in the House Meetings - Appendix IV

Regional
Workshop
Aitendees

45 area residents attended the city’s regional workshops held in the San Fernando Valley (Van Nuys) and Los Angeles Basin (Expo Center). Proposed policy Fact Sheets and a PowerPoint
presentation were provided. 14 comment sheets about the proposed reusable bag policy were collected. Summary reports of each regional workshop and verbatim comments can be found in
the Regional Workshops - Appendix 1l

Neighborhood
Councils and
Home Owner's
Association

Using the Departiment of Neighborhood Empowerment database, all of the available Neighborhood Council presidents and board members (1,856) were nofified about the proposed reusable

{bag policy via email on February 16 and two aditional emails were sent to invite the neighborhood councils to the regional workshops on February 29 and March 8. At their request, we

provided presentations and fact sheets at three regional neighborhood council alliance meetings (Harbor 03/07, Valley 03/08, and Westside 02/15) and engaged approximately 120
stakeholders. Additionally, we recieved presentation requests from 6 neighborhood councils {(Coastal San Pedro 02/27, Harbor Gateway South 03/08, MacArthur Park 02727, Northwest San
Pedro 03/12, Sherman QOaks 03/12, and Venice 02/21) and one Home Owner's Association (Sherman Oaks 03/21) and engaged approximately 300 stakeholders. Comments submiited as
well as available meeting notes can be found in the Group Meetings - Appendix V

Business Groups

9 key business interest and stakeholder groups agreed to meet with us regarding the proposed policy. We spoke with the Grocers Association 02/28, Albertsons 03/09, Vons 03/12, Cosico
02/29, Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce 03/13, Vallay Industry and Commerce Association 03/15, Central City Association - Transportation Infrastructure and Energy Commitiee
02/09, City of Calabasas 02/21, and Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 02/14. Available notes can be found in the One-on-One Meetings - Appendix VI

Libraries

English and Spanish fact sheets were distributed to the Library Department. All 72 active libraries received 30 English and 15 Spanish fact sheels for their Los Angeles City information
fables.

Channel 35

Bulletin board - cable casting of project message for 9 to 12 seconds repeated in a rotation cycle from March 5 through March 31, 2012

Internet Postings

Bureau of Sanitation homepage, Zero waste program homepage, LA Stormwater Program Facebook page, and Multifamily Residential Recycling Program Facebook page starting February
6. Severai neighborhood councils and other community groups shared and/or reposted project information including media outlets - Google search of "Los Angeles 'Reusable Bag Policy™
returned 2,910 resuils as of March 16.

Media Relations

interview provided to KPCC 96.3 FM reporter Molly Peterson on February 24. Page &







District 1

A. Far East Supermarket
758 Mew High Street
2117 FE

B. Liborio Market
2021 W. Pico Blvd.
2123 LM

District 2

C. Mercado Popular

6801 Lankershim Blvd..

210 MP

D. Superior Market

6140 Lankershim Blvd.

213 SM

District 3

£, Tampa Market
7219 Tampa Ave.
2M0TM

F. Value Plus Food
6820 De Soto Ave
217 VP

Districi 4

2. Western Kosher

444 North Fairfax Ave.

219 WK

H. Whole Foods
6350 West 3rd St
2128 WF

District 5

I. Ralphs

10309 W. Olympic Blvd.

222 Ra

J. Bel Air Foods
2323 Roscomare Road
218 BA

District &

K. Food 4 Less
16530 Sherman Way
2/13 F4L

L. Superior Grocers
9801 Lauret Canyon Bivd.
2116 8G

District 7

M. El Super Market
14620 Parthenia St
2117 ES

N. Payless Foods
10455 Laurel Canyon Bivd.
2116 PF

District 8

Q. King's Food Town Market
1018 W MLK Jr. Bivd.
216 KM

P. Ralphs
3670 Crenshaw Boulevard
2123 Ra

District 9

Q. Food 4 Less:
5318 3. Main St
2127 F4L

R. Family Farms Market
4322 5 Central Ave
219 FF

District 16

5. Washinglon Sqguare Market
4040 W. Washington Bivd.
2128 WS

T. Hannam Chain
2740 W Olympic Bivd
215 Hi

GROCERY STORE INTERCEPT KEY

District 11

. Mishwa Marketplace
S, Centinela
2110 MM

Y. Ralphs

8701 Lincoln Blvd.
2121 Ra

District 12

W. Whole Foods
19340 Rinaldi St.
2121 WF

X. Fresh & Easy Market
19350-A West Nordhoff
2121 FE

District 13

Y. Grocery Warehouse
1487 W. Sunset Bivd,
2124 A-G

Z. Fresh & Easy Market
7021 Hollywood Blvd.
229 FE

District 14

AA. Fines Market
2765 E. Olympic Blvd.
20 FF

BB. Fresh & Easy Market
421 Eagle Rock Boulevard
2122 FE

District 15

CC. Top Valy Market d
970 West 1st Sireet,
227 TV

DD. Best Way Super Market

111 South Pacific Ave.
2115 S
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LA Sanitation

Bag Ban in California Municipalities As of: March 22, 2012

Name of the Plastic | Paper Legal Fee on| Exemnpt . Convenience Retail Phased In Fines to .

s Bag Bag . Paper | to Low Effective Date Suparmarkets Restaurants . Environmental Documents
Municipality Action Stores Siores implementation | Enforce

Ban Ban ba Incomes

County of j ,\/ January 1, 2013 ,\J Adopted EIR, Ordinance
Alameda adopted 1/24/12
City of \/ \/ Jul 1, 2011: supermarkets, Jan 1, ,\/ Refied on the EIR certified by
Calabasas 2012: convenience stores the LA County
City of Jul 1, 2012: supermarkets, Jut 1, Negative Declaration

3 Carpinteria

2013: convenience stores

9 City of Malibu

Jul 1, 2011: supermarkets, Jan 1,

Negative Declaration

City of Dana April 1, 2013: Supermarkets None
41Point Oct. 1, 2013: Convenience stores
(<$4M revenue)
5 Town of May 4, 2009: All stores ,\/ \/ \/ Voter approved Initiative
Fairfax
City of : Jan 1, 2013: Grocery stores, Negative Declaration
Bil.aguna \/ pharmacies, and convenience \/
Beach siores
City of Long Aug 1, 2011 supermarkets, Jan Addendum to Los Angeles
Beach \/ 1, 2012: convenience stores County's EIR
County of Los Jul 1, 2011; supermarkets, Jan 1, \/ EIR
Angeles \/ \/ 2012: convenience stores

2012: convenience stores

< |
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< | < < |

< L L L L L (Ll jLl L L)L |22 12

L L L Ll 1L L L L L)L L |2 | L L L

2 | 2 L L |2 L 2L |2 | L |2 L | L2 |2

City of Jan 14, 2012, supermarkets, July Negative Declaration
10 Manhattan 14, 2012: convenience stores

Beach

County of January 1, 2012: supermarkets \/ Categorical exemption o
T warin '\/ \/ and convenience stores CEQA

City of - ,\/ \/ Septernber 1, 2012 _\/ Negative Declaration
Yl Millbrae

City of July 1, 2012; Supermarkets and Negative Declaration
13 Monterey V \/ Retail Establishments \/

City of Palo Sept. 18, 2009: Selected 4 stores MNegative Declaration
14 alto '\/ only \/

City of July 1, 2012: Over $2M sale or Addendum to Los Angsles
15|Pasadena \/ '\/ >10K sq. ft., Dec. 31, 2012; \j '\/ County's EIR

convenience and supermarkets

City of San Dec 1, 2007: supermarkets, Oct, Categorical exemption fo

16{Francisce \/ ’\/ ’\/ 1, 2012 all retailers and ‘\/ \/ '\/ ’\/ CEQA

restaurants
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Plastic | Paper Fee on | Exempt . . N .
Nam:e .Of t?e Bag Bag LegaE Paper | to Low Effective Date Supermarkets Convenience Retail Restaurants Phasad !n- Fines to Environmental Documents
Municipality Action Stores Stores implementation | Enforce
Ban Ban ba income

17 City of San \/ j ,\/ Jan 1, 2012; supermarkets and \/ \/ EiR

Jose convenience stores

County of Oct 1, 20112 supermarkets  For Categorical exemption fo
18|San Luis ’\/ '\/ \/ ‘\/ convenience stores: TBD ’\/ \/ \/ ’\/ CEQA

Obispo
4g|County of ,\/ ‘\/ /\j Jan 1, 2012 supermarkets and \/ \/ 4‘\[I Negative Declaration

Santa Clara convenience stores

County of March 20, 2012: supermarkets \/ Mitigated Negative
20| santa Gruz and convenience stores Declaration
o4 City of Santa ’\/ \/ \/ Mar @, 2011 supermarkets and V ’\/ ,\/ EIR

Monica convenience stores

City of Jun 20, 2012 Over $2M sale, EIR
5| SUnnyvale \/ \/ ,\/ >10K sq. ft., convenience, and ,\/ \/ ,\/ \/

superrmarkets; Mar 20, 2013;
Other retailers <10k sg. fi.

City of "\/ ,\/ ,\/ \/ \] Waiting for Alameda County-
23 Berkeley NIA wide EIR

City of ,\/ \/ .\/ \/ Waiting for Alameda County-
24 Fremont ,\/ N/A wide EIR

City of EIR in process
25]Huntington ‘\/ \/ NIA ’\/ ‘\/

Beach

City of \/ Nonhe
28 Milpitas N/A
57| City of Ojai ,\/ \/ NJA \/ ,\/ \/ ,\/ None
5| City of Paim ,\/ N/A None

Desert
29 City of Santa N/A None

Barbara

City of Santa Mitigated Negative
30iCruz ’\/ N/A Declaration by County of

Santa Cruz

City of Solano Negative Declaration
31| Beach ’\/ N/A
4p|County of ,\/ NIA \/ ‘\/ in process of preparing EIR

Sonoma

City of West \/ None
33 Hollywood NIA .

City of V ,\J \J \/ \/ \/ EIR in process
34 Oakland Revoked
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