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Minutes of the Legislative Ordinance Committee Meeting 
 
The Ordinance Committee met on Monday April 30th, 2018 in Meeting Room 1 of the Municipal Center, 3 
Primrose Lane, Newtown. Committee Chairman Ryan Knapp called the meeting to order at 7:30 pm. 
 
Present: Mr. Eide, Ms. DeStefano, Mr. Smith, Ms. Bloom, Mr. Mattegat and Mr. Knapp. Also Mr. Lundquist 
and John Voket 
 
Absent:  None 
 
MINUTES:  
 
Ms. DeStefano moved to approve the minutes of 3/8/18.  Mr. Eide seconded.    
Mr. Knapp noted a mistake in the attendance. Mr. Smith was present, not Ms. Jacob as indicated.  All in 
favor (6‐0)  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None 
 
New Business 
 
Review and Recommendation regarding the proposed Plastic Bag Ban Reduction Ordinance per the charge 
set forth by the Legislative Council on April 18th, 2018.   
 
Mr. Knapp discussed that the committee is just bringing this process and that the suggested language is 
only a suggestion, a starting point.  The Committee will review the language and update that as they see 
fit, then vote to recommend it or not recommend it to the Council.  He then read through the proposed 
language.   
It was noted that currently two communities have plastic bag ordinances and two are working on them.  
Ms. DeStefano brought up the collection of funds and how that process would work. 
The group discussed and believed that would likely be in a special revenue fund and that we should 
inquire with Bob Tait.   
Mr. Mattegat felt the ordinance dictating the price a store should charge for plastic bags may not be 
appropriate as bags may cost more than 3 cents, referencing a 2007 New York Times article about 
production costs. 
Mr. Knapp said that the committee can change that language and does not think out Ordinance should be 
dictating what a store has to charge.  
Mr. Mattegat questioned why there should be a charge at all. 
Mr. Lundquist spoke to the disincentive created by a charge to dissuade people from using paper and use 
reusable bags instead 
Mr. Knapp noted that this proposal would not compel people to by paper as they would have the option 
not to 
Ms. Bloom noted that paper is not something we want people using either 
Mr. Mattegat, though he actively recycles himself, expressed Constitutional concerns and concerns as a 
business owner 
Mr. Knapp suggested that the group do more research and speak to the stake holders such as the stores 
and the relevant Town representatives to find out how the people who would administer this feel about 
it.  He also did not want to blindside any businesses as that would not be in keeping with a business‐

 



friendly community. He suggested waiting to debate the proposed ordinance until the group has gathered 
information and worked through the process.  
Ms. DeStefano volunteered to take the lead on this charge.  Action items included contacting Pat Llodra's 
former intern John Board who has done much of the research already, see how this is going in other 
communities, talking to Bob Tait about special revenue funds, determining impacted retailers and getting 
feedback from the Health Department including the administrative burden of this.  
Ms. Bloom will handle the retailers. 
Mr. Smith will reach out to the Health Department 
Ms. Bloom also suggested we look into how meat and produce will be handled. 
 
Review and Recommendation regarding the issue of discrepancy between the Charter Revision Commission 
intent and the applicable State Statute regarding Board of Education candidate composition per the charge 
set forth by the Legislative Council on April 18th, 2018. 
 
Mr. Knapp summarized the issue that arose during the run up to the 2017 election where the intent of the 
Charter Revision Commission did not align with the interpretation of the Secretary of State's 
interpretation of our Charter and State Statutes regarding how many members of a political party could 
run in a given year for the Board of Education where each major party could only nominate two for the 
four open BOE seats.  While we should consult counsel, it is ultimately the Secretary of State who must 
approve this so that is the office we should reach out to.   
Mr. Eide volunteered to take the lead on this. He noted statute 9‐206B 
Mr. Knapp thanked him and said that the committee will do research and determine if this issue can be 
resolved by ordinance or if it warrants a Charter change.  Either way the committee will make a 
recommendation to the full Council.  
Mr. Lundquist noted that if the recommendation is for a Charter change, that would not be a heavy lift for 
a commission.  
 
Old Business 
 
Review and Recommendation regarding the prohibition of storage, disposal or use of fracking waste per 
the charge set forth by the Legislative Council on February 7th, 2018.   
 
Mr. Knapp reviewed the information he got back from CCM and from other research. He gave a rundown 
of what has and has not happened at the state level which contextualizes why municipalities are taking the 
initiative on this action.  He reviewed with the group the ordinances he collected noting that they are all 
nearly identical.  One thing worth noting was that most exempt transportation, an issue that was a concern 
for those who proposed this to the Council.   
Mr. Lundquist recalled that concerns around the transportation of fracking waste were discussed at the 
Council and would like to see if any communities have measures to address this.  
Mr. Edie noted that Senator Hwang is a co‐sponsor of the bill to ban fracking waste state wide (SB 103) and 
would be a good person to touch base with.  
Mr. Knapp will create a draft, reach out to Senator Hwang and look into the transportation issue. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None. 
 
Ms. DeStefano moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:40PM, Mr. Eide seconded.  All in favor (6‐0) 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Ryan W. Knapp 
Ordinance Committee Chairman 



RECEIVED
Sec xxx- xx. An Ordinance Prohibiting the Storage, Disposal or Use of Fracking Waste cfMY
Products or By- Products Thereof in the Town of Branford, Connecticut. 

SPANSPANFOrM IMM C
xxx- 01 Definitions. LERK

1. As used in this Ordinance the term " hydraulic fracturing" shall mean the fracturing of
underground rock formations, including shale and non -shale formations, by manmade fluid - 
driven techniques for the purpose of stimulating oil, natural gas, or other subsurface
hydrocarbon production. 

2. As used in this Ordinance the term " natural gas extraction activities" shall mean all geologic or

geophysical activities related to the exploration for or extraction of natural gas, including, but

not limited to, core and rotary drilling and hydraulic fracturing. 
3. As used in this Ordinance the term " oil extraction activities" shall mean all geologic or

geophysical activities related to the exploration for or extraction of oil, including, but not
limited, to, core and rotary drilling and hydraulic fracturing. 

4. As used in this Ordinance the term " natural gas waste" shall mean: a. any liquid or solid waste or
its constituents that is generated as a result of natural gas extraction activities, which may
consist of water, brine, chemicals, naturally occurring radioactive materials, heavy metals, or
other contaminants; b. leachate from solid wastes associated with natural gas extraction

activities; c. any waste that is generated as a result of or in association with the underground

storage of natural gas; d. any waste that is generated as a result of or in association with

liquefied petroleum gas well storage operations; and e. any products or byproducts resulting
from the treatment, processing, or modification of any of the above wastes. 

5. As used in this Ordinance the term " oil waste" shall mean: a. any liquid or solid waste or its
constituents that is generated as a result of oil extraction activities, which may consist of water, 
brine, chemicals, naturally occurring radioactive materials, heavy metals, or other contaminants; 
b. leachate from solid wastes associated with oil extraction activities; and c. any products or
byproducts resulting from the treatment, processing, or modification of any of the above
wastes. 

6. As used in this Ordinance the term " application" shall mean the physical act of placing or
spreading natural gas waste or oil waste on any road or real property located within the Town of
Branford. 

7. As used in this Ordinance the term Town shall mean the Town of Branford. 

xxx- 02 Prohibitions. 

1. The application of natural gas waste or oil waste, whether or not such waste has

received Beneficial Use Determination or other approval for use by DEEP ( Department
of Energy & Environmental Protection) or any other regulatory body, on any road or real
property located within the Town for any purpose is prohibited. 

Branford



2. The Introduction of natural gas waste or oil waste into any wastewater treatment
facility within or operated by the Town is prohibited. 

3. The introduction of natural gas waste or oil waste into any solid waste management
facility within or operated by the Town is prohibited. 

4. The storage, disposal, sale, acquisition, handling, treatment and/ or processing of waste
from natural gas or oil extraction is prohibited within the Town. 

xxx- 03 Provision for language to be included in bids and contracts related to the construction or

maintenance of publicly owned and/ or maintained roads or real property within the Town. 

1. All bids and contracts related to the purchase or acquisition of materials to be used to

construct or maintain any publicly owned and/ or maintained road or real property

within the Town shall include a provision stating that no materials containing natural gas
or oil waste shall be provided to the Town. 

All bids and contracts related to the retention of services to construct or maintain any
publicly owned and/ or maintained road or real property within the Town shall include a

provision stating that no materials containing natural gas or oil waste shall be utilized in

providing such a service. 

The following statement, which shall be a sworn statement under penalty of perjury, 
shall be included in all bids related to the purchase or acquisition of materials to be used

to construct or maintain any publicly owned and or maintained road or real property
within the Town and all bids related to the retention of services to construct or maintain

any publicly owned and/ or maintained road or real property within the Town: " We

hereby submit a bid for materials, equipment and/ or labor for the Town of
Branford. The bid is for bid documents titled . We hereby certify under

penalty of perjury that no natural gas waste or oil waste will be used by the undersigned
bidder or any contractor, sub -contractor, agent or vendor agent in connection with the

bid; nor will the undersigned bidder or any sub -contractor, agent or vendor agent

thereof apply any natural gas waste or oil waste to any road or real property with the
Town of Branford as a result of the submittal of this bid if selected." 

xxx- 04 Penalties. 

This ordinance shall apply to any and all actions occurring on or after the effective date of this
ordinance. The Town is empowered to issue " Cease and Desist" orders in case of any violation
of the Prohibitions and Provision stated above in Sections 1 and 2. It is further empowered to

require remediation of any damage done to any land, road, building, aquifer, well, water
course, air quality or other asset, be it public or private, within the Town of Branford. 



Any person who violates this ordinance shall be liable for a civil penalty of not less than one

thousand dollars, nor more than ten thousand dollars for each day of the violation ( per CGS
22a -250( h)) Littering or dumping prohibited. Orders. Procedures. Penalties. 

xxx- 05 Enforcement Officials. 

Any designee authorized by the Board of Selectman of Branford may pursue penalties against any
person who commits violations of this ordinance. The involvement of any Branford officials will not
require testing of waste products to determine chemical contents, as this work will be done via

contacting CT DEEP or other
3rd

party analytical laboratories as is current practice of the Town of

Branford for other exposures to potentially hazardous chemical situations. 

xxx- 06 Transportation. 

Nothing in this ordinance shall be interpreted to ban the transportation of any product or by- 
product described herein on any roadway or real property within the Town of Branford. 

xxx- 07 Severability. 

If any clause, sentence, paragraph, subdivision, section or part of this ordinance or the

application thereof to any person, individual, corporation, firm, partnership, entity or
circumstance shall be adjudged by any court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or
unconstitutional, such order or judgement shall not affect, impair, effect or invalidate the

remainder thereof, but shall be confined in its operation to the clause, sentence, paragraph, 

subdivision, section or part of this ordinance, on in its application to the person, individual, 

corporation, firm, partnership, entity or circumstance directly involved in the controversy in
which such order or judgment shall be rendered. In addition, any section of this ordinance that
is pre- empted by future State of Connecticut regulations will be declared null and void. To

further this end, the provisions of this Chapter of the Branford Town Code are hereby declared
to be severable. 

Passed RTM R& O Committee 9/20/ 2016

Passed Full RTM 12/14/ 2016

Legal Notice published in " The Sound" 12/29/ 2016
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CITY of NEW LONDON, CONNECTICUT 

CODE OF ORDINANCES 

Ordinance Prohibiting the Storage, Disposal or Use of Fracking Waste 

xxx-01 Definitions for the Purposes of this Ordinance: 

1) For the purposes of this Ordinance, the following terms, phrases, and words shall have
the meanings given here, unless otherwise clearly indicated by the context: 

2) “Hydraulic fracturing” shall mean the fracturing of underground rock formations,
including shale and non-shale formations, by manmade fluid-driven techniques for the purpose of 
stimulating oil, natural gas, or other subsurface hydrocarbon production. 

3) “Natural gas extraction activities” shall mean all geologic or geophysical activities
related to the exploration for or extraction of natural gas, including, but not limited to, core and 
rotary drilling and hydraulic fracturing. 

4) “Oil extraction activities” shall mean all geologic or geophysical activities related to the
exploration for or extraction of oil, including, but not limited, to, core and rotary drilling and 
hydraulic fracturing. 

5) “Natural gas waste” shall mean: a) any liquid or solid waste or its constituents that is
generated as a result of natural gas extraction activities, which may consist of water, brine, 
chemicals, naturally occurring radioactive materials, heavy metals, or other contaminants; b) 
leachate from solid wastes associated with natural gas extraction activities; c) any waste that is 
generated as a result of or in association with the underground storage of natural gas; d) any waste 
that is generated as a result of or in association with liquefied petroleum gas well storage 
operations; and e) any products or byproducts resulting from the treatment, processing, or 
modification of any of the above wastes. 

6) “Oil waste” shall mean: a) any liquid or solid waste or its constituents that is generated
as a result of oil extraction activities, which may consist of water, brine, chemicals, naturally 
occurring radioactive materials, heavy metals, or other contaminants; b) leachate from solid wastes 
associated with oil extraction activities; and c) any products or byproducts resulting from the 
treatment, processing, or modification of any of the above wastes. 

7) “Application” shall mean the physical act of placing or spreading natural gas waste or oil
waste on any road or real property located within the City of New London. 

8) As used in this Ordinance and from CGS 22a-220 (g), “collector” means any person who
holds himself out for hire to collect solid waste on a regular basis from residential, business, 
commercial or other establishments. 

9) As used in this Ordinance, the term Town shall mean the City of New London.



xxx-02 Prohibitions: 

1) The application of natural gas waste or oil waste, whether or not such waste has
received Beneficial Use Determination or other approval for use by DEEP (Department of 
Energy & Environmental Protection) or any other regulatory body, on any road or real 
property located within the Town for any purpose is prohibited. 

2) The Introduction of natural gas waste or oil waste into any wastewater treatment
facility within or operated by the Town is prohibited. 

3) The introduction of natural gas waste or oil waste into any solid waste
management facility within or operated by the Town is prohibited. 

4) The storage, disposal, sale, acquisition, transfer, handling, treatment and/or
processing of waste from natural gas or oil extraction is prohibited within the Town. 

xxx-03 Provision to be included in bids and contracts related to the construction or 
maintenance of publicly owned and/or maintained roads or real property within the Town: 

1) All bids and contracts related to the retention of services to construct or maintain
any publicly owned and/or maintained road or real property within the Town shall include a 
provision stating that no materials containing natural gas or oil waste shall be utilized in 
providing such a service. 

2) All bids and contracts related to the purchase or acquisition of materials to be used
to construct or maintain any publicly owned and/or maintained road or real property within 
the Town shall include a provision stating that no materials containing natural gas or oil waste 
shall be provided to the Town. 

3) The following statement, which shall be a sworn statement under penalty of
perjury, shall be included in all bids related to the purchase or acquisition of materials to be 
used to construct or maintain any publicly owned and or maintained road or real property 
within the Town and all bids related to the retention of services to construct or maintain any 
publicly owned and/or maintained road or real property within the Town: “We ________ 
hereby submit a bid for materials, equipment and/or labor for the City of New London. The bid 
is for bid documents titled _________. We hereby certify under penalty of perjury that no 
natural gas waste or oil waste will be used by the undersigned bidder or any contractor, sub-
contractor, agent or vendor agent in connection with the bid; nor will the undersigned bidder 
or any sub-contractor, agent or vendor agent thereof apply any natural gas waste or oil waste 
to any road or real property within the City of New London as a result of the submittal of this 
bid if selected.” 

………………. 



xxx-04 Penalties 

This ordinance shall apply to any and all actions occurring on or after the effective date of this 
ordinance.  In response to a violation of this ordinance, the Town is empowered to a) issue “Cease 
and Desist” orders demanding abatement of the violation, b) seek any appropriate legal relief, 
including immediate injunctive relief, as a result of any violation of this ordinance; c) file a 
complaint with any other proper authority; and d) require remediation of any damage done to any 
land, road, building, aquifer, well, watercourse, air quality or other asset, be it public or private, 
within the City of New London. The Town may recoup from the offending person(s), jointly and 
severally, all costs, including experts, consultants and reasonable attorney’s fees, that it incurs as a 
result of having to prosecute or remediate any infraction of this ordinance. Any person who 
violates this ordinance shall be liable for a fine of $250 per CT Statute. The town may also pursue 
other penalties as applicable defined in CT General Statutes. 

xxx-05 Enforcement: 

Any designee authorized by the City Council of New London may pursue penalties against any 
person(s) who commits violations of this ordinance. The involvement of any City of New London 
officials will not require testing of waste products to determine chemical contents, this work will be 
done via contacting CT DEEP or other 3rd party analytical laboratories as is current practice City of 
New London for other exposures to potentially hazardous chemical situations. 

Any designee authorized by the City Council may request the Commissioner of CTDEEP pursue 
civil penalties defined by CT General Statutes, as applicable.  

xxx-06 Severability 

If any clause, sentence, paragraph, subdivision, section or part of this local law or the 
application thereof to any person, individual, corporation, firm, partnership, entity or circumstance 
shall be adjudged by any court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or unconstitutional, such 
order or judgment shall not affect, impair, effect or invalidate the remainder thereof, but shall be 
confined in its operation to the clause, sentence, paragraph, subdivision, section or part of this law 
or in its application to the person, individual, corporation, firm, partnership, entity or circumstance 
directly involved in the controversy in  which such order or judgment shall be rendered. To further 
this end, the provisions of this Chapter are hereby declared to be severable. 

xxx-07 Transportation 

Nothing in this ordinance shall be interpreted to ban the transportation of any product or by-
product described herein on any roadway or real property within New London. 



Verbatim language for Sections 1-3 have passed in 9 CT municipalities: Andover, Ashford, 
Branford, Coventry, Middletown, Mansfield, Portland, Windham (includes Willimantic), and 
Windsor. These municipalities have individualized language in sections 4-6; As shown here, 
sections 4-6 is a composite of what has passed already in CT. Some towns have omitted section 7; 
it is not necessary, as nothing in the language defines or prohibits transportation. This draft 
ordinance is modeled after language crafted by legal counsel for Riverkeeper. 



Created 05/11/16, Public Hearing 06/01/2016; Approved 06/01/2016 

TOWN OF PORTLAND, CONNECTICUT 

CODE OF ORDINANCES 

Chapter 12 
OFFENSES AND MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Article I.  IN GENERAL 

Sec. 12-4 Ordinance Prohibiting the Storage, Disposal or Use of Fracking Waste 

Definitions for the Purposes of this Ordinance: 

For the purposes of this Ordinance, the following terms, phrases, and words shall have the 
meanings given here, unless otherwise clearly indicated by the context: 

a) “Hydraulic fracturing” shall mean the fracturing of underground rock formations, including
shale and non-shale formations, by manmade fluid-driven techniques for the purpose of
stimulating oil, natural gas, or other subsurface hydrocarbon production.

b) “Natural gas extraction activities” shall mean all geologic or geophysical activities related to
the exploration for or extraction of natural gas, including, but not limited to, core and rotary
drilling and hydraulic fracturing.

c) “Oil extraction activities” shall mean all geologic or geophysical activities related to the
exploration for or extraction of oil, including, but not limited, to, core and rotary drilling and
hydraulic fracturing.

d) “Natural gas waste” shall mean: 1) any liquid or solid waste or its constituents that is
generated as a result of natural gas extraction activities, which may consist of water, brine,
chemicals, naturally occurring radioactive materials, heavy metals, or other contaminants;
2) leachate from solid wastes associated with natural gas extraction activities; 3) any waste
that is generated as a result of or in association with the underground storage of natural 
gas; 4) any waste that is generated as a result of or in association with liquefied petroleum 
gas well storage operations; and 5) any products or byproducts resulting from the 
treatment, processing, or modification of any of the above wastes. 

e) “Oil waste” shall mean: 1) any liquid or solid waste or its constituents that is generated as a
result of oil extraction activities, which may consist of water, brine, chemicals, naturally
occurring radioactive materials, heavy metals, or other contaminants; 2) leachate from solid
wastes associated with oil extraction activities; and 3) any products or byproducts resulting
from the treatment, processing, or modification of any of the above wastes.

f) “Application” shall mean the physical act of placing or spreading natural gas waste or oil
waste on any road or real property located within the Town of Portland.
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Prohibitions: 

1. The application of natural gas waste or oil waste, whether or not such waste has 
received Beneficial Use Determination or other approval for use by DEEP (Department 
of Energy & Environmental Protection) or any other regulatory body, on any road or 
real property located within the Town for any purpose is prohibited. 
 

2. The Introduction of natural gas waste or oil waste into any wastewater treatment 
facility within or operated by the Town is prohibited. 
 

3. The introduction of natural gas waste or oil waste into any solid waste management 
facility within or operated by the Town is prohibited. 
 

4. The storage, disposal, sale, acquisition, handling, transfer, treatment and/or 
processing of waste from natural gas or oil extraction is prohibited within the Town. 

 
Provision to be included in bids and contracts related to the construction or maintenance of 
publicly owned and/or maintained roads or real property within the Town: 

1. All bids and contracts related to the retention of services to construct or maintain any 
publicly owned and/or maintained road or real property within the Town shall include 
a provision stating that no materials containing natural gas or oil waste shall be utilized 
in providing such a service. 
 

2. All bids and contracts related to the purchase or acquisition of materials to be used to 
construct or maintain any publicly owned and/or maintained road or real property 
within the Town shall include a provision stating that no materials containing natural 
gas or oil waste shall be provided to the Town. 
 

3. The following statement, which shall be a sworn statement under penalty of perjury, 
shall be included in all bids related to the purchase or acquisition of materials to be 
used to construct or maintain any publicly owned and or maintained road or real 
property within the Town and all bids related to the retention of services to construct 
or maintain any publicly owned and/or maintained road or real property within the 
Town: “We ________ hereby submit a bid for materials, equipment and/or labor for 
the Town of Portland. The bid is for bid documents titled _________. We hereby certify 
under penalty of perjury that no natural gas waste or oil waste will be used by the 
undersigned bidder or any contractor, sub-contractor, agent or vendor agent in 
connection with the bid; nor will the undersigned bidder or any sub-contractor, agent 
or vendor agent thereof apply any natural gas waste or oil waste to any road or real 
property with the Town of Portland as a result of the submittal of this bid if selected.” 
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Penalties 

This ordinance shall apply to any and all actions occurring on or after the effective date of 
this ordinance.  In response to a violation of this ordinance, the Town is empowered to a) 
issue “Cease and Desist” orders demanding abatement of the violation, b) seek any 
appropriate legal relief, including immediate injunctive relief, as a result of any violation of 
this ordinance; c) file a complaint with any other proper authority; and d) to require 
remediation of any damage done to any land, road, building, aquifer, well, watercourse, 
air quality or other asset, be it public or private, within the Town of Portland.  The Town 
may impose fines in any amounts it deems necessary and to recoup from the offending 
person(s), jointly and severally, all costs, including experts, consultants and reasonable 
attorney’s fees, that it incurs as a result of having to prosecute or remediate any infraction 
of this ordinance. 
 
Severability 

If any clause, sentence, paragraph, subdivision, section or part of this ordinance or the 
application thereof to any person, individual, corporation, firm, partnership, entity or 
circumstance shall be adjudged by any court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or 
unconstitutional, such order or judgment shall not affect, impair, effect or invalidate the 
remainder thereof, but shall be confined in its operation to the clause, sentence, 
paragraph, subdivision, section or part of this ordinance or in its application to the person, 
individual, corporation, firm, partnership, entity or circumstance directly involved in the 
controversy in which such order or judgment shall be rendered. To further this end, the 
provisions of this Chapter are hereby declared to be severable. 
 



 
By way of background, C.G.S. 22a-472, adopted in 2014, places a moratorium on the disposal of natural 
gas hydraulic fracturing waste in Connecticut and requires the Department of Energy and Environmental 
Protection (DEEP) to issue regulations regarding the handling of such waste by July 1, 2018. It appears that 
DEEP will not be prepared to issue regulations by that time.        
 
Food and Water Watch (FWW), a non-profit advocacy organization, has indicated that the moratorium 
adopted in 2014 and the language contained in  Public Act 14-200 did not go far enough. Namely, in 
addition to the substances that are addressed under the moratorium and the proposed legislation, the 
organization recommends additional language that bans waste resulting from oil extraction activities; 
byproducts of the well drilling process, which occurs prior to fracking; and products derived from solid 
waste products that may include construction fill, brownfield capping materials, or used frac/silica sand that 
is partially processed and reused. Unsuccessful in advocacy for the inclusion of this ban expansion language 
at the state level, the organization has been advocating for the adoption of local ordinances banning this 
waste. To date, over thirty municipalities have adopted language, with some variation, as recommended by 
this organization.  
 
Currently the legislature is considering a bill, SB 103 An Act Concerning Hydraulic Fracturing Waste in 
Connecticut, that would (1) permanently ban, eliminating the current moratorium, accepting, receiving, 
collecting, storing, treating, transferring, selling, acquiring, handling, processing, and disposing hydraulic 
fracturing ("fracking") waste, natural gas waste, or oil waste in Connecticut and (2) require that 
before approving a research request, the DEEP commissioner must adopt regulations that, among other 
things, eliminate the exemption in the state’s hazardous management regulations for drilling fluids, 
produced waters, and other wastes associated with exploring, developing, or producing crude oil, natural 
gas, or geothermal energy.  
 
This bill mirrors ordinance language that is being promoted by FWW, but the key difference is that SB 103 
appropriately provides that DEEP be the regulator and enforcer of such waste statewide, while the 
ordinance FWW is advocating puts the responsibility of enforcement on the municipality. Should SB 103 
not be enacted into law, municipal ordinances that are on the books will effectively be more expansive in 
banning this waste than state statue, leaving the municipality responsible for regulating and enforcing such 
waste in their locality. This exposure will place a fiscal burden on municipalities to ensure the proper 
resources and expertise are on staff or consulted to appropriately regulate and enforce such a ban. 
 
CCM recommends that you ask your state Senate and House delegation members to support SB 103 and 
place the onus on the DEEP to regulate and enforce such waste in our state. 
 
 

 
 

Please contact Donna Hamzy, Advocacy Manager, if you have questions or need further clarification 
regarding these public hearings via email at dhamzy@ccm-ct.org or via phone at (203) 843-0705. 

This bulletin has been sent to CCM-member mayors, first selectmen, town/city managers. 

 

    October XX, 2015, Number  15-XX 

April 6, 2018 
Number 18-03 

 

ORDINANCES RELATED TO FRACTURING WASTE 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/2014/ACT/pa/pdf/2014PA-00200-R00SB-00237-PA.pdf
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2018/FC/pdf/2018SB-00103-R000012-FC.pdf
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2018/FC/pdf/2018SB-00103-R000012-FC.pdf
mailto:rcollins@ccm-ct.org


Ryan Knapp <ryan.w.knapp@gmail.com>

A Request to the Legislative Council re: Charter aberrations
3 messages

Deborra Zukowski <deborraz@gmail.com> Wed, Dec 13, 2017 at 3:57 PM

To: Paul Lundquist <lundquist.paul@gmail.com>, Dan Wiedemann <dgw0315@yahoo.com>

Cc: Jeff and Tanya Capeci and Family <Jeff@thecapecis.com>, Judit DeSetfano <judit.destefano@gmail.com>, Ryan

Knapp <ryan.w.knapp@gmail.com>

Greetings,

As you all are fully aware, the Charter - as filed with the Secretary of the State Office - caused much confusion about

the procedures surrounding the Board of Education race this past election season.

From my point of view, the interpretation for Board of Education election-related language diverged from what I and

some others on the recent Charter Revision Commission expected. My understanding was that the election

procedures for the Board of Education would be consistent with all other boards. Unfortunately, the board is governed

by state statutes specific to Boards of Education that we were not made aware of at the time of crafting the language.

The result was that Newtown electorate's ability to select the make-up of the board was compromised.

I respectfully request that the Legislative Council address the discrepancy between what, I believe, the Charter

Revision Commission envisioned and the implementation of the revisions. Specifically, I recommend that appropriate

legal language should be crafted that determines: 1) the number of candidates a party can nominate, 2) the number of

candidates a Resident Elector can vote for, 3) how winners are decided, and 4) how vacancies affect the overall

results. Also it would be nice if all of the above applied to all boards, as such consistency would likely alleviate any

future confusions. 

If another Charter Revision Commission is the only legal way to fix the problem, I would like to be considered a

potential member.

Thank you,

Deborra Zukowski

4 Cornfield Ridge Rd

PS. Since being on the past Charter Revision Commission, I've been keeping a list of concerns with the Charter.

While these issues are not necessarily as importand as the Board of Education Election language, I offer them here

so that they can be considered when appropriate.

1) The Charter speaks of Republicans, Democrats, and the unaffiliated when discussing members of Town Bodies. It

is not clear how those who are registered with other parties, like Working Families, Independent, Libertarian, etc. fit in.

Technically, as written, my reading is that such people cannot be used to fill board vacancies - unless there is a state

statute that defines unaffiliated to include all non-Republicans and non-Democrats.

2) There may be confusion about which year appropriations apply to. For example, voters may think that CIP items in

the Budget Referendum apply to the current year's CIP limits, especially if the town decides to start the project prior to

the next fiscal year.

3) In 6.35, it states 'A "Special Appropriation" is any appropriation of additional funds made during a fiscal year that is

supplemental to an adopted Town Budget or capital project.' One could read this as: appropriations for capital projects

need not follow the process defined in the Charter for Special and Emergency Appropriations.

Ryan Knapp <ryan.w.knapp@gmail.com> Sun, Apr 29, 2018 at 10:32 PM

To: Ryan Knapp <knapp.newtown@gmail.com>
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Ryan Knapp <knapp.newtown@gmail.com> Sun, Apr 29, 2018 at 10:35 PM

Bcc: knapp.newtown@gmail.com

For tomorrow's meeting

[Quoted text hidden]

--

Ryan W. Knapp

Legislative Council

Town of Newtown
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Plastic Bag Reduction Ordinance 

 

Part II: General Ordinances - Health 

 

Chapter XXX: Reusable Checkout Bag Initiative 

 

 Section 1: Purpose:  

 

The purpose of this ordinance is to improve the environment in Newtown and the health, safety, and welfare 

of its residents by reducing the use of plastic and paper bags and encouraging the use of reusable carryout bags. 

Retail establishments are encouraged to make reusable carryout bags available for sale and the establishment of 

the Newtown Environmental Fund (NEF). 

 

Section 2: Definitions: 

 

“Checkout bag” means a carryout bag that is provided to a customer at the point of sale. 

“Retail sales establishment” is any retail store that satisfies at least one of the following requirements: 

(A) a retail space of 1,500 square feet or larger or at least two (2) locations under the same name with 

the Town of Newtown that totals 1,500 square feet or more; or (b) retail pharmacy with at least two 

(2) locations under the same ownership within the Town of Newtown; or (c) a full-line self-service 

supermarket which sells a line of dry grocery, canned goods, or nonfood items and perishable items. 

“Recyclable paper bag” means a paper bag that should have the following characterizes: 

o (1) One-hundred (100) percent recyclable overall and contains a minimum of forty (40) 

percent post-consumer recycled content; and 

o (2) Displays the word  “reusable” and “recyclable” on the outside of the bag. 

“Reusable bag” means a bag with handles that is specifically designed and manufactured for multiple 

reuse and is made of cloth or other fabric.. 

 

Section 3: Restriction on Checkout Bags 

 

A. Any retail sales establishment engaged in retail sale shall provide to customers: 

a. Reusable bags; and/or, 

b. Recyclable paper bags 

i. Each paper bag shall be assessed a ten-cent (10 ¢) user fee 

ii. The Town of Newtown shall keep seven-cents (7¢) and the retail sales 

establishment who sold the paper bag shall keep three-cents (3¢). 

B. Any retail sales established is prohibited from distributing plastic bags. 

C. Nothing in this section shall preclude any establishment from making reusable checkout bags 

available for sale to customers or utilize recyclable paper bags as defined previously.   

D. Any customer who can provide evidence of being on a government assistance program is herby 

exempt from any user-fees. 

 

Section 4: Newtown Environmental Fund  

 

A. There will be a Newtown Environment Fund (NEF) established. The Legislative Council and Board 

of Selectmen shall have joint control of the NEF. 

B. Any revenue raised by user-fees from recyclable paper bags shall be deposited into the NEF. 

C. Any appropriation of funds from the NEF, shall be solely for environmental sustainability and/or 

infrastructure purposes, and must attain a two-thirds ( ) favorable recommendation of both the 

Legislative Council and Board of Selectmen. 

D. The Legislative Council and Board of Selectmen may obtain a recommendation from the 

Conservation Commission and/or the Economic Development Commission on how to appropriate 

NEF funds.  

 

1 Revised: 2/11/18 



 

 

Section 5: Operative Date. 

 

This ordinance shall become operative nine (9) months following its effective date to allow retail 

establishments to dispose of their existing inventory of non-compliant checkout bags and convert to alternative 

packaging materials.  

 

 

Section 6: Enforcement: 

 

A. This ordinance shall be implemented, administered and enforced by the Newtown Town                       

Health Department or any other Town department or division designated by the First                         

Selectman. 

B. Upon being made aware of a potential violation of this ordinance, the Newtown Town                           

Health Department or other designee shall investigate and determine whether a violation                       

has occurred. 

C. If the investigation confirms that a violation has occurred, then the Newtown Town                         

Health Department or other designee shall give written notice to the owner of the                           

property, the owner's agent, or the person performing such violation that the violation is                           

occurring and must stop. 

D. Such notice shall be in writing and may be served upon a person to whom it is directed,                                   

either by delivering it personally to him or her or by posting same upon a conspicuous                               

portion of the property and sending a copy of same by certified mail to the person to                                 

whom the notice is directed. 

E. The owner, the owner's agent, or the person performing the violation is responsible for                           

confirming, in writing, that the violation has ceased to the Newtown Town Health                         

Department or other designee within fourteen (14) days of receipt of the notice. 

F. A second violation after the fourteen-day response period of the first violation and                         

within one year of the receipt of the confirmation that the violation had ceased shall                             

incur a penalty of one hundred dollars ($100). 

G. A third violation within one year of the second and any subsequent violations shall incur                             

a penalty of five hundred dollars ($500). 

H. Each occurrence of a violation after the first, and each day that such violation continues,                             

shall constitute a separate violation and may be cited as such. 

I. If the Town of Newtown collects no monetary penalty within a thirty (30) day period,                             

after such penalty shall be issue, there shall be a twenty-five ($25.00) a day fine for                               

noncompliance every thirty (30) days, until such penalty is paid. 

 

 

Section 7: Non-Compliance  

 

In the event that compliance with the effective date of this ordinance is not feasible for a retail service 

establishment because of either unavailability of alternative checkout bags or economic hardship, the First 

Selectman may grant a waiver of not more than six (6) months upon application of the owner or owner’s 

representative. The waiver may be extended for one (1) additional six-month period upon showing of continue 

infeasibility as set forth above.  

2 Revised: 2/11/18 
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Environmental and 
Economic Highlights 
of the Results of the 
Life Cycle 
Assessment of 
Shopping Bags
RECYC-QUÉBEC December 2017

This document summarizes the results of the 
environmental and economic life cycle analysis (LCA) 
of shopping bags ordered by RECYC QUÉBEC and 
carried out by the Centre international de référence 
sur le cycle de vie des produits, procédés et services 
(CIRAIG).

The objective of the study was to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts and costs of the different types 
of shopping bags present in Quebec. 

The results of this study provide a scientific, objective 
and comprehensive basis on which municipalities 
considering the banning of conventional plastic bags 
can make an informed decision.
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Bag categories and types

Nine types of shopping bags identified and grouped into 
two categories were submitted for study.

The environmental profile of the bag life cycle has been 
established according to four environmental indicators: 
human health, ecosystem quality, use of fossil resources 
and abandonment in the environment.

Disposable "or" single-use "bags
Designed to be used only once to carry 
groceries.

Category Type of bag Features

Conventional
plastic 

§ High-density 
polyethylene (HDPE) 

§ Plastics # 2
§ Strapless
§ 17 microns
§ Made in Canada 

Oxodegradable 
Plastic

Compostable 
bioplastic

§ Starch-polyester blend
§ Straps
§       20 microns
§ Made in United States 

Thick Plastic
§ Low density 

polyethylene (LDPE)
§ Plastic # 4
§ 50 microns
§ With cut-out handles
§ Made in Québec 

Paper
§ Unbleached kraft paper
§ Made in the United States 

from partially recycled 
fibre 

Bags known as "reusable" bags 
Designed to be used for larger shopping. Generally 
larger and more robust than disposable bags.

Category Type of bag Features

Woven PP § Polypropylene (PP)
§ Plastic # 5
§ Made in China 

 Non-woven PP          § Polypropylene (PP)
§ Plastic # 5
§ Made in China
§ Made from 100%

post-consumer 
recycled plastic

Cotton § Made in China

 Eco-designed bag 
(Credo bag)

§ Polyethylene (PE)
§ Plastic # 1
§ Made in Québec 

(Montréal)
§ Made from 100%

recycled content 

§ High-density 
polyethylene (HDPE) 

§ Plastics # 2
§ Strapless
§ 17 microns
§ Made in Canada 
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Summary of LCA Results  - Disposable Bags 

For disposable bags, the results of the study illustrated in the 
table below tell us about the potential impacts alternative or 
replacement bags have on the environment compared to the 
conventional plastic 17 micron HDPE bag. Namely are the 
possible replacement bags  equivalent to or weaker 
environmentally than those of the conventional 17 micron 
HDPE bag used just once. The conventional plastic HDPE 
thin plastic bag is the reference bag (17 microns). 

LCA Results for Disposables: The bioplastic bag and 
thick plastic bag have impact scores 2 to 11 times and 4 
to 6 times greater respectively than the conventional bag. 
The paper bag is the least performing bag with 4 to 28 
times greater potential impacts than the conventional 
plastic bag.

Environmental Performance Among the Five 
Disposable Bags studied.

Conventional Plastics

Oxodegradable

Bioplastics

Thick Plastics

Paper

    High impact

The conventional plastic bag made of thin HDPE is the 
one with the least environmental impacts among the five 
disposable bags studied, grouping together the 
oxodegradable plastic bag, the compostable bioplastic 
bag, the thick plastic bag and the paper bag. The 
conventional plastic bag has more environmental impact 
when abandoned in the environment.

The conventional plastic bag has several environmental 
and economic advantages. Thin and light, its production 
requires little material and energy. It also avoids the 
production and purchase of garbage/bin liner bags since 
it benefits from a high reuse rate when reused for this 
purpose (77.7%).

The weakness of this type of bag is related to 
abandonment in the environment. It’s very slow to 
degrade because of the persistence of plastic 
(polyethylene). Disposable bags made of source plant 
materials (such as the compostable bioplastic bag from 
starch-polyester type and the paper bag) have the 
advantage of being a limited nuisance when abandoned 
in the environment.

The oxodegradable bag, on the other hand, does not 
offer an environmental advantage when compared to its 
non-degradable equivalent the conventional plastic bag; 
its life cycle being nearly equal to identical. Except that 
when it is abandoned in the environment, the 
oxodegradable bag is subject to an environmental 
accelerated fragmentation into polyethylene particles 
(PE) invisible to the naked eye and persistent for a long 
time in the environment.

Some stores display the thick plastic bag as reusable. In 
order to make this option more environmentally- 

friendly than the conventional plastic bag used just 
once, the thicker plastic bag should be reused between 
3 and 6 times to transport groceries.



44

Summary of LCA Results Reusable bags

The most common reusable bags in Quebec are woven 
polypropylene (PP) bags, non-woven, fabric 
polypropylene (PP) bags and cotton bags. For this 
study, a prototype ecodesigned bag (the Credo bag) 
made of 100% recycled PET and manufactured in 
Quebec has been added. All these bags have the 
advantage of being generally larger and more robust 
than disposable bags. LCA Results for reusables: The 
PP woven and PP non-woven bags need an equivalent 
number of reuses to equal the thin plastic bag ranging 
from 16 to 98 and 11 to 59, respectively, depending on 
the scenario and indicator. 

Number of uses needed in order to be better or 
equivalent than the conventional bag*.

(Number of reuses equivalent to the conventional plastic 
bag)

PP woven    PP non           Eco Designed       PET Eco
woven             50/50          Designed 100/0

Coton

100

75

50

25

0

725

700

675

2 975

2 950

2 925

 





As an indicator and on the basis of use by week, the 
reusable bags must be used at least 35 to 75 times so that 
their impacts on Life Cycle Environmental Indicators are 
equivalent to or better than those of the conventional 
plastic bag. 

The cotton bag studied is an option that is not 
recommended because of its significant impact on the 
“human health" indicator, requiring between 100 and 
2,954 uses for its environmental impact to be equivalent 
to the environmental impacts of the conventional plastic 
bag.

What about the cost of shopping bags over 
their life cycle?

The results show that the main cost of the bag's 
life cycle occurs at the stage of their acquisition 
by the retailer or consumer. In the case of 
conventional plastic bags and the 
oxodegradable bags, these costs are offset by 
the avoidance of having to purchase bags to 
manage household waste when the 
conventional bag is reused for this purpose. 
The cost to manage bags at the end of their life 
are, in turn, low compared to at the total life-
cycle cost of the bags.

To view the complete report : 

Click here

* *Refer to the Big Shopping Scenario (p. 15) in the full report.

https://www.recyc-quebec.gouv.qc.ca/
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Original LCA only available in French. The French was carefully 
translated into English using  DeepL. If you want to check against the 
original, please refer to the french version https://www.recyc-
quebec.gouv.qc.ca/sites/default/files/documents/acv-sacs-emplettes-
rapport-complet.pdf  
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0,3 % 0,2 % 0,2 % 5,0 % 

 0,4 % 13,3 % 2,0 % 22,0 % 
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97,4 % 29,3 % 18,6 % 18,8 % 
0,6 % 3,0 % 2,3 % 2,4 % 
0,5 % 0,8 % 0 % 1,8 % 
0 % 0 % 0,2 % 0,7 % 
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3.8

Figure 3-8 : 

(Source : http://www.impactworldplus.org/en/methodology.php). 
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Figure 4-9 : 
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HDPE mince oxo 1,8 1,3 1,1 1,00 7 5 5 205 

11 9 2 0,002 37 31 8 0,3 

LDPE  6 6 4 2,67 23 23 16 565 

28 24 6 0,004 65 56 14 0,4 

98 61 21 1,40 343 214 39 287 

on  59 37 18 0,90 159 96 32 185 

Cot on 3 657 870 124 0,002 9 400 2 248 195 0,2 

HDPE mince oxo 1,8 1,3 1,1 1,00 8 6 5 225 

8 7 2 0,002 32 27 7 0,3 

LDPE  6 6 5 2,74 26 26 18 637 

20 17 4 0,003 50 43 10 0,3 

73 46 16 1,05 279 174 31 234 
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5  http://chicago.cbslocal.com/2016/12/29/chicago-plastic-bag-ban-ends-in-2017-new-bag-tax-delayed-
until-february/ 
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6 http://www.allaboutbags.ca/ 
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Nb util. 1 1 1 1 50 100 1 50 100 

> 100 % > 100 % > 100 % > 100 % 70.2% 26.9% > 100 % 53.0% 22.8% 

> 100 % > 100 % > 100 % > 100 % 58.1% 23.1% > 100 % 45.6% 20.2% 

> 100 % > 100 % > 100 % > 100 % 29.4% 12.8% > 100 % 26.9% 12.3% 
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Life Cycle Assessment  p.1-15.  
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NORTH AMERICAN LITTER DATA 
April 20, 2017  

Summary of Litter Audits 

Dear Mr. Hruska 
Enclosed is our summary report on litter audits that our company has conducted over the past 15 years. 

Our firm has developed a statistically rigorous methodology of auditing large and small litter items. This 
was done after working with one of North America’s leading pioneers of litter audit, Mr. Dan Syrek, from 

250-495-4592 

mckenney@vip.net  
www.mgm-management.com 

MGM Management 
324 Grizzly Place 
Osoyoos, BC,Canada 
V0H 1V6 
Division of 6528058 Canada Inc. 
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California.  Mr. Syreks’ methodology was deemed to be the “gold standard” of litter auditing in the 
1990’s; but it was very complicated and difficult to explain to clients.  

MGM Management revised the litter auditing methodology to be less complicated. Our methodology 
was peer reviewed as statistically acceptable during a legal action in California some years ago. 

CPIA asked us to: 
• List the studies MGM Management has done in Canada & the USA
• Comment on how these studies quantify the retail bag litter rates
• Discuss key litter audits done in Canada
• Discuss our methodology to indicate it is statistically valid

Our analysis shows that during the 44 litter audits that our firm has conducted plastic retail bag litter 
represents 0.4% of the total large litter observed. 

Mark McKenney 
President 

Litter Audits in Canada & USA 

MGM Management has conducted 489 litter audits, since 1990 to the present time: These include, 
major and medium sized Canadian cities, Regional Municipalities, and municipalities the USA.  

All the litter audits we have completed have been conducted using the same methodology, so that the 
results are comparable between different years, and comparable from one municipality to another.  

The major cities audited for litter in Canada include: 
• City or Toronto (1990, 1994, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006)
• Regional Municipality of Peel (2003)
• Regional Municipality of York (2003)
• Regional Municipality of Durham (2003)
• City of Edmonton (2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015)
• City of Winnipeg (2010, 2012, 2014, 2014, 2015)
• City of Brandon (2010, 2012, 2014, 2014, 2015)
• Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo (2015) (Ft. MacMurray

The major cities audited for litter in the USA include: 
• City of San Francisco (USA) - Streets Litter Audit (2007, 2008, & 2009)
• City of San Jose (USA) – Streets Litter Audit 2008 (August 2008)

Using the same methods, has allowed us to assemble a substantial data base of large litter observations. 
In total, we have documented nearly 103,000 large litter data observations from the cumulative data. We 
believe this is the largest litter data set currently available in Canada. 



NORTH AMERICAN LITTER DATA (cont’d) 
Of this bag litter plastic retail bags account for 431 bag litter observations, or 0.04% of total large 
litter observed. The table below illustrates the observations of plastic retail bags for all audits 
conducted since 2002. 
Plastic Retail Bag Litter - MGM Management Audits - 2002 - 2016 

1990's 2002 2003 2003 2003 2004 2004 
Ontario Litter (no 

data) Toronto York Region
Peel 

Region
Durham 
Region Toronto

Toronto 
Parks

Total litter counted 6,304 8,678 4,362 5,698 5,265 5,551 
Plastic retail bags 0 38 34 3 6 11 43 

% plastic retail bags 0.6% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.8% 
2005 2006 2007 2007 2007 2008 2008 

Toronto Toronto San Francisco
RCO 

Charact.
Edmonton 

Streets
San 

Francisco San Jose

6,309 4,323 3,813 1,391 2,650 3,973 3,928 
Plastic retail bags 17 5 23 28 10 25 17 

% plastic retail bags 0.3% 0.1% 0.6% 2.0% 0.4% 0.6% 0.4% 
2009 2009 2009 2010 2010 2010 2011 
San 

Francisco Edmonton
Alberta 

Highways Edmonton Winnipeg Brandon Edmonton

4,488 3,361 3,407 2,378 2,300 1,260 2,134 
Plastic retail bags 69 9 2 12.5 10.5 6 23.5 

% plastic retail bags 1.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 1.1% 
2012 2012 2012 2013 2013 2013 2013 

Edmonton Winnipeg Brandon Winnipeg Brandon Steinbach Edmonton

Total litter counted 1,933 1,922 996 1,442 842 185 1,957 
Plastic retail bags 5.5 3 3.5 5.5 3 1.5 6.5 

% plastic retail bags 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.8% 0.3% 
2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2014 2015 

Winnipeg Brandon Steinbach Flin Flon Thompson Edmonton
Ft. 

McMurray

Total litter counted 1,400 731 121 303 514 1,895 1,855 
Plastic retail bags 3 2 1 1 2.5 

% plastic retail bags 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 
2015 2015 2015 2015 2015 2016 2016 

Brandon Flin Flon Thompson Winnipeg Steinbach Steinbach Winnipeg

Total litter counted 732 296 469 1,221 96 116 1,189 
Plastic retail bags 2.0 1.5 1.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 

% plastic retail bags 0.3% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 
2016 2016 2016 

Brandon Flin Flon Thompson

Total litter counted 502 244 420 
Plastic retail bags 3.0 0.0 1.0 

% plastic retail bags 0.6% 0.0% 0.2% 
Total plastic retail bags: 431 % plastic retail bags 0.4% Total large litter 102,951 

Page 96 – SAQ Reusable Bag Sales 
“The SAQ in Quebec completely removed single-use bags (plastic and paper) in 2009,  and encourages customers to bring 
reusable bags. It estimates that this measure avoids the use of 80 million single-use bags (SAQ, 2016b). The Crown 
Corporation has seen no impact on sales, but then it is in a monopoly situation.”

Rebuttal: While the measure avoids the use of 80 million single-use bags, it has little impact on reducing the sale of reusable 
bag sales according to SAQ data from a Freedom of Information Request. According to the SAQ: In 2012-2013, the SAQ sold 
2,324,184 reusable bags; followed by the sale of an additional 2,097,438 reusable bags in 2013-2014; and the following
year, in 2014 -2015, SAQ sold 2,075,438 reusable bags. (FOI Request).


