Rhode Island Redemption and Recycling Advisory Council.
DRAFT - Meeting Minutes
June 9, 2026

In Attendance

Terry Gray, P.E. | Director of DEM (Chair) Leo Pollock | Remix Organics

Kevin Proft | City of Providence Nils Weldy | Rhode Island Brewers Guild
Rich Bourbonnais P.E. | Town of South Kingstown | James Murphy | Rhode Island College
Margaret Sweeney | Rl Beverage Association Emily M. Howe | Clean Water Action
Jared Rhodes | RIRRC Jed Thorp | Save The Bay

Welcome & Opening Remarks

Director Terry Gray opened the meeting for the Statewide Implementation Analysis for Beverage
Container Plan, after minor delays to ensure compliance with the Open Meetings Act. Director Terry
Gray clarified the legislature gave the assignment to work through an implementation plan and
formulate an advisory board to keep members up to date. The goal of understanding the efforts
needed to actualize the various models was mentioned, including coordinating with Resource
Recovery Systems (RRS) and Department of Administration (DOA) and Rhode Island Resource
Recovery Corporation (RIRRC) to lay these efforts out. In order to assess implementation strategies,
verifying who pays in the current system and who would pay under future systems is a necessary
step. RRS is welcomed as a partner to guide the implementation process. To begin introductions,
Director Terry Gray started off and passed it off to Emily Howe.

Round of Introductions of Council Members

Emily Howe is the State Director in Rhode Island of Clean Water Action. Followed by Kevin Proft the
City of Providence Deputy Director of Sustainability, Jed Thorp the Director of Advocacy with Save
the Bay, Nils Weldy the Executive Director of Rhode Island Brewers Guild, Jared Rhodes the Director
of Policy and Programs with the Rhode Island Resource Recovery Corporation, Rich Bourbonnais
the South Kingstown Public Services Director, Jim Murphy the Assistant Director of Facilities and
Ops/Sustainability & Logistics at Rhode Island College, Peg Sweeney Executive Director of the
Rhode Island Beverage Association, Leo Pollock Co-Founder and Managing Partner of Remix
Organics, and non-council member David McLaughlin who is the project manager.

Outline of three general program options followed introductions, including a Deposit Return System
(DRS), Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) Program, and a Combined DRS and EPR Program.

After a competitive bidding process, David McLaughlin states RRS was selected as the vendor for
this project. The goal of the meeting is for RRS to explain their qualifications as environmental



consultants and the proposed plan for the next 5 to 6 months, to meet the general assembly report
deadline of December 1st.

Rachel Perlman, Consultant Project Manager at RRS went into detail about RRS’ unique
qualifications, such as 40+ years of experience and exemplary U.S.-based experts. The other
project members at RRS include Resa Dimino, Kate Maguire, Stephanie Robinson, Maria Bianchetti,
Alex Baertschi, Bryce Hesterman, and Sarah Guthridge. Isabelle Borkowski was also present and is
supporting the project team with her policy expertise; she is highly involved in RRS and is a part of
the policy subsidiary signal fire group at RRS.

Presentation of Work Plan - Resource Recycling Systems

Rachel Perlman continued the presentation. The primary project goal is to provide case analysis to
best position decision makers while considering EPR and DRS programs. Four steps are outlined; 1.
Needs Assessment, 2. Five Program Plans, 3. Cost-Benefit Analysis, and 4. Report of Findings and
Recommendations -- currently RRS is on step one. A needs assessment will analyze how recycling
is currently handled in Rhode Island and evaluate areas to improve. Step two, the five program
plans, which include the “As Is” program, the proposed legislation (H6207 and S0996), EPR Stand
Alone, DRS Stand alone, and the RRS suggestion, which is to be decided after the needs
assessment is completed. Each plan will contain a summary of key elements, a SWOT analysis,
system needs, a timetable and implementation schedule (three-, five-, and ten-year span), an
impact analysis, and a cost-benefit analysis. A cost-benefit analysis will translate each of the five
program’s elements and evaluation metrics into dollars and environmental and social benefits this
includes but is not limited to who pays program costs and a greenhouse gas (GHG) and landfill
lifespan analysis. The final step is to create a report which includes an executive summary,
background and objectives, methodology and study design, modeling results, key findings, and
recommended paths forward.

A brief update on the activities in progress for the needs assessment was included. RRS has been
reviewing inventory and organizing data provided by David and Jared, developing a materials list,
determining a time frame for forecasting analyses, and collecting New England and Northeastern
regional data to supplement Rhode Island data. All efforts will accumulate into providing a report to
the governor by December 1%,

Presentation was handed to Isabelle Borkowski to discuss the current state of EPR and DRS in the
United States, stakeholder roles, current EPR packaging and printed paper as of May 18", 2026, and
program implementation dates for participating states. EPR requires producers which
encompasses brand owners or manufacturers to take responsibility for the end of life (EOL) of
products and/or packaging. Responsibility may qualify as funding the collection management
system or operational responsibility; often a combination of the two. In existing EPR programs
across the states, producers will join producer responsibility organizations (PRO), which assist with
obligation management to fund or operate the system. Producers pay into PRO through dues
assessed on the materials covered on an annual basis, while PRO aggregates fees and uses some
to cover administrative costs and sends some to state agency. Vast majority of revenue generated



through PRO funding obligation is sent to local governments and various service providers.
Investing in infrastructure allows system to continually expand and improve.

Currently, 7 states have enacted an EPR for packaging and printed paper as up to date as May 18",
2026. 4 of the 7 states that have enacted an EPR program have “conventional models,” which
represents comprehensive transfer of responsibility from local government to producers (“shared
model-incremental reimbursement up to 90%”).

Currently, 10 states enacted DRS programs between 1971 and 2002. All states have included glass,
metals, and plastic in their DRS programs, fewer include paper and mixed materials. Redemption
rates versus refund value are compared, with the weakest rates in Massachusetts (5-cent) and
Connecticut (10-cent) and the greatest rates in Maine (mixed deposit) and Oregon (10-cent). The
final slide presented highlighted the roles of key players in DRS including consumers, retailers,
redemption centers, processors, and distributors.

Open Discussion

Director Terry Gray began the discussion by stating that RIDEM has tried to represent as many of the
key players in the work group as possible. The discussion was then passed to Jed Thorp around 2:40
PM, who pointed out that the distributor section on the final slide did not include producers or
bottlers and depending on how the system is set up, those responsibilities may or may not fall upon
the distributors. Borkowski responded by stating the final report will clearly lay out the nuances of
each role in DRS. Thorp followed up by asking if RRS will also investigate how other countries have
approached redemption and recycling. Perlman responded by stating best practices will be pulled,
with an emphasis from North America, but may also feature European programs. Global research is
a part of the program plan task. Perlman also responds to Thorps initial question by referencing how
producers are defined in the 2025 bill.

Alka Naithani, Co-Founder of EvoNatura which deals with single-use plastics, mentioned
Netherlands and Nordic countries as being advanced in redemption programs, and that
comparative analysis may reveal substantial information. Naithani also asked if the consumer-
packaged goods (CPG) have the same liability as other roles, Perlman clarified they would be
considered a producer. Naithani asked the penalties for producers if they did not comply.
Borkowski responded by clarifying that all programs are in the early stages of implementation and
predicted that enforcement will ramp up soon, to varying degrees across the different states.
Borkowski uses Oregon as an example, mentioning that the state has made a list of producers they
believe are not registered with the PRO.

Kevin Proft continued the discussion, Proft asks how much money in the EPR approach goes out to
either the local government/recycling service providers, state agencies, and processors/end
markets, in what amounts and for what reasons. Borkowski responded by explaining that the
program planning stage will include statutory guidance on these topics. Proft followed up by asking
where producer responsibility organizations typically come from. Borkowski responded that the
United States has one dominant PRO which is the circular action alliance, which has been selected



as the producer responsibility organization in every state, except for a few instances, such as Maine
which has made the PRO contracted directly to the state. It is clarified that the PRO is an industry
group and a nonprofit, where the producers pay into the PRO. Director Terry Gray adds that in these
systems there is usually a regulatory foundation that the state implements. Proft asks Director Terry
Gray if there is another industry that has a similar structure to that. Director Terry Gray references
the paint manufacturers in Rhode Island, which have come together and created a PRO called Paint
Care. Paint Care is responsible for collecting and then spending an advanced recycling fee when
paintis purchased, in addition they have an operating plan that was submitted by the DEM.
Perlman adds that advisory groups, like RRS, typically accompany PRO.

A final question is asked by Jed Thorp about cost and benefit analysis, if it will be cost and benefits
to the state as a whole or will be broken down into different affected parties. Acomment is added
before the question is answered that calculating environmental costs and benefits is a difficult
enterprise. Perlman responds to the first question, that the goal of RRS is to have costs delineated
by stakeholders, and see how various system designs and programs will impact on expected costs
and revenues. There will be comparative, overall system costs. Environmental costs and benefits
are sometimes left as their own separate metrics, and it may not be most helpful to translate these
costs into dollars.

Director Terry Gray sets July 14" as a date to meet for a status checkup.

Meeting adjourned at 2:55 PM
Notes prepared by Arden Amarelo (DEM) and David McLaughlin (DEM)
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