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Public Input Workshop #1 – In Person 

DRAFT – Summary Notes 

July 21, 2026, 12:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. 

Welcome & Opening Remarks – David McLaughlin (DEM) 

David McLaughlin opens the workshop by introducing himself, the co-presenter Arden Amarelo, 
and Joe LoBianco with the RIDEM legal team. The public input workshop will cover the statewide 
implementation analysis for the beverage container plan. McLaughlin reminds attendees of the 
identical meeting later from 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM on Teams. The first portion of the workshop will be 
a short presentation on foundational knowledge and current progress made by the vendor, 
Resource Recycling Systems (RRS). Following the presentation, attendees will be invited to share 
their input at the podium. All input will be gathered and used in the effort to create the final report.  

Presentation of Work Plan – Arden Amarelo (DEM) and David McLaughlin (DEM) 

The first nine slides of the slide show are presented by David McLaughin. He shared an update on 
the previous Advisory Council meetings in compliance with the Open Meetings Act. The joint 
legislative commission generated a report that outlined three general program options in the final 
report, including a stand-alone Deposit Return System (DRS), a stand-alone Extended Producer 
Responsibility Program (EPR), and a combination of both; each program is briefly summarized, and 
the report goes into more detail. The Advisory council is introduced. The goal was to include 
members from each county in Rhode Island (RI), to represent RI’s diverse geography and other 
members as described in the statute. McLaughlin speaks on RRS’ expertise and relevant 
experience to exemplify their qualifications for the project. 

The presentation is passed over to Arden Amarelo. Amarelo covers the primary project goal, which 
is to best position Rhode Island decision makers and the overall process including the Needs 
Assessment, Five Program Plans, Cost-Benefit analysis, and the Report of Findings and 
Recommendations. Currently the project is progressing through the final stages of the Needs 
Assessment. The Needs Assessment covers how recycling is currently handled in RI. The Five 
Program Plans will cover the “As Is” program, the proposed legislation, an EPR stand alone, a DRS 
stand alone, and the RRS suggestion. The Program Plan will consider the following components: a 
summary of key elements, a SWOT analysis, system needs, a timetable and implementation 
schedule, an impact analysis, and a Cost-Benefit analysis. The Cost-Benefit analysis will be a 
translation of each program’s elements and evaluation metrics into USD and measurable 
environmental and social impacts. The final report, which is set to be finished by December 1st, will 
include an executive summary, background and objectives, methodology and study design, 
modeling results, key findings, and recommended paths forward.  

A brief update on the first round of progress to date (as of the first Advisory Council meeting) on the 
Needs Assessment is presented. Updates comprise an organization of data, the development of a 
materials list, determination of timeframe, and a collection of New England and Northeast regional 
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data to supplement RI data. The final slide is a project timetable. The workshop is a part of the 
Outreach step. RIDEM will provide the final report to the Governor by December 1st of 2026.  

McLaughlin provides concluding remarks with further review of the Gantt Chart and timeline. The 
third meeting is to be scheduled, October 1st has been mentioned but this is not finalized. 
Preliminary results will be presented in October. RIDEM acknowledges the importance of public 
input on the final report. 

Public Input 

McLaughlin establishes a couple guidelines regarding input. Talking points should be kept to a 
maximum of five minutes. Attendees are invited to share their input and that started at 12:30 PM. 
Pleas share your name and organization and applicable municipality. This is a public input 
workshop and not a two-way conversation. 

John Holahan, 
Senior Director of Operations at Coca-Cola Beverages Northeast 

Holahan covers Coca-Cola facilities across the Northeast, including Maine, New Hampshire, 
Massachusetts, and Rhode Island. Lifelong Rhode Island Resident. According to Holahan, 
beverage companies have been paying the container tax for 30 years, even after the tax lost its 
original purpose of litter control. Coca-Cola is against a DRS program, believing it singles out one 
industry for a complex problem, but they are in support of an EPR program. An EPR program would 
capture a greater percentage of the waste stream and would provide a better solution to the 
businesses of RI, as well as RI as a whole. Holahan states RI should take advantage of the existing 
waste infrastructure and build a parallel EPR system for all industries. Holahan has a couple of call 
outs regarding the slides presented. In circular economies with a DRS program, retailers are 
required to take back deposits. Review of existing DRS programs should accompany review of 
existing EPR programs. We are good corporate citizens and appreciate the time to speak. 

Joe Maggiacomo, 
General Manager at Coca-Cola Beverages Northeast 

Represents 223 families in the state of RI, who live and work and raise their families in Rhode 
Island. Coca-Cola has partnered with thousands of businesses in RI. Maggiacomo expresses his 
concerns with the proposed DRS program, which would place additional burdens on RI supply 
chains. According to Maggiacomo, a DRS program would increase costs to consumers, retailers, 
and increase RI’s pricing compared to other states, creating challenges for small business and 
families. Maggiacomo sees an EPR program as a more practical and less disruptive option. An EPR 
program would allow the state to target a broader range of environmental goals and avoid 
unintended consequences of a Deposit system. Thank you for doing this good work, we are good 
corporate citizens and take good care of our facility, and have been here in Rhode Island since 
1912. 
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Alchemy Graham, 
Policy Director for the EPR Leadership Forum (ELF) 

Brief introduction and gratitude to RRS for the presentation and overview of ELF mission. Last year, 
ELF published a policy paper highlighting the key design elements for practicable EPR policies in 
the United States. Compiled and analyzed 7 EPR programs being enacted in the Country. The 
lessons learned and best practices for the rollout and policy. ELF provides a few points of 
consideration. (1) optimal sequencing (2) program efficiency (3) harmonization. ELF is encouraged 
by provisions in H6207. A few points of consideration. (1) The evaluation of a producer definition, 
which is in alignment with other states, (2) reuse and refill system where packaging is reused by the 
consumer and not returned to the retailer, (3) and avoiding one of Colorado’s mistakes is 
encouraged. In Colorado, the Producer Responsibility Organization (PRO) was tasked with 
completing the Needs Assessment, without receiving statutory authority to collect service provider 
data. This led to significant gaps in data and additional time and resources to create an adequate 
Needs Assessment. Graham reiterates the importance of the advisory council and RRS engaging 
with key community stakeholders as soon as possible and setting a deadline for stakeholder data 
submission and follow-up. Thank you for the opportunity. 

Jed Thorp, 
Director of Advocacy at Save the Bay 

Member of the Advisory Council and served on the Joint Legislative Commission. Thorp encouraged 
RRS to take the documents and testimony submitted by experts around Rhode Island and around 
the country. Save the Bay is a nonprofit organization with the mission of protecting and improving 
Narragansett Bay via litter reduction potential via DRS policies (bottle bill systems). There is much 
we can do to improve recycling in Rhode Island. To reduce litter, the list is much smaller, and their 
research has shown that DRS systems make an impact on the problem of litter. Year over year, 
single use beverage containers are prolific, but it is acknowledged there are other types of litter. 
Open minded to other options for solutions. Save the Bay sees DRS program as one of the only 
proven policy decisions with the capability to reduce litter. According to Thorp, single-use beverage 
containers are one of the most collected items during litter cleanups. The legislation has changed 
over the five to six years it has been discussed to address many of the concerns brought up by 
retailers and distributors. As for H2607, an Oregon style model, retailers would not have an 
obligation to take back containers and distributors would not have to move empty containers. 
Thorp hopes RRS will answer what the appropriate number of redemption points is to hit an 85-90% 
redemption rate. Thorp mentions how due to the smaller size of RI, people may be less inclined to 
travel to redemption location. He also asks if the timeline proposed in the H6207 legislation is 
realistic. 

George Zainyeh, 
Alcohol Beverage Wholesalers Association 

The main concern has is the lack of information collected regarding finances, such as what is going 
to cost, who is it going to cost, and who is going to pay for it. We all support making our state 
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cleaner, percentage of success has been low. In RRS report for the state of New York, RRS did a 
more aggressive analysis by speaking with commercial and residential waste haulers for their 
impact study. RRS also focused on equitable access and participation. A DRS program is a very 
regressive program that impacts poorer people more. RRS must look at an equitable program, how 
it impacts our landfill, organic sites, waste haulers, and ultimately add to what we pay at home. 
Costs are passed on. What will happen to the tipping fee if we remove the materials from the 
recycling stream. Need to balance cost, who is going to pay for it, and who is going to pass it on to. 
According to the speaker, a bottle bill impacts low-income individuals to a greater extent. When it 
is said there is “no cost,” it means there is no cost to the state, but the savings cities may 
experience, may be offset by increases to cost per ton at the landfill. In other states, RRS has 
successfully assessed who pays, and the speaker hopes this expertise will be used in RI. Looking 
forward to clear roadmap to have Climate Justice, but at not too expensive of a cost. 

Emily Howe, 
State Director for Clean Water Action RI 

Clean Water Action is an environmental and public health advocacy group. Microplastics from 
single-use plastics are ending up in the human body. Howe states the reason Clean Water Action is 
supporting a DRS program is because products will be returned, lowering costs. Clean Water 
Action has also conducted a public poll and public has supported it, and Cities and Towns support 
it, tipping fees are a real consideration. Results indicate the people of RI overwhelmingly support a 
bottle bill. Clean Water Action does consider tipping fees and wants to make sure cities and towns 
do not increase their fees.  

Scott Bromberg, 
Executive Director of Rhode Island Food Dealers Association 

Member is most grocery stores and affiliated businesses. Was a member of the Joint Legislative 
Commission. Bromberg states the last bill did address some of the concerns brought up by the 
Food Dealers Association, but some concerns about the bottle deposit system remain. One of the 
things that most worries Bromberg is increased cost to the consumer. A ten-cent deposit is a lot of 
money, you cannot assume redemption, only a percentage of redemption. Another point is that 
retailers still have obligations for financings and hosting redemption centers in parking lots and if 
one retailer hosts an instore center, it will force others to do the same thing. Bromberg addressed 
that there is a significant amount of fraud coming into Connecticut due to their 10-cent redemption 
that comes in at combined total of millions of dollars. Businesses may lose due to bordering states 
either requiring or not requiring a fee as we currently have a competitive advantage without a bottle 
deposit. According to Bromberg, cost to the consumer is a real concern, and most retailers also do 
not want to host bottle return devices. 
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Susan Collins, 
President of Container Recycling Institute 

Thank you for providing this kind of forum to make it a better product. The last time a study for a 
DRS program was done in RI was around 2009 when I started at CRI. In the document, the 
treatment of glass was incorrect, instead of being sold it was used as landfill daily cover. We do not 
want to repeat this kind of mistake in this study. There were also data challenges, such as the lack 
of understanding of the number of recyclables generated in Rhode Island, which was sent over to 
neighboring states. This was a data challenge.  In recycling reports done around the United States, 
the common theme of overly opportunistic projections about what can be done is prevalent. 
Collins’ hope for this study is that all projections are backed up by existing data from similar 
situations and had real results. This is my overarching theme. For a study to be rational it is 
necessary for someone else to have experienced the projected result.  Collins mentions the 
Container Recycling Institute’s study on the existing EPR and DRS programs around the world and 
shows the success of each. The world converges on either having one or both. 100+ jurisdictions, 
EPR, DRS and combined. It is very clear the world is converging to having to side-by-side program 
or moving in that direction. Eager to see the draft results from the current study. The legislation for 
this study, a clear prioritization or goal is not included.  Collins states the lack of a “north star,” 
makes it difficult to research other successful policy decision that tackle the same problem. Is it 
maximizing recycling, landfill space, financials, what lenses are being looked through.  DRS 
systems across the United States are experiencing modernization; we do not have the results of 
this modernization yet, but potentially soon. Oregon made changes and they can share those 
results. California made recent changes. VT and ME are about to implement modernization for their 
system and our study should benefit from this progress. Collins asks for the goals of this project to 
be appropriately ambitious. Noted that review of previous RI bill had goals for 65% recycling rate 
within EPR within a 15-year timeframe, that it is not appropriately ambitious. She has not seen an 
EPR project with no costs to anyone; She has seen DRS programs with no cost to the producers. 
California program has nominal fees that are offset by administrative fees that net out, has been 
that way for over a decade. Also, Oregon is close to free. Iowa is profitable for the producer. This 
should make it into the study. Due to the Fraud and Free Riders in CT, the Container Recycling 
Institute is doing a report on fraud and free riders and errors in DRS systems with input from a 
dozen systems across the world. Note: Fraud is talked about people bringing things across border, 
but the finding so far is that sales without deposit (free riders) is a main culprit, a far larger piece of 
the puzzle. Report will be done in the next few weeks.  Data, Data, Data, anything estimated should 
have a real-life example. 

Meeting adjourned at 2:00 PM 

Notes prepared by Arden Amarelo (DEM) and David McLaughlin (DEM) 

DRAFT 

 


