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The BEACON objectives identified in the Draft EIR for the Single Use Bag Ordinance are not only poorly 

worded and formulated but are overly restrictive so as to limit the full range of potential solutions to a 

single pre-conceived solution.   Therefore, it is imperative that BEACON, in the public interest, re-

examine the proposed objectives and consider adopting the new wording recommended in this paper.  

This new wording will not impact the substance of the proposed ordinance but may result in the 

consideration of one or more alternatives and the possibility of adding of new features.  The purpose of 

this paper is to show how the project objectives should be structured and worded.  The following are 

the objectives as stated in the Draft EIR except they are numbered in order to refer to them as 

objectives 1 through 5. 

1. Reducing the environmental impacts related to single use plastic carryout bags, such 
as impacts to biological resources (including marine environments), water quality 
and utilities (solid waste equipment and facilities) 

2. Deterring the use of paper bags by retail customers 
3. Promoting a shift toward the use of reusable carryout bags by retail customers 
4. Reducing the amount of single-use bags in trash loads to reduce landfill volumes 
5. Reducing litter and the associated adverse impacts to storm water systems, aesthetics 

and marine and terrestrial environments 
 

Objective 1 is overly broad with the reference to “utilities (solid waste equipment and facilities)” and 

this wording should be removed.  The environmental elements of objective 5 should then be 

incorporated as follows:  “Reduce or eliminate the environmental impacts related to single use plastic 

carryout bags as litter including impacts to biological resources and marine and terrestrial environments, 

water quality, storm water systems, and aesthetics.”  As restated the objective is concrete, specific, and 

measurable.  In addition, the restated objective is valid because it is supported by past environmental 

impacts from single-use plastic carryout bags.   As restated the objective provides a better focus to the 

scope of the intended project which is to protect the environment. 

 

Objective 2 is not a valid objective because there is no negative documented environmental impact 

associated with use of paper carryout bags that has any significance that would mandate elimination or 

a reduction in use.  The use of paper carryout bags is one of the alternatives specified, although not the 
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recommended solution, to the elimination or reduction of plastic carryout bags.   The use of paper 

carryout bags is increased in the proposed ordinance from the status quo, and either stays the same or 

increases or decreases in the five recommended alternatives.  Hence, objective 2 is really an optional 

goal.  Desired but not required. 

 

Objective 3 is also not a valid objective.  Objective 3 states that it “promotes a shift” from one product 

to another.  This objective has already been achieved since some people have shifted from plastic 

carryout bags to reusable carryout bags.   This should be rephrased to encourage the use of reusable 

bags or no bag at all.  In the proposed ordinance the consumer has three choices: a recyclable paper 

bag, a reusable bag, or no bag.  If consumers all choose either recyclable paper bags or no bags ,or a 

combination of the two, the objective would fail.  Again the use of reusable carryout bags would 

increase in the proposed ordinance, but not necessarily in all of the five recommended alternatives.  

Hence, objective 3 is really an optional goal.  Desired but not absolutely required. 

 

Objective 4 is valid because California State Law establishes a goal of 50% for the reduction in the 

amount of material going to the landfill.  Some municipalities in the study area have set much higher 

goals for waste reduction.  This is accomplished through combination of diversion through recycling and 

reuse, or by reduction and prevention.  Objective 4 focuses on reduction of waste by prevention.  Again, 

the volume of material going to the landfill increases with the proposed ordinance and either stays the 

same or increases or decreases with the five alternatives.  Hence objective 4 is also an optional goal.  

Desired but not absolutely required. 

 

Furthermore, Objective 4 is incomplete in that it does not consider diversion of material to recycling 

activities or to potential reuse as a method to achieve reduction of material headed to the landfill.  

Hence a related goal should be to encourage the recycling of plastic, paper, and reusable bags vice 

disposal in the landfill.  This addition is needed for completeness.   

 

Objective 5 is valid but the items mentioned here were included in the restatement of Objective 1. 

  

At this point the original objectives are reformulated as a primary objective and optional secondary 

goals and summarized as follows: 

Objectives: 

a. Reduce or eliminate the environmental impacts related to single use plastic carryout bags as 

litter including impacts to biological resources and marine and terrestrial environments, 

water quality, storm water systems, and aesthetics. 

Goals: 

a. (Optional) Discourage the use of paper bags by retail customers. 
b. (Optional) Encourage the use of reusable carryout bags or no bags by retail customers. 

c. (Optional) Reduce the amount of material in trash loads to reduce landfill volumes. 

d. (Optional) Increase the diversion of material to recycling activities to reduce landfill 

volumes. 
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The question you might be asking is why change the original BEACON objectives to a single objective and 

several optional goals?  First, the objective should be narrow, precise, tangible, concrete and one whose 

achievement can be validated. The optional goals reflect desired outcomes but their achievement will 

vary depending upon whether decision makers choose the proposed ordinance or one of the 

alternatives specified in the EIR.  Second, by reformulating the original objectives into a single objective 

with four optional goals we increase the universe of alternative solutions that can achieve the objective 

and potentially provide a better project outcome.   In addition, we have the option of adding a recycling 

component to the proposed project and ordinance.   

 

For example, the public will ask the question “If plastic carryout bags are bad for the environment, why 

not just ban plastic carryout bags and leave it at that?”  This alternative to ban plastic bags and not 

charge for paper bags is listed as “No Charge for Paper Bags” in the section Alternatives Considered but 

Rejected because it did not meet the original project objectives.  This alternative will meet the 

reformulated objectives and goals and therefore could be evaluated, after all it is a return to conditions 

prior to the introduction of plastic carryout bags.  The public interest will then be well served, if this 

alternative is evaluated and decision makers can intelligently discuss with the public the environmental 

pros and cons in comparison with the proposed ordinance or the alternatives that have already been 

considered. 

 

Another example, is the proposed ordinance to ban plastic carryout bags will also see an increase in the 

use of single-use plastic produce bags to package produce, meat, and frozen foods to prevent 

contamination of reusable bags or to preserve the integrity of paper bags.  These single-use bags are 

also lightweight and could become windblown litter if not properly disposed of.  Hence, a recycling 

component needs to be added to the proposed ordinance.   

 

 

 

 

 


