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INTRODUCTION

This document summarizes comments by toplc on the US Enwronmental Protectxon o
Agency s (EPA s) Draft Paper Products Recovered Materials. Advxso;y Notice (RMAN) which was‘
published in the Federal Regz.s'ter on March 15 1995.  Within each tOplC comments are listed

according to the order in which they were received.

EPA invited public comment on the draft paper products RMAN for a 60-day peﬁod and
received 45 comments during that period, as well as ﬁve comments after the end.of the comment
penod. Public comments and relevant documents are avallable ‘for v1ew1ng in the RCRA
. Information Center (RIC), located in Room M2616 at the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
401 M Street, SW., Washlngton, DC 20460 in docket number F-95- PPRN-FFFFF The RIC is open
from 9 a.m. to. 4 p.m., Monday through Frlday, except fedéral hohdays To review document» '
materials, the public must make an appomtment by callmg 202 260 9327 Matenals may be: copled

for $0.15 a page-

For copies of the draft paper products RMAN and related supporting analyses, call the
RCRA Hotline at 800 424- 9346 or, in the Washmgton, DC, metropohtan area 703 412-9810. These
: documents are also acce551ble through EPA’s Public Access Server on the Internet, at
A gopher.epa.gov. For technical information on the draft paper products RMAN contact Dana -
Armold of the Recycling Section in EPA’s Office of Solid Waste at 703 308-7279




SECTION1 &
GENERAL COMMENTS

Mohawk Paper Mnlls, Inc. (#2) dxsagrees W1th the proposed recycled content standards
for pnntmg and writing papers because the fecommended levels would place nonintegrated. -
' manufacturers of text and cover papers, at a severe dxsadvantagc in markets that treat text, cover, -
and offset papers as’ 1nterchangeable products It also questrons whether current technology can -
‘ adequately demk mixed ofﬁce waste. C

Wlsconsm szsue/Chesapeake Corp. (#5) does not support government mterventton in
estabhshmg these gutdehnes It believes that recovered paper utllxzanon should.be dxctated by
) _market forces rather than government mandates It also states that the collectxon of
postconsumer paper is not keeping up w1th U S. and global demand, so manufacturers need to-
‘have the ﬂe:nbrhty to alter their utlhzatlon of postconsumer fiber in response to these market

. condmons.

o

7 Conservatree Information Serv1ces (#8) supports the proposed revxsrons to'the 1988 EPA
paper gurdelme as welcome correcttons to previously flawed gutdehnes for htgh-grade papers.. It
suggests that to maintain a healthy market itis cruc1al to prov1de mcentlves for manufacturers to

keep makmg pnntmg and wrmng papers at lugher content levels

‘ , Internatxonal Paper (IP #9) dxsagrees w1th the gu1delmes and would ltke EPA to .

- emphasxze that the content levels in the. RMAN are recommendatlons for use solely by federal
'agenc1es It does not agree w1th further government mterventton in paper recycling, because _‘
specifying content levels is a demand-51de management tool that is detnmental to the mdustry
Encouraglng the use of these content levels in the private sector shows a complete lack of
~.understanding of customer end-use requu'ements fiber avaxlabxhty, supply shortage, global 1
economlc trends cost, manufactunng capabthttes, and the complex 1nteract10n of these vanables
Most of the major world economxes do not. dlstmguxsh between pre- and postconsumer sources of
fiber, so the conterit standards would put the U S. paper 1ndustry ata competmve dlsadvantage :
. in mternatxonal markets. ‘The company is also concerned that a cost analysis was not done to

\assess the ﬁnancxal 1mpact of the gutdehnes IP however, does applaud EPA’s mclusmn of thc

‘ ‘-',5_‘._




0rades matrix which clarifies drfferent crrades and ehmrnares confusron To create a smg!e
dcﬁnmon of recycled paper, it also supports the categorrzanon of mést:common office- use

papers as requiring 20 percent postconsumer and 80 percent virgin fiber. -

Potlatch (#13) drsaorees with an increase in postconsumer recovered fiber content
because the price increases in the paper market will spread through the commercral market

causmo srgmﬁcant neoanve economic 1mpacts

Chesapeake Paper Products (#14) opposes further increases in recovered ﬁber content

because new incentives to recover more. ﬁber are sunply not needed in competmve °Iobal paper

markets.

Mead (#15) strongly opposes the concept of govemment-xmposed recycled content
requirements. ‘It states, that the guidelines effect the energy balance, because virgin fiber mills
are very efficient in converting waste material into energy. Use of recycled fiber, however, '
reduces the amount of these waste products and increases use of nonrenewable energy sources.
* In addition, current demand has driven prices upward, $0 EPA should include in the RMAN a
candid discussion on whether the enwronmental beneﬁts expected to occur with the adoptron of

these mrdehnes offset the potential economic costs to consumers.

Markets for Recycled Products (#16) states that the proposed RMAN does not recogmze
that paper and paperboard are made with 1ngredxents that are not fiber. V1rg1n chemical and '
mineral additives are used commonly in paper, which can create a rnanufactunng problem if

EPA recommends 100 percent recycled content Ievels.
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Magazme Publrshers of Amerrca (#17) requests that EPA conﬁne the scope of its
guidelines to paper purchases by federal agencres wrthout sug,,estlng that the prrvate sector adopt
these-: recovered fiber content levels Given the ltmrted avarlabrhty and hrgh cost of many paper /
products contammg postconsumer ﬁber, there could be srgmﬁcant negatrve ﬁnancral rmpacts if
the prrvate sector adopted these recommendanons EPA needs to- undertake 2 much more

' extensrve _analysis of market condmons and financial lmpacts before makmg any
recommendatlons of postconsumer and recovered ﬁber content levels for use by the pnvate
sector. ' -

- The Crty ot' San Dlego, CA (#18) beheves that the RMAN recommendatlons would v
greatly strengthen markets for postconsumer recycled paper by rarsrng the- standards of mrmmum :

postconsumer content for a vanety of paper products.

Krmberly-Clark (#20) believes that the RMAN is unnecessary 1n light of current
recyclrng levels and 1mt1at1ves under way in the marketplace The proposals for recovered
i matenal ranges wrll strﬂe mnovatron and reduce the ﬁexrbrhty that manufacturers need to be
competrtrve in the marketplace ' |
Bowater (#21) belreves that the RMAN exceeds statutory authorrty and intent and i is an
unconsututronal restraint on commercral speech Congress s objecttve of dtverttng waste from
- landfills is needlessly Jeopardxzed by the draft RMAN’s narrow deﬁnrtton of preconsumer" and K
postconsumer waste. Bowater contends that its employees will have a difficult time
drstmgutshmg ‘between postconsumer and preconsumer waste old magazmes (OMG), makmg the -
recovery process so complex that Bowater would have to cease producmg 1ts computer forms

paper from recovered matenal

' The Newspaper Assoclatlon of Amerxca (#22) beheves that the proposed gurdeltnes are
unnecessary, and that EPA should focus its efforts on workmg with industry and’ local
' ;_*governments to maximize the recovery of old newspaper and other recovered papers.;» ,
Furthermore, it encourages EPA to postpone revisions to the procurement gurdelmes for
'newsprmt until it becomes clear that sufﬁcrent supplies of recovered ﬁber are avarlable to meet

the current and antrcrpated long-term needs of newspnnt manufacturers

‘« , '-7;




Umon Camp (#24) is opposed to arbxtrary mandatory recycled content levels because o
they are unmindful of local concerrs, and they add costs and destabllrze markets without ‘
meaningfully enhancing recychng or recyclmg markets The RMAN also negates the efﬁcrent

channeling of paper waste and undermines mdustry competmveness

The Printing-Writing Paper Division of the ‘Anrerican‘F‘drest &.'Paper Association (#25) : ‘
- supports efforts to revise the guidelines because the markets have changed since the previous
guidelines went into effect. “The RMAN is correct in sugcestmg lower recycled content levels for
printing-writing grades achievable both by large and small mllls, assuming sufficient supplies of
recovered fiber dre available. In light of tight markets for recovered ﬁber virgin pulps and
paper products, however, printing-writing paper manufacturers strongly urge EPA to clearly
indicate: that the RMAN applies to federal government purchases only.

The Recycled Paperboard varsxon of the Amencan Forest & Paper Assoclatlon
(RPD, #26) takes strong exceptxon to EPA’s goal to have its content standards adopted by the
private marketplace, at least until the marketplace can respond to the demand for recovered
‘paper. Given the current fiber supply shortages, mrlls will only add capacxty when they can be -
assured that they will have an adequate supply of fiber at ‘reasonable cost. RPD also believes
that it is irrelevant whether EPA uses the term recycled content "standards” or "levels," because
the effects will be the same. RPD questions how many more minimum. content levels EPA will
seek to recommend, because it is already rmcromanagmg the industry.

Amerrcan Forest & Paper Assoclatron (AF&PA, #28) supports the use of content levels:
for federal agencies but does not support the use of content levels in the private sector/consumer
market. It states that the guideline should be based on data reflecting current market condttlons,
that recovered paper markets have matured, and that EPA should mstead focus on removmg the
overarchmg barriers to increased recovery and recycling because content levels would be
counterproductive unless there was assurance of adequate recovered ﬁber supply. AF&PA also
asserts, that distinguishing between pre- and postconsumer paper puts the United States at 2.
competitive disadvantage in the world economy, and that EPA should perform a financial 1mpact

analysis before making final recommendations.




The Newsprmt Dmsxon of the Amenean Forest & Paper Assocratron (#29) states that

the key i issue is not strmulatmg markets for recovered paper but rather extendmg recovery Wlth

*~ ashortage in supply, any pohcy that stlmulates demand wﬂl result i in busmesses reducmg

investment in using recovered fiber. It is also inappropriate for EPA to establ:sh procurement

guidelines for the broad market because the current tlghtness in recovered paper markets would

be exacerbated and recychng would be hurt over the long term

The Tlssue DlVlSlon of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Assoclatlon (#30) states that the

' key issue is not stunulatmg markets for tecovered paper but extending recovery With'a shortage

in supply, any pohcy that stlmulates demand will result in businesses reducing lnvestment m using

| recovered fiber.” In addmon, the recent surge of recovered paper pnces has increased the raw

material costs of txssue producers that rely heavily on recovered paper. Asa result. three

; compameshave been forced to close their doors.

The Northeast \'Iaryland Waste Dlsposal Authorrty (#31) commends EPA for 1ts efforts

. to mcrease purchases of recycled products by. government agencxes and beheves ‘that these

revisions to the guldehnes will help in this regard

Ramy Rlver Forest Products (#32) dxsagrees with the dlstmctlon between pre- and .

g postconsumer materlals Because no world market dlsttnguxshes between pre- and postconsumer :

soufces of recovered paper, domg SO puts the United States ata competmve drsadvantage In
addmon, the use of EPA content levels by the private sector falls outsrde the scope of its

'statutory mandate, and without a cost benefit analysrs EPA needs to carefully contrast federal

versus pnvate marketplace standards

" Procter & Gamble (#34) states that the RMAN does not pay adequate attention to the

- “benefits of source reduction, and it sugeests that tlssue and towel products wrth EPA-approved

source reduction features should be deemed co-equal with those products that utthze

_ postconsumer ﬁber Any reference to pnvate sector act1v1ty should be deleted from the RMAN ‘

/because it exceeds the statute and because the marketplace has. made federal intervention .

unnecessary o N




Georgia-Pacific (#37) questions the need for new procurement guidelines Because |
paper mills are already negatively affected by the mcreased cost and supply shortage of recovered
paper, the guidelines will exacerbate the problem. It is also concerned about EPA’s legal

k!

authority to propose g vurdehnes to the private sector.

The Canadian Pulp and Paper Association (#38) beheves that the 1nﬂuence of the -
specifications will extend well beyond U.S. borders and the gutdelmes fail to take into account
" the changes that have transplred over the past six to seven years in recovered paper markets. In
.addition, collection systems need to be 1mproved and expanded rather than introducing stricter
policies that would continue to place the entlre burden on paper mills.” Government mmanves ‘
should be focused on generatmg ‘economic supphes and mcentlves so that recyclmg goals can be

achieved. ' . -

James River (#39) beheves that in llght of the dramatxc reversal that the proposed
guidelines represent and the complexity of its potential impacts on the rnarket the 60- day penod .

for pubhc comment was unreasonably short.

Paperboard Packagmg Council (#40) questions the appropnateness ot' st1mulat1ng
demand even further by the adoptlon of increased recycled content standards for federal
procurement of paper products. It is concerned because current and projected supphes of -

recovered paper and paperboard are inadequate to meet market needs.

Tissue Producers Coalltron (#43) does not object to recycled content guldelmes but was
shocked at the.extent of the changes put forth i in the new guidelines. It beheves these changes
. will have serious detrimental effects on its 1ndustry and the use of recovered fiber in the United
- States. It notes a lack of any clear statutory authority for establishing new gutdehnes for the
consumer segment. In addmon, it finds it contradtctory that EPA emphasizes the importance of
recognizing the energy balances and operatmg economics in settmg postconsumer-only standards
for printing and writing grades, while i tgnormg these same considerations for tissue grades

-10-




‘ Natronal Recyclmg Coahtron (#Ll) generally applauds EPA’s efforts in the development
of the RMAN and belleves that it will greatly 1mprove the ablhty of. pubhc and pnvate sector ’
procurement officials to purchase recycled paper products at competrtlve pnces However 1t
encourages EPA to consider efforts to monitor the lmplementatron of afﬁrmanve procurement
programs for recycled products w1th1n each federal agency.

Drrect Marketmg Assocxatron (#L4) belreves that 1t is crucral that the guldelmes apply
only to federal agencxes not to the prlvate sector. The contmumg shortages of recovered ﬁber

. and thh prices create substantial concerns about the potennal 1mpact of the gurdelmes on the
.avaxlabrlrty of recovered fiber for pnvate-sector paper purchasers

: Paper Recyclmg Coahtron (#LS) beheves that EPA should not be trylng to spur the
- ‘ ) demand for recycled paper when 1t is lacking rellable data on the amount of matenal avajlable to -
A - be recovered, and when the recychng mdustry is overwhelmmgly concemed about shortages and
- futiire supply of recovered paper. EPA should not encourage state and local agencies and -
'pnvate 1ndustry to utrlrze the RMAN without ﬁrst determlmng that there 1s ex1st1ng mrll capacxty/ =

,and recovered paper supply avallable to meet the potentral demand




" SECTION 2

COMMENTS: ON EPA’S OBJECTIVES

Repap Wisconsin (#3) states that with nsmg waste paper pnces, a narrow postconsumer

deﬁmtlon will further intensify cost factors and will drscourage increased usage of postconsumer

fiber.

Union Camp (#6) states that, with the continued expansion of facilities that utilize

postconsumer waste, the market will clearly tighten and the supply will decrease.

International Paper (#9) contends that growth in demand for paper products and
additional recycling capacity result in a tight supply of ooth recovered and virgin market pulp.
This, coupled with the increased costs of recovered paper, will be reflected in the pnce of
recycled content products. In addltlon, specrﬁc mandated content levels will put rural mills in a
potentially noncompetitive s1tuatron, which would work contrary to the RMAN objective of not

compromising competition or product performance.

‘James River (#10) disagrees with EPA;s attempt to sti‘ntulate' the market, because any
increased demand in a market that faces a supply shortage will be detrimental. If all commercial
towel and tissue products were manufactured with 100 percer;t recovered fiber content, the
shortfall of ﬁber would result in higher prices, which could driv_e comp'anies out of pusiness.

Scott Paper (#11) disagrees with EPA’s goal of maximizing recycled content in individual
products Current utilization of recycled ﬁber Is very uneven among the major tissue _
manufacturers. Instead, EPA should focus on encouragrng companies to invest in equlpment .
that directly contributes towards achieving the highest recovery goal

Fort Howard (#12) states that high prices for postconsumer fiber will not generate more
supply of recycled}paper products. Manufacturers will simply determine that they are unable to '
purchase waste paper because they would be unable to sellrt'he,ir, end products ata competitiVe o

price.

|
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Potlatch (#13) commentmg generally about all grades of paper, beheves that EPA’s goal
to ensure the use of recovered fiber i is already bemg met under the present levels of '
' postconsumer fiber content. Rarsmg the levels, as EPA suggests, would only have an

'rmﬂanonary, negatxve lmpact on the economy

Mead (#15) acknowledges that EPA’s ObjeCtIVCS are worthwmle but beheves that for '
corrugated contarners, the goals have already been reached Mead clarms that government '
mterventton is unnecessary and unwanted If it must oceur, however, the ObjCCthC should be to

o reduce the amount of paper and paperboard endmg up in landfills.

Markets for Recycled Products (#16) states that the two-part ﬁber content levels could
mhrbtt achrevmg the objectxve to increase use of postconsumer ﬁber o L T

Rrverwood Internatmnal (#19) belleves that in stnvrng to reach the stated obJecttves, ‘
-EPA should consrder the scarcity and- expense in obtarmng surtable secondary fiber. Research
1nto the avarlabxhty and pnce of recovered fiber, the physrcal location of the vast majonty of .
mtlls usmg a high percentage of v1rg1n fiber, and the cornparatlve energy efﬁcrency of present

. operatlons should play a part in settmg EPA’s ObjCCthCS

" Bowater (#21) clalms that the RMA.N’s ng1d fiber content levels for prmtmg and wntmg
papers will not achieve the .goals set forth in the stated objectlves because the levels will result in.
fewer suppliers and higher prices. The hlgher prices could even cause govemment procurers to

back away from the use of recovered-content paper products

The Contamerboard and Kraft Paper Group of the Amerrcan Forest & Paper B
Assocxatron (#23) belxeves that, wrth the current acute shortage of recovered fiber. and wrth 3
- collection rates at historical hrghs, there would seem to be no need to specrfy recovered ﬁber _
content levels The postconsumer ﬁber content requtrement does not and w111 not, encourage

_recovered ﬁber use in corrugated contarners. :

13-,




The Prmtmg & Wrttmg Paper Division of the. Amerxcan Forest & Paper Assoctatron
_ (#25) states that text and cover fiber content levels should be grouped with papers covered
“under Section 504(a) [of the Executlve Order] at the smgular 20 percent postconsumer ﬁber

levels.

The Recycled Paperboard Division of the American Forest & Paper Assocxatlon (#26)

+ °* claims that the two objectrves set forth by EPA have already been met, and that the issuance of '

high req'cled content recommendatxons at this tlme will not advance the objecnves -and may, in

fact, hmder them.

American Forest & Paper Association (#28) states that the distinctions b‘etwe,en -

recovered and postconsumer fibers will not lead to more recycling of postconsumer paper.

The Newsprmt Division of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Assocratwn (#29) behcves that
classification of certain inked paper as preconsumer fiber runs. contrary to the RMAN’s stated

purpose of keepmg solid waste from landﬁlls

The Tissue Producers Coalition (#43) claims that the inclusion of‘co'nsurner tissue in the -
RMAN goes against the stated objectives and will have a detnmental effect by arbltranly
increasing the price of recycled products rather than broadly extendmg recycled content-into all

brands as mtended

The N;tional Recycling Coalition (#L1) agrees that' the draft RMAN will help to achieve
the objective of RCRA Section 6002 to maxlmlze the purchase of paper products contammg |
postconsumer fiber by governmental procurement agencies and contractors '

The Paper Recyclmg Coalltlon (#L5) beheves that EPA must provrde a more clearly
defined objective for a quasr-regulatory exercise that may have a dramatic impact on the nature
of many institutions and businesses. The coalition offers several interpretations and scenarios for ‘
the stated objectives, and concludes that every p0531b111ty is exther irresponsible or 1neffect1ve |

-14-




SECTION 3
COMMENTS ON EPA’S APPROACH

B Repap Wlsconsm, Inc. (#3) supports the proposed two- tlered approach Repap also ,
' belleves that recommendmg the same level for both recovered and postconsumer fiber does notl
-create a true two- tiered structure because manufacturers are not requxred to use recovered ﬁber :
,beyond the specxﬁed postconsumer amount. _ |
: : ;-
Umon Camp (#6) states that the ranges proposed for recovered and postconsumer fiber
requrre clanﬁcatron and suggests that EPA should specrfy the mlmmum m the marketplace and
' allow market forces to work to encourage supplles to offer. hlgher levels. |
. ' - ' T ) '
v Conservatree Information Servnces (#8) supports EPA’s proposed two-part content level
- approach and" agrees that thrs approach will assure demand for all recovered materials. ~ ,
: Consexvatree also agrees with EPA’s use of ranges. It supports settlng the low end of the rangel |
B : SO that it is meamngful and feasxble and the high end of the range to show the hxghest content
: levels avarlable, even when products at those levels are not \mdely avallable '
Scott- Paper (#11) does not support a two- tlered structure because it represents an | ;
addmonal 1mped1ment to new mvestments Scott believes that a postconsumer—only standard is
needed to encourage greater 1nvestment in demkmg capacrty

" Fort Howard (#12) supports recovered ﬁber content levels for tissue products but ‘
: contends that 1t is not necessary to establish separate postconsumer fiber content levels. Fort
Howard beheves that recovered fiber levels, by themselves, are sufﬁcrent to spur greater
collectton and recyclmg of postconsumer matenals If EPA deems postconsumer ﬁber levels -
necessary, Fort Howard recommends estabhshmg only mmxmum levels, thereby prov1d1ng the |

' market wrth an incentive to increéase postconsumer ﬁber use to the extent feasrble




Mead (#15) supports a single' recovered fiber content lev‘el‘ rather than a -dua'l standard,

because both recovered fiber and postconsumer fiber must be processed and deinked in the same :
manner. This commenter feels that a smale standard would simplify accountmg and reportmg
requirements. -
" Markets for Recycled Products (#16) beheves that a smgle, postconsumer-only level
should be used, because new and planned capacity is desxgned for postconsumer feedstocks A |

dual standard creates greater comphance and accountmg complexrty

The City of San Diégo (#18) reeornrnends the establishment of a single postconsumer

- fiber content level. By recommending recovered fiber content levels, indus'try is not given the
flexibility to use other resources to their greatest efficiency. San Diego also disagrees with the'
use of ranges because many purchasing agents are likely to comply only with standards that are
clear and simply stated. While this commenter suggested that no top ranges be established, it
suggests that preference be given to products that contam the hlghest content levels. San Dlego
belxeves that this will help ensure that manufacturers continue to expand the use of recovered
fibers. ’ ’

Riverwood International (#19) supports the use of rangesand agrees with EPA'"
cautionary advice that products will tend to be more wxdely and economlcally avallable at the

lower end of the range.

Newspaper Association of America (#22) does not beiieve a t\rvo-part content level is
appropriate in the context of newsprint recychng Thrs commenter states that recovered
materials from many sources are routinely mixed during collectron and processmg, because both
recovered and postconsumer fibers are often equxvalent in quality and appearance. As a result,

it is difficult and costly for a newsprint mill to dlstmguxsh between them
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4 The’ Recycled Paperboard DlVlSlon of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Assocxatlon (#26)
supports the use of recommended ranges for broad paper eategones, rather than the mmlmum-
content approach Thxs commenter also states that a two-part content level while preferable to |
the use of a postconsumer only standard, should be replaced by a one- part standard based on o
total recovered fiber. This commenter opposes settmg a dlstmctron between pre- and

posteonsumer fiber.

The Contamerboard & Kraﬁ Paper Group of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Assoclatlon
(#23) states that the approach taken which assrgns across-the-board recovered ﬁber levels for

. broad paperboard categones, unfarrly penalizes purehasers and manufacturers of products wrth

‘propertxes not easrly developed from recycled furnishes. In addmon, required recovered fiber
. content levels would put rural mills at a potentrally severe competttlve drsadvantage to urban
‘. mills. This commenter also believes that content requlrements would very hkely gve a |
: tcompetmve advantage to recycled contamerboard imported from countries that do not have such

requtrements because foreign producers could offer thetr products at a lower price.

American Forest & Paper Association (#28) suggests that recovered ﬁber is the best
recycled-content standard Trackmg the use of. pre- and posteonsumer ﬁber is an unnecessary .

burden that wrll not lead to more recychng of postconsumer paper than would otherw1se Joccur.

_ Northeast Maryland Waste Dusposal Authorxty (#31) supports the use of both pre- and '
upostconsumer requtrements where appropnate ‘The Authonty recommends however, that one
minimum-contend standard be set for each product (contarmng postconsumer and recovered
fiber standards as appropnate) 'This.commenter beheves that the use of ranges w111 not lead to

,_the ma.x1mum use of recovered matenals, in part because agencxes seeklng paper products at or

o ‘near the high end of the ranges might find little or no avallablhty at this level and return to

v1rg1n sources. In addltlon, evrdence for some of the hlgher ends of the ranges appears to be

hmrted

Canadlan Pulp and Paper Association (#38) beheves that minimum recycled-content

levels are unnecessary, suggestlng instead the use of an average recycled—content level that

- permits the purchase ofa w1de range of recovered paper while aeh1ev1ng the overall goal.
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Paperboard Packaging Councrl (#40) contends that EPA should focus on mcreasmg the

supply of recovered and recycled paper through public education and financial support of
collection programs rather than revising the recycled-content levels to further stxmulate demand. ’
Tennessee Valley Authonty (#41) supports the use of ranoes in the proposed ouxdehnes
because this approach prowdes the Authonty with flexibility to make its own determmatlon
about the most appropnate recycled-content levels for the dtfferent paper products it purchases,

based on considerations of avarlabthty and cost-effecttveness

Natnonal Recycling Coahtron (NRC #Ll) supports the establrshment of two-part content -
levels and agrees that it is necessary to sperfy a certain percentage of postconsumer content to
encourage increased investment in deinking capacxty NRC supports the use of ranges, which -
allows purchasing ofﬁcxals to factor in the cost and avatlablhty of products that fall within the,
recommended ranges In addition, NRC suggests that the standards mxght include a "preferred”
content level for all products based on EPA’s research on the cost and avaxlabthty ‘of specific

products.

Paper Recycling Coalition (#L5) supports the use ofa two-part content level, holding
that i in order to maximize the recovery "of postconsumer matenals, it is necessary to encourage
the use of all types of recovered matenals in products. While the- Coahtlon feels that the .
distinction between pre- and postconsumer recovered paper is a burdensome and costly .
requirement for the industry, the Coalition | agrees that RCRA statutory requrrements might
preclude adopting a one-tiered, recovered-matenals-only standard This’ commenter also noted
that the adoption of content ranges, while an lmprovement over minimum content standards 1s :

not the most efficient means of i mcreasmg the unltzanon of recovered paper. The levels wﬂl
become, in practice, minimum content standards The Coalition recommends establishing

aggregate recovered paper utilization goals rather than sheet-by-sheet content goals.

e
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~ SECTION4 )
COMMENTS ON EPA’S METHODOLOGY

National Recyclmg Coahtron (#Ll) supports the estabhshment of procurement gurcielmesl~
for the vanous coated and uncoated pnntmg and wntmg papers, the creatxon ofa new guldehne SR
under that category for bristols, and most of the content levels proposed The draft RMAN does
- an excellent jobof clanfymg the dlfferent paper products covered by the procurement gurdehnes | _ f |

Paper Recyclmg Coalition (#LS) beheves that EPA’s commltment to survey the rndustry
and revise the RMAN in the future to reflect changes in the market isan appropnate response

to changrng markets and technologres ’ L S L




SECTION 5

COMMENTS ON EPA’S CONTENT RECOMMEND ATIONS FOR
‘ DESIGNATED PAPER PRODUCTS - .-

.' . : . -

PRINTING AND WRITING PAPER

General Comments

Conservatree Informatmn Servrces (#8) belreves that it is essentral to use ranges for hrgh :
grade papers, consistent with the use of ranges for other paper grades, and that the Whrte House' '

Executive Order standard should be the lowest end of the range. Conservatree also asserts that,

because fiber weight measurement requrres less ﬁber than measurement by sheet weight, content .

requirements for high grade papers must be higher (than those for sheet weight medsurements)

to be meaningful.

Markets for Recycled Products (#16) disagrees with the proposed recommendauons for _ :
prmtmg paper because EPA should include the higher recycled content levels required by the
Executive Order as of December 31, 1998.

The City of San Diego (#18) supports the levels set for postconsumer fiber content in

uncoated pnntmg and writing paper.

The Printing-Writing Division of the Ameucan Forest & Paper Assocratlon (#25)
disagrees with the proposed recovered and. postconsumer fiber content levels for prmtmg and.
writing papers. If the levels were lower, more manufacturers would be encouraged to use some
recovered fiber because doing so would be more cost-effective and the fiber would be more.

readily available.
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Northeast Maryland Waste Dlsposal Authonty (#31) supports many of the
recommendanons in the RMAN mcludmg the 20 percent postconsumer content level for ‘
‘ .uncoated prmtmg and wntmg papers. The Authonty does however suggest that EPA set ClthCl’
: postconsumer or recovered fiber content levels and mclude a footnote stating that the levels wrll .

be raised to 30 percent postconsumer by December 31 1998

chh, Pruyn & Company (#33) agrees w1th EPA’s recommendatlon for. recovered and
' postconsumer fiber content levels for uncoated prmtmg and wntmg papers It beheves that text -

) and cover papers, however, should have the same levels as other products in the category

Internatlonal Paper (#35) suggests that EPA promote only a recovered content level of

: '20 percent for pnntmg and wntmg papers, w1th no postconsumer content recommendanon

Natmnal Recyclmg Coahtmn, Inc. (#Ll) suggests that EPA go beyond the Executlve '
: Order and remstate a recovered fiber content level for pnntmg and wntlng papers EPA should -
,consult with states that have such a standard to determme the potentxal impact of a federal

gurdelme that does not mclude a recovered ﬁber content standard

" Reprographic Paper ’

Conservatree Informatmn Services (#8) dlsagrees w1th the proposed recovered and
.postconsurner ﬁber content levels for reprographlc paper Conservatree recommends-a 20 to 100
percent. range for recovered fiber and a. 20 to 50 percent. range for postconsumer fiber because |

B the levels are measured by fiber wexght rather than sheet welght

Offset Paper -

Conservatree Informatlon Servtces (#8) questrons the proposed recovered and

postconsumer fiber. content levels for offset paper, and recommends a 20 to 100 percent rangc ‘
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for recovered fiber and a 20 to 50 perceni, range forpostconsumer fiber because the leve'ls, are

measured by‘ fiber weight rather than she,ef weight.

Mead (#15) recommends that papeterie papers be included in the category of "offset”
paper and provides information about that grade, which is used for greeting cards. .’ '

Magazine Publishers of America (#17) claims that offset papers (speci'ﬁcallyi’uncoated
groundwood paper) should have the same levels of recovered and postconsumer fibers as .
supercalendered and coated papers because all three are used in magazme publrshmg Any

differences among these grades couId create market 1mbalances detnrnental to the magazme '

publishing industry.

The Printing & Writing Paper Division of the Amencan Forest & Paper Assocxatlon
(P&WPD, #25 beheves that papeterie papers should be mcluded under uncoated rinting-
P! g

writing papers as a type of "offset" paper.
Tablet Paper - .
Conservatree Information Services (#8), disagrees with the proposed recovered and

postconsumer fiber content levels for tablet paper, and recommends a 20 to 100 percent range

for recovered fiber and a 20 to 100 percent range for postconsumer ﬁber

Forms Bond | ,

Conservatm Informatnon Services (#8) dlsagrees w1th the proposed recovered and
postconsumer fiber content levels for forms bond, and recommends a 20to 100 percent range for

recqvered fiber and a 20 to 50 percent range for postconsumer ﬁber :
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}En_velope_ Paper . »

' Conservatree Informatxon Servrces (#8) belreves that wove envelopes should have 20 to

71100 percent recovered fiber and 20 to 50 postconsumer ﬁber, rather than EPA’S proposed levels.

It agrees with the proposed postconsumer ﬁber level for whxte/colored kraft envelopes but _
belleves that they should have a 10 to 100 recovered fiber content It also drsagrees w1th the

—proposed unbleached kraft envelope levels, and recommends that they coritain 10 to 100 percent .

- - recovered ﬁber and 10 to 30 percent postconsumer ﬁber

| .Cotton Fibér\Paper : '

Conservatree Informatron Services (#8) drsagrees with the proposed recovered and
postconsumer fiber content levels for cotton fiber paper, and 1n,stead suggests a 50 to 100 percent -
range for recovered fiber and a 20 to 100 percent range for postconsumer ﬁber
Internatlonal Paper (#9) agrees wrth the proposed recovered ﬁber content level for v

. cotton ﬁber paper. .

Mead (#15) believes that a 20 percent recovered*ﬁber content level wouldv be -
appropnate, to offset the. loss in acceptable matenal created by the proposed deﬁmtlons of
"recovered" and " postconsumer ﬁber The company states that the proposed 50 percent level is

too hlgh

The Prmtmg and Writing Paper Dlwsnon of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Association
' (#25) accepts EPA’s recornmendatrons for recovered and postconsumer ﬁber content levels in

cotton ﬁber paper




Téxt and Cover Paper o

Mohawk Paper Mills (#2) beheves that the proposed recycled content standards w111
place non-i ntegrated producers of text and cover papers at a severe disadvantage in markets that
treat text, cover, and offset papers as interchangeable products. Under the proposed standards
integrated manufacturers will be allowed to use a high percentage of virgin fiber, whlch 1s
* cheaper than postconsumer market pulp This will give them a cost and quality advantage over

non-mtegrated producers of text and cover papers

Conservatree Information Services (#8) dlsagrees w1th the proposed recovered and
postconsumer fiber content levels for text and cover paper, and recomrnends a 50 to 100 percent

range for recovered fiber and a 20 to 100 percent range for postconsumer fiber. l_

Internatlonal Paper (#9) claims that the proposed recovered fiber content levels for text .
and cover papers are too high. The company recommends that the levels match those for most
‘other kinds of uncoated paper (20 percent recovered fiber) because the higher levels will -

compromise product quality. "

The Printing and Wntlng Paper Dwrsmn of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Assoclatlon ‘
(F#25) believes that text and cover paper should be classuied, along with the majority of other )

pnntmg and wntmg papers, at recovered and postconsumer fiber levels of 20 percent.

.

" Finch, Pruyn & Company (#33) dlsapproves of the recovered and postconsumer ﬁber
percentages for text and cover paper because they would raise ﬁber procurement and energy

costs to a prohibitively high level.

Supercalendered Paper

Magazine Publishers of America (#17) agrees. with the proposed recovered and

postconsumer fiber content level for supercalendered paper
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The Prmtmg and Wrrtmg Paper Dwts:on of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Assoclatlon S

'(#25) supports the recommended postconsumer ﬁber content level for supercalendered paper

‘C'héck Safety Przper-

The Prmtmg & Wrxtmg Paper Dtvnston of the Amerxcan Forest & Paper Assoclatron ‘ |
t(P&WPD #25) believes that the presence of florescence and contammants should exempt safety
A paper from the RMAN, ‘which recommends a 10 percent recovered and postconsumer ﬁbcr
content level Iti is extremely difficult for mllls to source a consxstent supply of ﬁber that does not

contain ﬂuorescent dyes
Coated Printing and Writing Paper *

General Comments

Potlatch (#13) agrees that coated pnntmg and wntmg paper should have recovered and
‘ postconsumer fiber content levels of 10 percent suppornng EPA’s recornmendatlon

The Clty of San Dlego (#18) supports the postconsumer fiber levels for all types of .

- coated pnntmg and writing paper

Coated Printin, gPaper ,

Conservatree Information Services (#8) applauds the 1nclus10n of coated printing papers
| ‘ in the guldelmes, but believes that the content levels should range from 10 to 100 percent for
recovered fiber and from 10-to 30 percent for postconsumer fiber, because EPA supports o
measuring by fiber wexght rather than by sheet ‘weight. Many. coated sheets already contam :
recycled content higher than the 10 percent proposed |
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Internatlonal Paper (#9) supports EPA’s recomrnendatrons for recovered and

postconsumer fiber content levels for coated pnntmg papers

Potlatch Cor poratron (#13) agrees wrth the proposed recovered and postconsumer trber

content levels for coated pnntmg papers

Magazine Pubhshers of Amenca (#17) agrees wrth the proposed recovered and

postconsumer ﬁber content levels -for coated prmtmg papers

The Printing and Wrrtmg Paper Drvrsxon of the American Forest & Paper Assocratron

(#25) strongly supports the recommended recovered -and postconsumer ﬁber content fevels for

coated printing paper. -

Carbonless

Conservatree Information Services (#8) dlsagrees with the proposed recovered and
postconsumer fiber content levels for carbonless paper.- Instead, it recommends a 20 100 percent |

.range for recovered fiber and a 20750 percent range for postconsumer fiber.

The Prmtmg and Wrrtmg Paper lesmn of the Amencan Forest & Paper Assoclatron
(#25) believes that the recommended recovered and postconsumer ﬁber content Ievels for

carbonless paper are realistic.




Bx"ist'ols‘ o

General Comments

, International:Paper'(#9) disagrees with the proposed levels for briStols Instead -
- (because products are not gcnerally avallable at those levels), the company recomrnends 10

percent recovered and postconsurner fiber content for bnstols

- The City of San Dnego (#18) ‘believes. that the recornrnended content levels for |

postconsumer matenals are adequate for all types of bristols.
B The Pr'inting and Writing Paper Divislon of the Am'eri.can'Forest & Paper Association'

- _(#75) dlsagrees with the proposed levels for bristols, and recommends a range of 10-20 percent

' postconsumer ﬁber for. all products m thrs category.

. Internatlonal Paper (#9) claxms that the proposed recovered and postconsurner ﬁber
content levels for file. folders are too hlgh because any level hlgher than 10 percent recovered

ﬁber will affect product quahty
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Cards

International Paper (#9) drsagrees with the proposed recovered and postconsumer fiber
content levels for index; postal, and other cards. While large companxes such as IP have the
capacity to produce card stock in sufficient quantmes to meet customer demand for large
: quantmes (such as the U S. Postal Semce), they cannot use 50 percent recovered ﬁber Several
smaller companies can use 50 percent but do not ‘have the capacrty to fill large-volurne orders.
IP suggests that-a 10 percent recovered and postconsumer fiber content level be adopted rnstead ‘

of the proposed levels.

. Tags and Tickets

International Paper (#9), operatlng under the assumptlon that tabulating cards are
. included in the tag and ticket category, d1sagrees with the proposed postconsumer fiber content
level, because the current custorner specifications for tabulatrng cards are very clemandmg, and it

.is urilikely that they can still be met with a 20 percent postconsumer content sheet.

Newsprint

> The City off San Diego:(#18) supports the proposed postoonsurner fiber content levels for

newsprint.

Newspaper Association of Amerrca (NAA, #22) dlsapproves of the recommended content ‘
levels for recovered and postconsumer. fibers in newsprint. NAA feels that it is unnecessary and

unwise to set such high levels, because the supply of recycled newsprrnt is small.

Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authorlty (#31) dlsagrees with the recommended o
recovered and postconsumer ﬁber content levels for newspnnt because the cost of addrng
recovered fiber would be prohibitive. It suggests a lower level of 25 percent recovered and

_ postconsumer fiber.
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- . newspnnt will drive up the demand for old newspapers, ‘and consequently the price of this.

- Canadxan Pulp and Paper Assocranon (#38) clarms that the recommended levels tor |

N commodrty to mills. . Tlus w111 dxscourage expansron of recyclmg capacrty, whrch is contrary to’ the
”ongmal ObjCCthC of these draft. culdellnes

Natxonal Recychng Coahtron (#Ll) supports the proposed ranges of recovered and
postconsumer ﬁber levels for newspnnt o ‘

Paper Recyclmg Coahtron (#LS) questions- the recommended postconsumer fiber - 7
: percentages for newspnnt because it is likely that OVenssue newspaper and magazmes have been'
counted as: postconsumer content Because EPA’s deﬁmtxon of " postconsumer “does not mclude .

_ ‘ovenssue the recommended postconsumer levels should be reexammed o -
TISSUE PRODUCTS

,_Gerzéral Comments .

James River: (#10) does not support the: RMAN as proposed because the shortage of '

’ recovered material w111 force it to expand lts search for fiber, thereby 1ncreasmg both collectron
" costs and the amount of nonrenewable fuel used for transportanon As recyclrng mcreases, the

: company also must appropnately dispose of greater amounts of dernked residue: Overall James ‘
" River believes that EPA should not finalize the proposed gurdehnes in the towel and tissue area
.because the mdustry is already oversttmulated and i in short supply of recovered fiber.

L Scott Paper (#11) drsagrees mth the proposed standards for tissue products because -‘

I they will gndlock further mvestment as rnany existing large mrlls will delay their investments due -
'to uncertainty, especxally in lrght of recent pnce and availability problems for wastepaper It
states that the market is overstrmulated, a fact that EPA does not understand because it has not o

properly researched the consumer market. )




; Fort Howard (#12) supports the proposed levels of recovered ﬁber content for all trssue
products, but believes that the differentiation between recovered ﬁber and postconsumer ﬁber is
unnecessary and potentially harmful. If EPA must include postconsumer levels, they should be
no higher than those levels prescribed in EPA’s emstmg paper gutdelme

Markets t‘or Recycled Products (#16) believes that the postconsumer levels for tissue
products are feasrble and push the market Just enough This commenter dtsagrees, however w1th |
the recovered fiber levels for commercxal tissue (and target for consumer tissue) because they
simply reward certain’ compames without allowing room to cxpand, while they close others out of
federal and other markets. Lower percentages would also remove the requtrernent to calculate

percentages of v1rg1n and recovered fiber in m111 broke and would allow for nonfiber v1rg1n

additives.

The City of San Diego (#18) dtsagrees with the proposed postconsumer ﬁber content
levels for tissue products and beheves that the standards should be stated as the lowest:

acceptable postconsumer content percentage

The Trssue Dmsron of the American Forest & Paper (#30) questrons the need to rewse

the percentages for tlssue products given the effecttveness of the 1988 gurdehnes

g Northeast Maryland Waste Dlsposal Authonty (#31) beheves that the low ends of the
recovered and postconsumer fiber level ranges are appropriate but is concemed that the hrgh end
of the range will limit the number of manufacturers that can provrde such produr'ts

Georgta-Paﬂfic (#37) questions the need to change the standards for trssue products,
because these products already contain such htgh levels of recovered fiber. The strong market ’
for "recycled" tissue has already forced several small manufacturers out of busmess, and the new

recommendations will only worsen the srtuatton
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Tlssue Producers Coalmon (#43) takes 1ssue wrth the levels recommended for tissue
- ‘products and states that EPA should mamtam the commercral tissue products content levels as

established in 1988 The coahtron suggests lowerlng the percentages for commercral products to
"more realrsttc levels. | L

Natronal Recycling Coalltron (#Ll) belreves that EPA’s recommended levels for o
recovered and postconsumer fiber levels are too low. NRC believes that the lowest range for

postconsumer ﬁber in cornmercral and consumer tissue should be 40 percent

Designating consumer tissue products

‘ James River- (#10) states that EPA has no legal basis and should not- attempt to provrde -
aguldelmes for consumer products, thereby removmg consumer choxce dtetatmg manufactunng
technolog1es, and fuehng the recovered fiber crisis facxng the mdustry today '

Scott Paper (#11) strongly belleves that EPA should abandon content standards for

'consumer tissue products and should exphcttly state that the RMAN is not mtended for '
consumer products.

Fort Howard (#12) beheves that estabhshmg different levels for commercial and
consumer tissue products is unnecessary and potentially harmful because the same types of
products are sold into both markets. One EPA recommendatton for txssue products would be
sufﬁcrent Furtherrnore, Fort Howard does not believe that EPA should influence the

purchasmg preferences of govemment personnel for products used in the home

Potlatch (#13) states that extendmg the guldehnes to the consumer market wﬂl cause
»drsruptlon in the market, i increase fiber costs, and decrease ~product quahty Thrs commenter '
infers that consumer products should not be desrgnated. '

The Tlssue Drvrsron of the Amencan Forest & Paper Assoclatron (#30) opposes o
h mcludmg consumer tissue products in the RMAN. - . " ‘
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Tissue Producers Coalition (#43) suggests removing consumer tissue products from the .
RMAN. . : . . . . H . . . . -

Bathroom tissue .

Potlatch (#13) disagrees with the proposed recovered and postconsurner fiber content -

levels for consumer bathroom trssue High recovered fiber content xn consumer tissue products

will give them a poor market reputation from which it might take years to recover.

Industrial Wipers

Kimberly-Clark (#20) beheves that this category should be d1v1ded mto General Purpose |

Wipers and Specialty Wipers. If EPA accepts this change, the proposed content levels are
achievable and practtcal for the general purpose category In the specralty use category, the
‘company suggests a recovered fiber percentage of 0 to 100 percent and a postconsumer fiber

Apercentage of 0 to 40 percent.

PAPERBOARD AND PACKAGING PRODUCTS -

" General Comments
The City of San Diego (#18) be'l:i‘eves that the proposed postconsumer content levels for
paperboard and 'packa_'ging ‘protdvucts are adequate, except-for brown paper. ‘ -
The Containerboard & Kraft i’aper-Group of the American Forest & Paper Association
(#23) believes that forcing all containerboard to contain some arbitrary level of recovered and

postconsumer fibers restricts their freedom to tailor products to individual customers. and uses
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“The Recycled Paperboard DlVlSlon of the Amertcan Forest & Paper Assoctatton (#26)
~ states that the specxﬁc percentages for all products in the paperboard and packagmg category are -
100 high, given the current and expected condmons in the recovered fiber supply market. It also
dtsagrees with the need to set 1nd1v1dual content levels for the dtfferent kinds of paperboard

products because the vast majonty already 1ncorporate lOO-percent recovered materlals
Paper Recyclmg Coahtlon (#LS) requests that the statement referencmg "food grade uses . .
~of paperboard" and “footnote 2" be stricken from the document because the casual reader rmght
not dlstmgutsh among the different food packaglng requlrements and conclude that it is unsafe
to package food in recycled or recycled content paperboard. It also objects to the separate
listing of carrierboard and cautions agalnst settmg separate requxrements for all potentlal end

" uses of paperboard, espemally for applxcatlons where the government is not a major purchaser

e

~ Corrugated Containers

. International Paper (#9) dlsagrees with the proposed recovered and postconsumer ﬁber
content levels for corrugated contamers (<3OO psi), because they do not appear to be . ‘ .
- ‘economically or logistically feas1ble ‘The company urges EPA not to set any specific mlmmum

- recovered content levels for corrugated containers. -

‘ Chesapeake Paper Products (#14) asserts that recovered and postconsumer ﬁber content
- levels for corrugated containers should be 0 percent The company beheves that incentives to
use recovered fibers are no Ionger required.

. Mead (#15) dlsagrees w1th the proposed recovered and postconsumer fiber content levels
for corrugated contamers The company suggests 25 percent for both recovered and
'postconsumer fiber content. ' | B ‘




The Containerboard & Kraft Paper G'roup of'the A.merican‘ Forest & Paper AsSOciation
(#23) believes that the proposed content, levels for corrugated contamers are 1mpossrble to reach
xndustrywrde These levels ignore the fundamental requirements of the finished product, dlsturb
. the industry’s competmve environment, promote inefficient use of raw matenals, and encourage ‘

s
b

imports.

Umon Camp Corporatlon (#24) drsagrees with the proposed recovered and '
postconsumer fiber content levels for cotrugated contamers The company statés that the levels

are 1mpract1cal Jeopardlze quahty, and increase costs

National Recyclmg Coalmon (#Ll) applauds EPA for suggestmg htgh recovered and
* postconsumer content ranges but feels that some ﬂexrbllxty is warranted because of current

supply shortages and increasing fiber prices.

Foldx'tzg Cartons

The Recycled Paperboard Division of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Assocxatlon “

(RPD, #26) believes that EPA should remove the footnote to Table A-4, whrch indicates that :
the recovered fiber content ranges for folding cartons "are not apphcable to all types of
paperboard.” RPD believes that the footnote undermines both EPA’s. goal to encourage
purchases of paper products at the highest level of recovered fiber and its decision to rename the
entire category "Paperboard" rather than "Recycled Paperboard.” RPD also believes that EPA’
should not recommend separate content,levels t‘or solid bieached paperboard. -

" The Bleached Paperboard Division of the Atnerimn Forest & Paper Association‘(#27)
does not believe that EPA should recommend content levels for solid bleached sulfate
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Ca'?'i‘ffboﬁfd.' |

Mead (#15) dlsagrees with the proposed ﬁber content levels for carrlerboard, and

recommends 10 to 100 percent recovered fiber content and 10 percent postconsumer ﬁber ,

content levels

vaerwood Internatronal (#19) supports ‘the inclusion of recovered content levels for |
‘carnerboard and belteves that they have been set at reasonable and technically achlevable levels
; Riverwood believes, however, that a better suggestlon would be ranges of ‘ ‘
15 to 25 _percent recovered and 10 to 15 percent postconsumer ﬁber content to g1ve

‘ manufacturers some flex1b1hty as technology changes

. Brown ‘Pap'ers,
Internatronal Paper (#9) dlsagrees with the proposed recovered and postconsurner ﬁber

_ content level for brown papers. The company urges EPA not to set any specrﬁc mtmmum

' recovered and postconsumer fiber content limits because they wrll only exaggerate the problerns
associated with the current demand/supply 1mbalance in recovered paper grades '

, Chesapeake Paper Products (#14) dlsagrees wrth the proposed recovered and
postconsumer fiber content levels for brown papers The company beheves that such ‘high’ levels.

will lead to poor product quahty

The City of San Drego (#18) belleves that the postconsumer level for brown paper should . -
“be’set at 10 percent. - '
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MISCELLANEOUS PAPER PRODUCTS

General Comments’

The City of San Dlego (#18) supports EPA’s recommended content levels for |

postconsumer materials in mxscellaneous paper products

Tray Liners

Internatmnal Paper (#9) drsagrees with the proposed postconsumer ﬁbe1 content level

for tray liriers because the deﬁmtlon of postconsumer fiber excludes pnnted, unread materials.

IP suggests retaining the 100 percent recovered fiber content level but lowering the postconsumer

level to 50 percent.’




SECTION 6

COl\'[MENTS ON MEASUREMENT SPECIFICATIONS AND
RECY CLABILITY ’

‘ COMMENTS ON MEASURING BY FIBER WEIGHT AND COUNTING THE RECOVERED S o
MATERIAL PORTION OF MILL BROKE o ' . , . Co

N Repap WlsconSln (#3) agrees that recycled ﬁber percentages should be based onthe = °
:ﬁber werght of a sheet of paper rather than the total werght of the paper -

Umon Camp (#6) agrees with a ﬁber-werght calculatron of postconsumer and recovered
" fiber content but pomts out the need for additional clanﬁcatron, because some. ﬁllers are not
fully removed in the repulplng and cleamng process. Union Camp strongly recommends that the
numerator of the calculated fiber welght fracnon allow for the inclusion of whatever materlal is ;. '

carned w1th the actual fiber from 4 fiber recychng facrllty

Appleton Papers (#7) supports countmg mill broke generated m a papermakmg process
usmg postconsumer and/or recovered ﬁber as a feedstock towards postconsumer fiber or

. recovered fiber content

Conservatree Informatlon Servxces (#8) agrees with EPA’S proposed fiber wetght basis
for recovered matertal content measurement Fiber welght measurement, however, requrres less
“fiber i in hlgh grade papers, therefore, Conservatree contends that content requlrements must be:

set at higher levels than those prev10usly used for sheet weight measurements to be meamngful

A

Internatxonal Paper (#9) strongly supports EPA’s recommendatlon to measure recycled

content based on fiber werght

3




Fort Howard (#12) supports EPA s determmatlon to use a fiber wexght method for
calculating recovered and postconsumer fiber content levels. Fort Howard also strongly agrees
that mill broke generated from recovered and postconsumer ﬁber feedstocks should count

towards recovered and postconsumer content in the end _product. -

Mead (#15) supports EPA’s use of fiber welght as the basis for calculatmg recycled
content. Mead also supports the change that would allow mxlls to count broke from recovered

fiber feedstocks 1nto the total calculation of recycled content

Markets for Recycled Products (#16) believes that the fiber-weight basis for calculating
recycled content poses a few problems Recovered paper and paperboard contain additives that
are carried through in the repulping process and are retained in the finished paper. This =~
commenter encourages EPA to allow for such nonﬁber furnish”. and suggests the followmg
language be added to the measurement section in the RMAN: ' -

Nonﬁber materials that are introduced into the paper manufactunng process as ° i

integral components of the recovered or postconsumer fiber furnish and that are - \

" retained in the finished product shall count toward the total percentage of fiber

weight when calculating recycled content.
This commenter also opposes crediting mill broke generated from recovered feedstocks because
calculating the proportion that should be credited would be difficult for mills that use both virgin
‘and recovered feedstocks.” This calculation would also create additional recordkeepmg '
requirements, increase costs, and invite dishonesty. Markets for Recycled Products encourages
EPA to set recovered fiber levels low enough so that mills can use their broke wherever itis
rnost cost effective, rather than setting recovered fiber standards at 100 percent (whrch precludes

broke from bemg credited even as a nonrecovered component of the furmsh)

‘The Magazme Publishers of America (MPA, #17) agrees with EPA’s methodology for
calculatmg recovered fiber content based on total fiber werght MPA belreves that this
measurement should exclude other materials used in the manufacture of paper, 1nclud1ng
coatings, additives, inks, laminates, and fillers, because commercrally vrable technologxes do not ”

currently exist to recover these other mgredlents of paper
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The Crty of San Dlego (#18) concurs wrth EPA’s recommendatlon that recycled content
shOuld be measured as a percentace of the wexght of the ﬁber in paper ora paper product This
"cornmenter drsagrees, however, that broke from postconsumer feedstocks should be credrted _
towards postconsumer content because thlS would not help improve markets for recycled paper |
' and would oreatly compllcate the venﬁcatron and trackmg process for postconsumer content -

.

: f.clarms. B

The Recycled Paperboard Dwrsmn of the Amerlcan F orest & Paper Assocratxon A
" (RPD; #26) strongly supports EPA’s use of a. relanve cornparrson of werght of recovered ﬁber to
'total fiber because. it ensures that the calculatron of recycled content is made on the basrs of the
pertinent raw materral rather than on the basis of the extraneous werght of non-fibrous’ addltrves;
| RPD also supports EPA’s proposal to credrt the recovered ﬁber and postconsumer fiber portlon

of mill broke in content calculatlons

The Amerxcan Forest & Paper Assocratron (#28) strongly supports EPA’
‘récommendation on measurement of recovered fiber content by a relatrve comparrson of werght :

of recovered fiber t6 total fiber.

The Nauonal Recyclmg Coahtrom (NRC #Ll) supports the methodology proposed in the
" draft RMAN for calculatmg the recovered fiber content of mlll broke. NRC also supports EPA’
. decision to base the calculatron of recovered ﬁber and postconsumer fiber on a percentage of ‘

-:ﬁber wexght as opposed to total product welght

“The Dll‘ect Marketmg Assocratron (#L4) strongly supports EPA’s conﬁrmatron that ﬁber

. werght should be the standard for measunng recycled content

The Paper Recyclmg Coalrtmn (PRC #L5S) cornmends EPA for adoptmg standard -
mdustry practices with respect to the measurement of recycled content based on ﬁber weight.
PRC also prarses EPA for acknowledgmg that the recycled content of mill broke can legmmately

b

be counted as recycled content.
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COMMENTS ON SPECIFICATIONS p

. Appleton P’apers (#7) agrees that specrﬁcanons should be rewsed if they 1mpede the use .
of postconsumer and recovered fiber but do not 1mpede reasonable performance Appleton also

suggests that EPA streamline the -specification process to ellmmate redundant and duphcanve

GSA and GPO specifications.

COMMENTS ON RECYCLABILITY

Union Camp (#6) states that mdustnal practlces and the marketplace should emphasxze
the recyclability of waste paper While this commenter expresses hope that RMAN
1mplementatlon will encourage the development of glues and adhesives that make recychng

easxcr, Umon Camp does not endorse usmg a regulatory approach to address recyclabxhty issues.

'Appleton Papers (#7) strongly urges EPA to add recyclability ‘as the third objective of the
RMAN. EPA should d1$courage purchase of paper products that are not recyclable in the -
normal office-paper waste stream. Appleton points out that. over half of federal agency
purchases of multiple-part forms specxfy a nonrecyclable bond and carbon constructron The :
carbon tissue can compose between 20 and 40 percent of a form, by weight. Carbon paper,
however, is not readily available with recycled content nor is it normally recyclable, and

" significantly dcgrades the value of the ofﬁce-paper waste stream.

" International Paper (#9) believes that the: wordmg of Sectlon A6 0 on recyclablhty 1mplles
that the purchase of groundwood-contammg pnntlng and wntmg paper will reduce the
_recyclability and/or dollar value of the Agency’s office-paper recycling program. IP beheves that
this language is specrﬁcally aimed at its Spnnghrll Incentive 100 and Hammerrmll Unity products
It provides mformatron on the recyclablhty of these products, and states that they are pnced
competitively with thelr virgin counterparts and are substantially lower in- cost than other
brighter, partially recycled content grades. IP requests, that the wordmg of Sectton A-6 in the
RMAN be expanded so that agencies are mstructed to consider the overall economics of their

paper choices. IP also cautions EPA that, in encouraging agencies to assess the impact of paper
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purchases on thexr overall contnbutton to. the solid waste stream, that the recyclabtltty issue could |
quickly turn into a life cycle assessment debate an issue that goes beyond the scope of .'
purchasmg cutdelmes IP further sug,,ests that EPA revise Sectton A-6 on recyclablhty to read as

!

’ ~EPA recommends that procurmg agenctes consxder the effect of a procurement of
~ a paper product containing recovered and postconsumer fiber on their paper
collection programs by assessing the impact of their decision on their overall
. contribution to the solid waste stream. As an example, paper. products’ with a°
. htgh groundwood content may result in a lower receipt price for office wastepaper .
sales. 'However, if the original paper product was economically priced, the entire '
~ transaction may be viewed as beneficial. This is particularly true if the original
- paper ‘product had postconsumer fiber content exceedmg that requlred by these -
' "procurernent guldelmes _ ‘

' _The Recycled Paperboard Dwnsnon of the Amerxcan Forest & Paper Assoctatlon )
(RPD #26) agrees that recyclability is one of several factors that procunng agencres conSIder o
" wheén making purchasmg dec151ons, ‘but cautions that it should not be the sole determlnant in the, .
. purchasmg decision. RPD does not believe that procunng agencxes wrll have dtfﬁculty ﬁndmg

markets for thelr recyclable paper.

Northeast Maryland Waste Dlsposal Authorxty (#31) supports EPA’s recommendatlons

to consider recyclablllty ‘ X

- American Forest & Paper Association (#28) encourages EPA to focus its recyclablhty
efforts on the tradmonal contarmnants that occur m collection programs such as Iamtnated,
 waxed, or coated labels, food waste and paper covered with food residue; glass, hazardous ‘

" ‘materials; rubber, metal and plastxc wraps, ﬁlms, and tapes

Natmnal Recyclmg Coahtlon (NRC #L1) supports the notion that procurement ofﬁcrals o
. should consider the recyclablhty of paper products in addmon to recycled content. NRC also
believes that the purchasmg decrsron should reflect the "upstream" env1ronrnental benefits of

recyclmg as well as the waste reductlon benefits.-
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Paper Recycling Coahtxon (PRC #LS) beheves that 1t is appropnate for EPA to prov1de" | )

guidance -on the need to consxder recyclablhty in purchasmg decxsxons In addition to citing
copier paper made with recovered groundwood papers as an example of a product that could:
undermine paper recovery programs, PRC encourages EPA to provide guidance about other

contaminants, including glues-and adhesives, which downgrade the quality of recovered paper.
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SECT ION 7

COMME‘JTS ON DEFINITIONS

"POSTCONSUMER" -
Repap Wlsconsm (#3) favors the Recychno Adwsory Councrl deﬁmtxon of "postconsumer v

'equrvalent that mciudes prlnted and/or matenals requmng demkmg Repap beheves that EPA’s.

o proposed narrow postconsurner deﬁnmon will increase costs and dlscouraoe xncreased use of

[ -

postconsumer ﬁber

‘ Umon Camp (#6) beheves that the proposed postconsurner deﬁnmon misses the . _
A opportumty to recover printed or converted materials that requlre full processing in order to be - )
‘used in a finished product Thls cornrnenter argues that materials such as prmter overruns and:
- fully converted matenals that must be repulped, screened, dexnked, and reprocessed should
‘qualify as postconsumer matenals In addition, Union Camp states that the more complex the
definition. of postconsumer, the more drfﬁcult it will be for an 1nfrastructure to supply future ;
feedstocks and ensure the removal of good ﬁber from landﬁlls

Couservatree Informatlon Servrces (#8) agrees w1th the proposed postconsumer
deﬁmtron because it is appropnately con51stent with the deﬁmtlons contaxned in RCRA and i tn
Executive Order 12873. Conservatree opposes expandlng the deﬁmtlon to mclude preconsumer ,

| dexnkmg categones.
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- Interndtional Paper (IP #9) cautions that EPA’s specxﬁc ehmmatxon of overissue
publtcatxons from the definition of postconsumer fiber i is unnecessary and may result in
additional waste moving to landfills. Denying postconsumer status to newsstand retums would
render these ‘materials as less valuable in recycling efforts. IP cxtes previous mdustry attempts to
persuade EPA to adopt the term "processed recovered fiber" ‘to address this issue. This
commenter also believes that publishers® practice of producing enough"magaiines and
newspapers to meet anticipated customer demand is a competmve marketmg dcmswn beyond
EPA’s pumew but that EPA should ensure a market for returns that can be economlcally
collected for deinking. _ B . . : ' : ,

Fort Howard (#12) strongly opposes: excludxng overissue pubhcatlons from the deﬁnmon

of "postconsumer.” This commenter argues that RCRA 6002 (h) does not limit consumers to .

individuals or 'houscholds, but rather 1nclud_es busmesses as consumers. It further argues that .

excess or obsolete inventories of publications have fulfilled their intended end use by having been
available for review or distribution, and that coriceptually, o'verQissu‘e publications are no different

from unused letterhead paper or envelopes that have become obsolete. Fort Howard ‘requests ‘

‘that, at the very least, EPA clarify what it means by " over-issue” publlcatxons 50 that it does not |

harmfully restrict souices of postconsumer fiber.
Potlatch (#13) believes that the proposed postconsumer deﬁmtlon makes llttle sense -
because recovered paper from the convernno plant at the tissue mill would be mill broke, while

the same matertal ata separate converting plant would be recovered t'iber

‘Markets for Recycled Products (#16) supports the statutory definition of postconsnmer'
as well as the proposed clarification. Together, they remove all ambiguity and agree with the
postconsumer definition used for other products and materials in EPA’s Comprehensive 8

Procurement Guideline.




Magazme Pubhshers ot‘ Amenca (MPA, #17) beheves that a broad rnterpretatron of ‘
postconsumer fiber i$ needed to encourage mcreased investment rn recychng capacity,. especrally
. in view. of current and antxcrpated shortages m recycled pulp supphes MPA also opposes any
dtstmctton between preconsumer and postconsumer materlals because it serves no purpose.. ‘
Ltmmng the deﬁnmon reduces manufacturers abrltty to obtam recovered trber that can be

counted towards postconsumer content.

The Crty of San Dlego (#18) supports the proposed postconsumer deﬁnmon and agrees

that it should not rnclude preconsumer matertals that requrre demkmg or contamtnant removal

Bowater (#21) belteves that excludmg prmters overruns, converters scrap and/or
overrssue publtcattons from consrderatton as postconsumer materials clearly violates the statute ’
[RCRA] and tramples protected speech Bowater asserts that EPA’s proposed deﬁmtron
‘contradicts codified Congressional, objectives of keeprng solid- waste from landﬁlls, promotlng
+ improved resource recovery, and establishing cooperation between govemment and pnvate
enterpnse Thts commenter contends that Congress clearly Stated that dlscarded ovenssue
magazmes are postconsumer matertals, because they are papers that enter and are collected from
the mumctpal SOlld waste. stream Bowater suggests that EPA revise the RMAN to state that
paper consurned m the publication process has reached its end use as a consumer rtem, either
: when 1t 1s purchased and discarded by a reader or when it is’ returned from the newsstand or
printer as outdated Bowater further asks EPA to clanfy that _paper. consumed m the pnnnng
- process and etther dlscarded or diverted from the solid waste stream has also reached its end

use, and therefore constttutes postconsumer waste. -

. Newspaper Assocxatlon of America (NAA, #22) believes that dlsttngurshrng between pre-
“and. postconsumer sources of recovered paper is an unnecessary, unworkable and burdensome

step that has outltved its 1ntended purpose.

The Contamerboard and Kraft Paper Group of the Amerxcan Forest & Paper
Assocxatron (#23) opposes any dtstmctton between pre- and postconsumer recovered ﬁbers
because they both come out of the waste stream, have similar propertres, appear tdentrcal under

a rnrcroscope and cannot be separated by any known scxentrﬁc test

: s.




The Recycled Paperboard Dwnsron of the American Forest & Paper Assocxatlon
(RPD, #”6) assérts that any deﬁnmon of "postconsumer” is arbltrary

The Newsprint Division of the Anierican Forest & Paper Assocxanon (#29) beheves that
EPA’s proposed definition should be revised so that paper consumed in the pubhcanon process '
is counted as postconsumer fiber, because such paper has reached its end use asa consumer

item, either when it is purchased and dxscarded by a reader or when it is retumed from the

newsstand or printer as outdated. EPA should’ also clarify that paper consumed in the printing . -

process and e1thex discarded or diverted from the solid waste stream has also reached its end use

- and should be conSIdered as postconsumer waste.

A}

. Northeast VIaryland Waste Dlsposal Authonty (#31) agrees with the narrow deﬁnmon of
postconsumer and that fiber denved from prmters over-runs, converters scrap and ovenssue

publications is not postconsumer fiber.

Random House (#42) believes that overissue publications should be considered as
. postconsumer, arguing that such a classification is necessary to make book recovery cost-efficient

and worthwhile.

- The Tissue Producers Coahtmn (#43) maintains that separate categories for pre- and
postconsumer waste are not necessary The distinction has no real meaningin a recovered paper

market already utxhzmg all avallable supphes of preconsumer recovered matenals.

Lmdenmeyr Paper 45) strongly urges EPA to class1fy overproduced books as
postconsumer material. Lindenmeyr beheves that, by excluding overissue pubhcmuons, EPA
reduces the waste value of a publisher’s unsold inventory, hereby increasing the chance that such
mventory would be landfilled. EPA’s narrow deﬁmtxon also depnves the book pubhshmg
1ndustry of a source of potentlal postconsumer fiber.
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' Natxonal Recyclmg Coalmon (NRC, #Ll) recommends that EPA's postconsumer
: deﬁmtron be expanded to include comparable matenals as defined in the Recyclrng Advisory
~Council’s report, such as overrssue publrcatrons and prrnters scrap wrth prmtlng or dye NRC
cautions that EPA’S proposed, narrow definition wrll increase the costs to produce recycled paper
.and therefore drscouraoe its use. NRC further asserts that conformrng to the postconsumer }

deﬁnmon in Executrve Order 12873 1s not sufﬁcrent rationale for retarnmg a narrow deﬁnmon in
the RMAN. - . C | ‘ |

Paper Recyclmg Coahtron (PRC #LS) belreves that the dlstmcnon between '

- postconsumer and recovered paper is arbrtrary, and contends that the only legmmate source- .
based paper drstlnctron is between v1rg1n ﬁber and recovered fiber. PRC cautlons that EPA’s
clarlﬁcatlon of the definition mrght have unrntended consequences, because many manufacturers :

- 'have been classrfymg overlssue as postconsumer and have reported it as such to EPA Thus, -
postconsumer-content ﬁgures mrght be mflated because they mclude overissue.. Wlule PRC
. opposes a postconsumer distinction altogether, for the sake of clarrty it suggests the followrng . |
x modrﬁcatlons to EPA’s proposed postconsumer deﬁnmon ‘ ‘

= The word waste" should be removed from the term "mixed waste paper The
term "mixed paper” is sufﬁcrently clear. Waste 1mphes garbage, somethmg that
must be landfilled or mcrnerated

)

L The term "fibrous wastes should be changed to "fibrous matenals to avord

. implying that materials recovered from the mumcrpal waste stream for recychng
- are still waste products .

7

| "WASTE PAPER," "RECOVERED FIBER, AND CIARIFICATION ON REPULPING
REQUIREMENTS S

Repap Wrsconsm (#3) comments, the statement that matenal must be repulped’ is
. confusing, unless the intent is that rolls/sheets are not repulped in water -again and therefore .
cannot be consrdered recovered ﬁber ‘ ' '




*%

Conservatree Informatron Services (#8) agrees wrth elrmmatmg the waste paper

categories in the existing paper guideline and observes that waste paper oftén mcludes

“inappropriate mill broke materials. This commenter also agrees that materials must be repulped,

and that recovered fiber should exclude materials such as obsolete mventory and off-specrﬁcanon

products generated at the mill after the papermakmg process ends. Conservatree also agrees

with the explicit exclusion of forest residues.

James River (#10) agrees‘tn'at material must be repulped to count as recovered fiber.
The company believes, however, that the proposed mill broke and recov'e'red fiber deﬁnitions are .-
confusing because mill-generated materials would be excludéd, whrle equivalent rnatenals from
paper merchants, wholesalers, dealers, printers, converters, or consumers would count as '
recovered fiber. James River suggests that EPA consider adoptrng a draft ASTM definition of
recycled fiber that reads: "fiber derived from récovered matenal excludlng wood residues and.
sawmilling residues, which has been repulped or remtroduced into the paper manufactunng

process and made intoa product or form usable in the manufacturing process.”

Mead (#15) dlsagrees with the proposed deﬁmtron of recovered fiber and suggests that '
EPA adopt the RCRA 6002(h) definition of "recovered materral whrch includes fiber waste
generated after the paper machine rewrnder Mead suggests addmg a caveat, rf needed, : -

requiring that recovered fiber be repulped in order to be counted.

Markets for Recycled Products (#16) supports the proposed recovered ﬁber deﬁnmon
and agrees that non-repulped paper should be excluded, along with sawdust and forest resrdues

The City of San Diego (#18) applauds EPA’s use of the term recovered fiber in lieu of
waste paper as a means of communicating the value of the rnatenals San Drego also concurs :

with the requirement that materials must be repulped

The Contamerboard and Kraft Paper Group of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper
Association (CKPG #23) has no objection to the proposed deﬁmtron of recovered fiber, but
does oppose the exclusion of materials currently. consrdered recovered that would be reclassrﬁed

as mill broke under the proposed broke definition

-48-




. . 3
~ The Prmtmg-ertmg Paper Dwxsxon of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Assoclatlon (#25)

‘t_' -recommends that EPA should contmued to use the definition of recovered materials i in RCRA

' 6002(h) to create umforrmty wrth the Executlve Order and establrsh a clear understandmg of

. ' where mrll broke ends and recovered hber begms '

4 The Recycled Paperboard Dmsron of the Amerxcan Forest & Paper Assocratlon (RPD
#26) applauds eliminating the term waste paper RPD also agrees with EPA’s clarrﬁcatlon that
recovered ﬁber must be repulped and not just recovered, to count toward recovered ﬁber '

" content and that forest residues do not count toward recovered ﬁber content.

Amerrcan Forest & Paper ASSOClatlon (#28) beheves that EPA should contmue to use B
.the well—estabhshed RCRA deﬁnmon of recovered matenals | o |

The Tlssue Producers Coalmon (#43) suggests that EPA should add a statement under

recovered ﬁber that only repulped ﬁber can be classrﬁed as recovered fiber for recycled content
- clalms s o |

"National Recyclmg Coalmon (NRC #Ll) strongly supports EPA’s proposal to. ‘
drscontmue usmg the term waste _paper in favor of recovered fiber. NRC also supports excludmg
side tnmmlngs, culls, end rolls, butt rolls, rejected stock, and obsolete mventones of unﬁmshed )
' paper from the deﬁnrtlon of recovered ﬁber NRC believes, however, that convertmg scrap and
obsolete mventones of finished product generated outside of the paper manufactunng process
- ~should quahfy as recovered ﬁber ' ' '

Direct Marketmg Assocratmn (DMA, #L4) concurs wrth and supports EPA’s proposed '
termmology change from waste paper to recovered ﬁber DMA also recommends that EPA -
retaln the RCRA deﬁmtron for recovered ﬁber (e.g., recovered materials) to create umforrmty

'w1th the Executive Order and to estabhsh a clear understandmg of the pomt at which mxll broke _ .
ends and recovered fiber begms | : : .




Paper Recycling Coa'lition (PRC, #L5) commends EPA for ending its use of the term
waste paper because it implies a second-rate product and is a barrier to recjchng PRC also
“supports the clanﬁcanon that materials must ‘be repulped, not just recovered, to count toward
recovered fiber content. PRC also agrees with clanfymg that forest residues do not quality as
recovered fiber, and asks EPA to eliminate any allowances for sawdust. PRC also suggests the

following modifications to EPA’s proposed definition of recovered fiber

n The word "waste" should be removed from the term "mixed waste paper.” The
term "mixed paper” is sufficiently clear. Waste implies garbage, somethmo that
must be landfilled or incinerated.

| The term "fibrous wastes” should be changed to "ﬁbrous ‘materials" to avoid
implying that materials recovered from the municipal waste stream for recyclmg
are still waste products

MILL BROKE

Mohawk Paper Mills (#2) opposes the proposed expanded definition of mill broke

because it will disqualify materials that have previously served as sources of preconsumer fiber

Wisconsin Tissue (#5) beheves that EPA’s revrsed definition is too broad. Thxs
commenter suggests usmg the proposed deﬁmtxon developed by AS’IM as follows: "Any paper
generated in a paper mill prior to the complenon of the paper manufacturing process.which is
unsuitable for subsequent application but can be reused in the paper manufacturing process

Conservatn-e Information Services (#8) agrees with expandmg the deﬁnmon to 1nclude

many of the materials generated in rmll-based ﬁmshmg processes.
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Internatlonal Paper (#9) beheves that the emstmg deﬁnmon of mxll broke is easxly )
understood and umversally accepted within the mdustry It urges EPA not to change from the
‘ 1988 deﬁnmon of the papermakmg process [a component of the mlll broke deﬁnmon] Thxs
‘ ‘commenter beheves that the proposed broader deﬁmtxon is unnecessanly confusmg, because
obsolete 1nventor1es from paper manufacturers and recovered fiber generated in paper rmll
E ﬁmshmg operatlons would be considered as mill broke, while equrvalent materials from paper

" rnerchants, converters, wholesalers and others would quahfy as recovered ﬁber

_ James Rrver (#10) dlsagrees w1th EPA’s proposed changes to "mill broke" because scrap
matenals generated in ﬁmshmg operanons often mclude wet strength additives, coatmgs, dyes,
_ and inks that requlre extra processmg pnor to reuse These matenals are recovered or dlverted
frorn solid waste and are repulped to be reused as recycled ﬁber James’ River also beheves that
S the proposed mlll broke" and "recovered fiber" definitions are confusmg because mrll-generated
* materials would be consrdered as broke, while equrvalent matenals from paper merchants,
wholesalers, dealers, prmters, converters, or consumers would count as ‘recovered fiber. This-
" commenter urges EPA not to change the current deﬁmtlon of this term and to consider adoptmg
the draft ASTM definition that reﬂects general consensus "any paper generated in a paper mill
o pnor to. the cornpletlon of the paper manufactunng process which is unsultable for subsequent
apphcatxon but can be reused in the paper manufacturlng process

Scott Paper (#11) supports and 1ncorporates by reference the speclﬁc recommendatlons
offered by the Amencan Forest & Paper Assocratlon on this toprc ' '
Mead (#15) dxsagrees w1th the proposed définition and suggests that EPA adopt the
'RCRA 6002 (h) definition. ‘ '

‘ Markets for Recycled Products (#16) supports the proposed deﬁmtlon, statmg that 1t 1s a

fair compromxse because most types of eas1ly measured paper mtll scrap are excluded.




The Containerboard and Kraft Paper Grou:p of the American Forest & Paper |
Assocratmn (CKPG, #23) strongly opposes the proposed broadenmg of the definition because it
is confusing, unfair, and unenforceable. CKPG strongly encourages EPA to continue to use the
. mill broke deﬁnmon found i in RCRA, Wthh is also used in the Executrve Order. o B

The Prmtmg-Wrrtlng Paper Dwrsron of the Amerxcan Forest & Paper Assocxatron (#25) »
recommends that EPA should contmued to use the deﬁmtron for mill broke in RCRA 6002(h) to
create uniformity with the Executrve Order and to establish a clear understandrng of where mill

broke ends and recovered fiber begins.

The Recycled Paperboard Drvrsron of the American Forest & Paper Aswclatlon (#26)
objects to the proposed expansion of the mill broke definition. It beheves that the existing
definition is easily understood and umversally used within the paper mdustry and that -

introducing a new definition would be unfarr and unwarranted

‘American Forest & Paper Association (AF&PA, #28) beliei/es that EPA should continue -
to use the well-established deﬁmtlon of mill broke because it is easrly understood and unlversally
used within the industry. AF&PA also contends that introducing a new deﬁmtron after seven .
years of education and widespread use would be unfair. In addition, the proposed broadened
definition is confusing because it would include ﬁber generated in a paper mill that is equivalent
" to recovered materials generated by converters and others. AF&PA also believes that it is
arbitrary to consider obsolete inventories from paper manufacturers as broke, while obsolete
inventories of the same paper grades held by paper merchants, wholesalers, and others would

qualify as recovered fiber.

The Newsprint Division of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Assocratlon (#29) belleves that
the current RCRA definition of mill broke should be retarned The proposed definition xs
l confusing because it includes items that are eguWalent to converting scrap and other matenals :
that clearly count as recovered fiber. The newsprint mdustry has also rnade substantral |

nvestments in education and capital based on the existing definitions

-
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‘ _ The Tlssue DlVlSlon of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Assoczatlon (#30) belreves that the’ '
' ‘current RCRA deﬁnmon of rmll broke should be retained. ‘The proposed, expanded deﬁnmon is
confusmg because it mcludes rtems that are equrvalent to. convertmg scrap and other matenals
- that clearly count as recovered fiber. The tlssue industry has’ also made substantxal 1nvestments ::

in education and caprtal based on the emstmg deﬁmtlons

v

. Northeast Maryland Waste Dlsposal Authonty (#31) supports excludmg the specxﬁc
- 1tems 1dermﬁed by EPA as m111 broke from countmg as recovered fiber. ‘ ‘

- Ramy Rrver Forest Products (#32) supports the exrstmg deﬁmtlon of mlll broke because
it is easrly understood and wxdely used w1th1n the mdustry '

Internatronal Papers, Fine Busmess Papers (#35) belleves that excludmg mlll broke does 7 - -

" not accomphsh anythlng Not allowmg mrll-generated broke to count as recovered matenal
- would result in landfilling much of 1t In addmon, mills cannot afford to. produce recycled

‘business papers WlthOUt usmg thexr own broke.

, Georgxa-Paclﬁc (#37) takes strong exceptlon to. EPA’s proposed changes to mill broke '
’ -and questlons why -EPA would propose sornethlng that Would raise the costs associated with

: recychng while do nothlng about recovering more paper for recyclmg.r )

The Tlssue Producers Coalmon (#43) belreves that the current mrll broke deﬁnmon

should be retained. .

‘ National Recyclmg Coalmon (NRC #Ll) supports the proposed broader deﬁmtlon of
. mill broke and the exclusion of srde tnmmmgs, culls, end rolls, butt rolls, I‘CJCCth stock, and
.;, obsolete inventories of unﬁmshed paper | from the definition of recovered ﬁber NRC believes, -
however, that convertmg scrap and obsolete 1nventor1es of ﬁmshed product generated outsrde of
| the paper manufactunng process should quah@ as recovered ﬁber o
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Direct Marketing Association (#L4) recommends that EPA retain the RCRA definition
of mill broke to create umformrty with the Executive Order and to establish a clear ‘
understandmg of the pomt at whlch rmll broke ends and recovered fiber begms

. Paper Recycling Coalition (PRC, #L5) asserts that the proposed revision to the mill
broke definition is vague and potentially troublesome for the paper industry. The deﬁnitiort has
the potential to cause confusion because it does not specrﬁcally distinguish between rmll site
byproducts and offsite byproducts. PRC also beheves that classifying byproducts of the ﬁmshmg
operation as mill broke is a problem, because certain convertmg operattons mlght also be "
consrdered "ﬁmshmg operations. PRC suggests further clarification that only the byproducts of
finishing at the mill will be classified as mill broke. . _PRC also suggests that the definition of mrll
. broke should specrﬁcally state that the recycled content of mill broke can be counted in
determining the recycled content of the ﬁmshed product As drafted, the deﬁmtton does not
accurately reﬂect the gmdance prov1ded in Table 13, which clearly dlstmgulshes between fiber
recovered from the mill and ﬁber recovered from outsxde the mill. Srmrlarly, PRC suggests that
EPA distinguish between ﬁmshmg operattons that take place within the mill from srmllar

operations undertaken in a converting process at a separate ‘location.
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SECTION 8
MISCELLANEOUS COMMENTS

'FURTHER DELINEATING OR DELETINGDVES’IGNATED ITEMS
Internatlonal Paper (IP #4) requests clanﬁcatton on the scope of items covered in the :
_ supercalendered" category IP’s Nicolet D1v151on produces a line of supercalendered papers for ) B
pressure-sensmve baclcmg papers and glassine. The baclcmg papers are used for pressure ' |

| sensmve labels, and the glassxne is used for envelope w1ndows and dlrect food contact packaglng.
_ 1P also requests that EPA exclude tabulating cards. IP asserts that due to exacttng physical

requlrements (partlcularly dlmensronal stability requrrements) this grade can oonly accommodate .

limited amounts of recovered matenals (pnmanly forest res1dues) and no postconsumer ﬁber

James Rlver (#10) takes issue wrth the fact that EPA has proposed only 10 percent |
total/postconsumer content for supercalendered but proposes 20 percent ‘for uncoated -
groundwood specraltres, because these grades compete w1th each other J ames Rtver " ,
. recommends that the recycled content for all groundwood printing and wrmng papers purchased
by the U. S. Government be setata mmlmum of 10 percent postconsumer fiber. For |
groundwood forms bond, howe\er, James R1ver beheves that there may be a valid reason to set
'the level at 20 percent | '

-

The Contamerboard & Kraft Paper Group of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper ASSocxatlon'

‘ (#23) beheves that multlwall paper Sacks retail and fast food bags, grocery bags, and wrapplng L |

papers should not be lumped together under "brown papers” because they all ‘have deferent
functional . reqmrements and can’ accommodate dlfferent amounts of recovered ﬁber leerse, ,
: tubes, cores, drums, and cans are drfferent products and should not be lumped together
| The Prmtlng & Wrxtmg Paper DlVlsmn of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Assoclatlon '
(P&WPD #25) believes that machine ﬁnrshed (MF) uncoated groundwood papers should carry
‘a 10 percent postconsumer ﬁber content level for techmcal and’ cornpetmve reasons. '
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RECO'{’ERED MATERIAL CERTIFICATION AND VERIFICATION

Umon Camp (#6) questlons EPA’s statement that the level of mformatron in the
marketplace is adequate to track postconsumer and preconsumer materials. This commenter
asks for EPA to exphcrtly state that the operatmg standards" that are deﬁned (presumably by a’
producer of pulp or paper claiming recovered material content) should sufﬁce for deﬁnmg the
fraction of postconsumer material in a given feedstock. Union Camp believes that such

clarification is necessary to avoid mlsmterpretatron and possxble legal implications.-

Internatronal Paper (#9) contends that, because there is no test to drstmgulsh pre- and

postconsumer fiber, extensive and costly reportmg and recordkeepmg are requrred by all involved

parties.

Scott Paper (#10) recommends that EPA clarify the measurement and trme requrrements
for the certification of recycled content. Scott points out that the 1988 paper guxdelmes assume
that all paper products are made-to-order. Tissue products, however, are made to-stock and the
.actual recovered fiber content varies with normal operatmg condmons Wrthout EPA gu1dance,
there is no assurance that content is measured in a uniform manner through the marketplace
Scott recommends a quarterly certlﬁcatron that requ1res achtevmg at least 80 percent of the
standard per quarter, with 100 percent achlevement over a four-quarter average

S ‘ e

Mead (#15) observes that mills cannot control the amount of usable recycled‘ﬁber‘that is

-utilized in each roll of paper, and asks EPA to clarify the issue of recycled content certification.
Mead recommends that mills be allowed to provide certxﬁcatlon based ona documentable 90- day T

“average, but suspects that federal procurement law may restrict the use of reasonable averagmg

Bowater (# 1) believes that EPA. is optlmlstlc in stating that there is, sufﬁcrent
information for mills to track postconsumer material to certify recycled content. The RMAN

definition of postconsumer will require tracking that wrll result in higher costs for some mills, -

according to Bowater.
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- The Newsprmt Drvxsxon of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Assocxatlon (#29) states that by
adoptmg the RMAN deﬁnmon of postconsumer, EPA would requxre that mills add costly
: trackmg and somng steps to paper procurement to ensure that they are rneetmg the -

postconsumer content requlrement

. SAWDUST AS RECOVERED FIBER

Conservatree Informatxon Servrces (#8) belxeves that the substltutlon of sawdust for
_ postconsumer content allowed in the- Executlve Order and the current EPA guldelme should be _
ellmmated - ' ' '

- James River (#10) finds a drscrepancy between EPA and Executrve Order 12873 on how. |
" forest residues, including sawdust are consrdered wrth regard to recycled content and urges EPA

to clanfy 1ts guldance regardmg these recovered matenals

' meoln Pulp & Paper Co. (#36) relterates support for the alternauve matenals prowsron
‘m Executrve Order 12873. meoln also provides mformatlon on its use of wet sawdust to make o

' .recycled paper and states that such use has essentrally ehmxnated new waste sawdust plles in

. Maine.

Natnonal Recyclmg Coahtmn (#Ll) opposes allowmg sawdust and other alternative -
matenals to count towards recovered fiber content .

Paper Recyclmg Coahtlon (#1_5) urges EPA to seek elmunatlon of any allowances for |
sawdust '




ENERéY ISSUES AND COST/BléNEFIT IMPLICATIONS-OF PAPER RECYCLlNG

James vaer (#10) believes that there is adequate and substantlatmg evidence mdlcatmg
that paper-to energy is a viable and good method of dxsposal for'some streams of recovered:
paper materials that cannot be economrcally recycled. James River believes: that EPA should

consrder the energy impacts of 1ts RMAN recommendatlons

Potlatch (#13) beheves that EPA should explrcrtly address studres conducted by the U.S.
Department of Energy on the environmental impacts of recyclmg paper versus using recovered

paper as a fuel.

Riverwood Internatlonal, Inc. (#19) says.that 1t takes more fossrl fuel to produce recycled E

paperboard than it does for vaerwood to produce solid unbleached sulphate

: The Contamerboard & Kraﬂ: Paper Group of the Amencan Forest & Paper Assoclatlon o
(#23) believes that source reductron is 1tself a worthy environmental goal ‘In addition, this Y
commenter also observes that kraft (v1rg1n) pulprng creates large amounts of energy from a -

renewable resource.

Canadian Pulp & Paper Assocxatlon (#38) suggests that some RMAN levels rnay actually
have negative environmental 1rhplxcat10ns if the depletlon of nonrenewable resources used in

transport are taken into consideration.

Jeff Lindsay (#44) believes that an environmental cost-benefit study should be published

to justify the belief that an increase in recycled content will result in a better use of resources

Chesapéeake Paper Products (#L2) provided a technical paper on life cycle assessment
that apparently contradicts the positive benefits that EPA anticipates in promulgating the paper
products RMAN. Chesapeake requests: EPA’s review of the paper and further comment on the

environmental and economic benefits of mandating recycled fiber content

.58-




-

' RECOVERED FIBER SUPPLY SHORTAGE o

Scott Paper (#11) states that, in hght of recent. wastepaper pnce and avarlablhty

- problems, EPA’s proposed standards will- Ondlock further mvestment in paper recyclmg Thrs -

commenter cites a 275 percent pnce xncrease for the staple postconsumer grades used for
recycled trssue products ' ’

_ Fort Howard (#12) beheves that the high end of the postconsumer ranges recommended L
in the RMAN will worsen the unprecedented turmorl currently afflicting wastepaper markets

Potlatch (#13) contends that postconsumer content regulatlons contrlbute to hrgher

- pnces for recovered ﬁber causmg a dlsruptron in the paper recychng rnfrastructure Potlatch o

~ observed that in the past year, three recycled tissue manufacturers declared bankruptcy because

of reported cash flow problems related to ﬁber markets. .

Chesapeake Paper Products (#14) states that mcreasmg dernands for old corrugated
containers (OCC) have pushed pnces considerably above those of v1rg1n pulp, clearly mdrcatmg

that further recovery incentives’ are not needed.

: Magazme Publrshers of Amerrca (#17) beheves that current and anncrpated recycled

pulp supply shortages indicate a need for a. broader xnterpretatlon of postconsumer fiber.

The Crty of San Drego (#18) believes that it is unhkely that the current ﬁber shortage

| wrll contmue mdeﬁmtely, and that the standards recommended in the proposed RMAN will .

challenge mdustry to maxrmlze use of recycled ﬁber
Rrverwood Internatlonal (#19) states that supply of acceptable postconsumer fiber is

severely hmrted and therefore recommends a low-end range for carrierboard. In addmon, the'
ﬁber shortage makes it drfﬁcult to rncorporate a predrctable amount of postconsurner fiber.
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Newspaper Assaciation of America (#22) says that many newsprint mrlls are having
dtfficulty obtammg new supplies of recovered old newspapers and magazmes to meet therr raw -

material needs.

The Contamerboard & Kraft Paper Group of the Amerlcan Forest & Paper Assoclatlou |
(#23) believes that there is no need to specrfy recovered fiber content levels in corrugated

containers because of the current fiber shortage and high collectron rate for OCC. .

The Recycled Paperboard Division ol’ the AmericanFontst’ & Paper Associatlon _
(RPD, #26) believes that the recycled content ievels in the draft RMAN will exacerbate the tight’
fiber supply. Current fiber shortages exemplrfy the need to abolish the postconsumer mandates
included inthe RMAN RPD cautions that mills wrll reduce postconsumer content or stop usmg

recovered paper because of escalatrno costs

The Bleached Paperboard Division of the American Forest & Paper Assaciation (#27)
commented that it does not seem reasonable to recommend recycled content. levels in bleached

paperboard when the avallabrhty of sultable recovered fiber is already ltmrted

American Forest & Paper Assocratxon (#28) contends that govemment-rmposed ‘
numerical guidelines exacerbate stressed recovered paper markets by causing different 1ndustry
segments to compete against each’ other, a scenario that gives higher value end products a
commanding advantage. In addrtlon, now is not the proper time to txghten standards when fiber
supphes are stressed ‘ ‘

The Newsprint Dmsron of the Amertcan Forest & Paper Association (#29) cites
enorrnous price increases for old newspapers and old magazmes and expects even tighter supplies

in the future. Eliminating the distinction between pre- and postconsumer fiber would help ease

the ﬁber supply problem.




Northeast Maryland Waste Dlsposal Authorrty (#31) beheves that the ﬁber shortage wrll
| result ina temporary tlghtemng of avarlablltty of' some recycled paper products but that EPA
should resrst reacting to the current market situation. .Instead, EPA should help mcrease o

recovery of fiber needed to make recycled paper products.

i

Procter & Gamble (#34) beheves that EPA should be strmulatmg supply (of recovered
fiber) rather than demand, and should reconsrder the approach taken i m the RMAN :

) Canadlan Pulp & Paper Assocratxon (#38) states that itis becomlng 1ncreasmgly
: uneconomrcal for paper producers to use recycled ﬁber because supply is msufﬁcrent to meet

. needs causrng slcyrocketmg pnces .2

Tlssue Producers Coahtlon (#43) comments on the current ﬁber shortage and resultmg
. lngh prices for recovered paper, partrcularly for sorted ofﬁce paper and sorted colored ledger It
cites a recent study showmg that, even wrth no change in federal guidelines, there will be a one *

mrlllon ton’ shortfall in recovered paper by 1997

Direct Marketing ‘Association (DMA, #14) observes that the RMAN does not recognize
the recovered fiber supply shortage DMA urges EPA to state that the RMAN applres to the .
- federal government only and not to the private sector because to, do so would only exacerbate an
already difficult recycled paper products market DMA also condones EPA for postpomng .
‘actron on gurdehnes that would take effect in 1998

o Paper Recychng Coalltlon (#LS) states that the current fiber shortages exemphfy the

- negatrve 1mpact of the postconsumer requlrements of RCRA Section 6002 because: they

artlﬁcrally constrain the supply of avaxlable ﬁber and prov1de drsmcentrves for lncreased o

‘ mvestment in additional recychng capacrty
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INFORMATION ON TRAY LINERS

Fort Howard (#12) beheves that GSA’s apparent concem ‘with the use of postconsumer L

. fiberin food tray liners is unfounded. This commenter contends that these products can be

made with recovered and/or postconsumer ﬁber without posmg any meanmgtul nsk to human

health or safety.

INFORMATION ON GREETING CARD STOCK

Mead (#15) provides'inforrnatidn on papeteries, a unique paper grade used for greeting
cards. Mead suggests that papeteries b_e categories asa type'of "offset“ paper.

Markets for Recycled Products (#16) suggests that Recycled Paper Products, Inc., a
manufacturer of greeting cards with high postconsumer content, should be contacted to gather |

additional information on this toprc

The Printing & Writing Division of the Amencan Forest & Paper Assocxa‘tlon (#25)

provided additional information about greetmg card stock, pomtmg out that several paper grades |

can be used to manufacture greeting cards.

Lincoln Pulp & Paper (#36) states that the Pres’ident, Vice'President, and probably other

government officials send many greeting card and that it is consistent that EPA add
postconsumer and recovered fiber content recommendations for greetmg cards Lincoln
produces paper containing 50 percent recovered/ZO percent postconsumer content for greeting

-

card mahufacture.

INFORMATION ON SPECIALTY TISSUE PRODUCTS

Markets for Recycled Products (#16) provrdes 1nformatron on one producer of wrappmg :

tissue (Paper Service Ltd., Hmsdale, NH) that uses 100 percent postconsumer ﬁber
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.- INFORMATION ON PAPERBOARD AND PACKAGING‘ |

Internatlonal Paper (IP, #9) provrdes addmonal mformatlon on solid bleached sulfate

"(SBS). Over 90 percent of SBS goes mto packagmg for flulds mto food semce items, or into
\foldmg cartons for ICC cream, butter, frozen foods, and other retarl goods Dxrect content food
. v packagmg must meet strtct consumer safety regulanons such as FDA 176.260. 1P beheves that
'- setting any recycled content levels for SBS represents an unwarranted regulatory mtrusxon into - -

mdustry production and policy, and strongly urges EPA not to mlttate any recommendatrons wrth ‘

L regard to SBS untrl after an extensrve rev1ew of all related 1ssues

c Mead (#15) provrded mformatlon on paperboard and packaglng, respondmg to many
' questrons posed by EPA in the RMAN.’ '

Markets for Recycled Products (#16) observes that the footnote on page 20 of the .
E RMAN contains an error. The footnote reads,’ "hmlted avallabrhty of suttable matenal precludes N
widespread use of recovered or postconsumer fiber in food-grade paper products This =
commenter points out ‘that the limitation pertains only to wet and orly foods and that dry foods :
have been packaged in coated boxboard for many years. This commenter also drscusses use of
.double-lined kraft chppmgs in both hnerboard and corrugatmg medium, and provrdes
mformatlon on content levels for mlscellaneous paperboard products She also observes that '
Westvaco’s Covmgton VA, mill uses recovered fiber in SBS. ‘ S o

‘The Contamerboard & Kraft Paper Group of the Amerrcan Forest & Paper Assoclatxon .

(#23) provrdes answers to some of EPA’s questlons about corrugated contamers




The Recycled Paperboard Division of the American Forest & l;aper Association \
(RPD #26) believes that EPA gives an 1ncomplete and misleading picture of the current
situation regarding the use of recycled fiber in food grade paper and paperboard This
commenter cautions that its members have been producrng 100 percent recycled paperboard for
food packagmg for decades, and that market and technology changes are creatmg new food
packagmg opportunrtres for the grade. RPD suggests that-EPA needs to better understand the
" regulations regarding use of recovered fiber in food grade paperboard and to drstmgursh between '

. packaging for dry foods versus packaging for fatty and aqueous products

# RPD provides addrtlonal information on coated paperboard, 1nd1cat1ng that coanng per se
is not a determinant of postconsumer ‘fiber use in folding cartons, and that individual content '
- levels for coated and uncoated foldmg cartons are not necessary. In addmon, RPD states that

EPA should not recommend separate content levels for SBS and should climinate the footnote

to Table A4,

Paper Recycling Coalition (#L5) provides additional information on paperboard and
generally comments that EPA should not recommend different content levels for industrial

’

paperboard products




