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The United States has a plastic problem. Of all of the plastic produced since 1950, 91% have never been 

recycled.1 After being tossed into trash cans or wishfully into recycling bins, most plastic ends up in landfills or 

incinerators, here and overseas.2 The reality is that the amount of plastic produced in the United States cannot 

be reasonably recycled. In addition, many of the types of plastic that are produced cannot be recycled into 

useful new products.3  

 

As a result of increased public awareness of plastic pollution, the plastic and fossil fuel industries are facing 

increasing market constraints and widespread consumer backlash. These industries have faced increased 

pushback from consumers who are choosing reusable alternatives, China and other Asian countries rejecting 

plastic waste exports, and governments instituting bans on single-use plastic. But rather than taking 

responsibility for their plastic waste, these industries are pushing forward plans to produce additional billions of 

ǘƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǇƭŀǎǘƛŎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀŎƘ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴŜǘΩǎ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ Ǉǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

workers at risk. 

 

While the petrochemical industry has flooded the world with even more plastic, it has also maintained that the 

answer to the plastic pollution problem is not making less of it, but rather investing in downstream techno-fixes. 

One in particular has risen to buzzword status in the plastic scene: άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎling.έ It is a term often used 

by the petrochemical industry that conflates plastic-to-plastic and plastic-to-fuel technologies as a form of 

ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ǿŜ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ the technology behind both plastic-to-

plastic (PTP) and plastic-to-fuel (PTF) operations, although only the former truly qualify as recycling operations 

and we reject the use of the term for plants that mainly produce plastic-to-fuel.  

 

A recent review of scientific and technological evidence cŀƭƭŜŘ ά/ƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ wŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎΥ {ǘŀǘǳǎΣ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ 

9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ LƳǇŀŎǘǎέ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƛǎ ǊƛŘŘƭŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭΣ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΣ ŀƴŘ 

environmental problems.4 The key findings are:  

 

Â ɈChemical recyclingɉ releases toxic chemicals into the environment.  

Â ɈChemical recyclingɉ has a large carbon footprint. 

Â ɈChemical recyclingɉ has not yet been proven to work at scale.   

Â ɈChemical recyclingɉ cannot compete in the market. 

Â ɈChemical recyclingɉ does not fit in a circular economy. 

 

Lƴ aŀȅ нлнлΣ D!L! ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜŘ ά/ƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ wŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎΥ 5ƛǎǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ bƻǘ {ƻƭǳǘƛƻƴΦέ5 This report serves as an important 

ŀƴŘ ǘƛƳŜƭȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ƛƴ ƭƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƻƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ plastic and fossil 



 

 
 

fuel industry as the silver bullet to solve the plastic crisis. This report takes a look at the state of the industry in 

the U.S. and concurs with the conclusion of the May 2020 briefing paper:  

 

ò In a society that urgently needs to transition from an extractive, fossil fuel 

economy to a circular one, chemical recycling is a distraction at best. Far more 

mature and viable solutions are to be found in upstream, zero waste strategies 

which focus on reducing the production and consumption of plastic.ó 
 

This report provides an assessment of failed, proposed, and existing projects in the United States and 

demonstrates that the industry is once again proposing to build a new network of waste and burn facilities. 

¦ƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƎǳƛǎŜ ƻŦ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭέ ƻǊ άŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘέ Ǌecycling, the industry is lobbying for and advancing development 

of plastic-to-fuel (PTF) facilities that will only make the plastic crisis worse while diverting public and private 

investment dollars away from real solutions. 

 

KEY FINDINGS: 
 

1. Of the 37 plastic άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎϥϥ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ нлллΩǎ, based on publicly 

available information, only 3 are currently operational and none are successfully recovering plastic to 

produce new plastic. Our report finds that the chemical industry continues to advance plastic-to-fuel 

technologies while mislabeling them as άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ,έ asserting that they are the solution to the 

global plastic pollution crisis.  

2. Plastic-to-fuel (PTF) facilities place a heavy toxic burden on communities and workers, impacting people 
at plastic waste processing sites, in the end use of the products they produce, and at the facilities where 
the waste created by the process is dumped, destroyed, or treated.  

3. PTF carries a large carbon footprint that is not compatible with a climate safe future. It only adds to 
global carbon emissions created by the fossil fuel industry. 

4. With increased instability in the fossil fuel market, public demand for plastic alternatives, and more 
stringent climate policiesΣ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ t¢C ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ Ǌƛǎƪȅ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ 
friendly. Yet, industry continues to wield its political power to advance policies that enable development 
of the technology and markets. 

5. Fast-moving consumer goods companies can and should play a critical role in the development of 
άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀŎǘ ǉǳƛŎƪƭȅ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǊŜŀƭ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ plastic problem that do 
not further harm human health and the environment. 
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ά/ƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ wŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ  
 

ά/ƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎŜǎ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ processes that involve breaking plastic down into its component 

parts using pressure and/or heat in a low-oxygen environment; some also use catalysts or chemical solvents. 

!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƻƴƭȅ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘǳǊƴ ǇƭŀǎǘƛŎ ōŀŎƪ into plastic,6 the 

ǇŜǘǊƻŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ Ƙŀǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛȊŜŘ ǘŜǊƳǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ƻǊ άŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎΣέ ǘƘŀǘ 

conflate both plastic-to-plastic and plastic-to-fuel conversion as a recycling solution. In reality, most pyrolysis 

and gasificatioƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŦǳŜƭǎ and not new plastic, as the 

process of turning plastic into plastic is complex and expensive.7  

 

[Image 1ϐ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ŎƻƴŦƭŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ 

Source: Global Alliance for Incinerator Alternatives. (2019)  

 

In addition to gasification and pyrolysis, some projects aim to break down or purify plastic feedstock using 

solvent and/or catalysts. Among the 37 projects in the U.S. that were selected for our assessment, 12 facilities 

purported to use solvent/catalyst-based processes or a combination of heat and solvents/catalysts. All but one 

of these remain in an early stage of development (announcement only or at a pilot phase). Thus, this report 
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primarily focuses on gasification and pyrolysis facilities, specifically the 20 plastic-to-fuel projects that are 

announced, planned, or operating in the U.S. 

 

This assessment finds that there are many unknowns regarding the potential impacts of the commercialization 

of the PTF technologies. However, if the industry is allowed to develop, available evidence indicates that it will 

have significant impacts on existing mechanical recycling markets, the climate, human health, and the 

environment. 

 

[Image 2ϐ aŀǇΥ tǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ tǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŀǎ ά/ƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ wŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ 

 
{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ {ŜŜ !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ м ŦƻǊ ŀ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ от ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΦ [ƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ƘŜŀŘǉǳŀǊǘŜǊǎ 

except for 7 projects that are detectable with a physical address.    

 

  

Â Operational 
Â Non-operational 

Agilyx  

(PTF in practice) 

Brightmark  

(PTF) 

New Hope  

Energy  

(PTF) 
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Plastic-to-Fuel is an Industry Shell Game 
 
For decades, pyrolysis and gasification companies have promoted themselves as an alternative solution to waste 

disposal, securing significant funds from investors and governments with no concrete evidence to support their 

viability claims. Yet pyrolysis and gasification technologies have been around since the 1950s and attempts to 

use these thermal treatments to recover plastic waste streams began in the 1970s.8  

 

These empty promises of pyrolysis and gasification proponents resulted in a track record of high-profile failures 

across the globe, along with reports of fires, explosions, and financial losses. Since the early 2000s, at least 37 

projects have been announced in the United States (see Appendix 1). Of these 37 projects, the majority of PTP 

and PTF projects are under development, 14 of which are mere announcements and 11 are at a pilot stage or 

under construction. Twelve projects claiming to have developed a plastic-to-plastic (PTP) process are at varying 

levels of maturity, but none at commercial stage. Twenty are PTF projects, and thus do not qualify as recycling. 

Only three projectsς Agilyx, Brightmark, and New Hope Energyς are currently commercially operational. 

Brightmark and New Hope Energy are PTF projects; they do not produce plastic or feedstocks for plastic. Agilyx is 

frequently upheld as a model of plastic-to-plastic recycling, but our investigation indicates that the majority of 

its output is sent for combustion in cement kilns (see case study). Based on public information, not one of the 37 

άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ нл ȅŜŀǊǎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊƻǾŜƴ ǘƻ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭƭȅ ǊŜŎȅŎƭŜ 

plastic at a commercial scale. One facility, Renewlogy, suspended its operation less than a year after it opened to 

upgrade equipment. Meanwhile, bags of waste are shipped to cement kilns or sit outside the facility in the 

hopes that it will reopen.9 As of 2017, the technologies have wasted at least $2 billion of investments with 

canceled or failed projects across the globe.10 Many cases identified fragile revenue models, complications 

around obtaining permits, and high operating costs as the main cause of such failures.11  

 

Major operational and financial issues include: 

Â Technical challenges remain unsolved at each stage of the process: sorting and cleaning highly 

contaminated plastic waste feedstock (pre-treatment), optimizing the temperature during the 

conversion processes by large energy inputs, removing impurities from the products in order to meet 

the standards necessary for use (post-processing), and managing toxins present in solid and liquid 

residues. 

Â Heavy investments are required for the construction of a facility in addition to the technological 

challenges directly contributing to a large financial toll.  

Â The immaturity of the technology increases waste management costs and compliance risks associated 

with regulation of toxic emissions and byproduct disposal. 

Â {ŜŎǳǊƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǇƭŀǎǘƛŎ ŦŜŜŘǎǘƻŎƪǎ ƛǎ ŀ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ŦƻǊ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΦ12 

Despite the claimed capability of treating low-grade mixed plastic waste being the main selling point of 

pyrolysis technologies, the process requires additional treatment beyond traditional sorting and 

washing, increasing the costs.13  
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[Table 1] Types of tǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ tǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŀǎ ά/ƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ wŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ 

 

 PTP* PTF Other**  Total 

Number of facilities 12 20 5 37 

Percentage 32% 54% 14% 100% 

* Includes proposals of 8 solvent or catalyst-based processes and 4 pyrolysis projects. Of the 12 projects, 11 have not 

ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ 9ŀǎǘƳŀƴΩǎ t¢t ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŀŎƪǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎƭȅ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀǘŜ ƛǘǎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΦ 

** Projects that appeared in industry/research reports as a άchemical recycling project,έ but do not represent an 

independently operating άchemical recyclingέ facility. These projects are either waste-to-energy facilities or a partner or 

buyer of a άchemical recyclingέ company. 

 

 

[Table 2] Status of Proposed PTF Projects in the U.S. 

 

 Announcement 
only, or lab-testing 

Pilot or under 
construction 

Currently 
operating* 

Operation  
on hold** 

Other***  Total 

Number of PTF 

projects 
9 (45%) 6 (30%) 3 (15%) 2 (5%) - 20 (100%) 

 

 

 

Â Plastic-to-Fuel 
Â Plastic-to-Plastic 
Â Other 
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[Table 3] Status of Proposed PTP Projects in the U.S.  

 

 
Announcement 

only, or lab-testing 

Pilot or under 

construction 

Currently 

operating* 

Operation  

on hold**  
Other***  Total 

Number of PTP 

projects 
5 (42%) 5 (42%) 0 (0%) - 2 (16%) 12 (100%) 

* Agilyx, Brightmark, and New Hope Energy 

** Renewlogy suspended its operation in June, 2019; Plastic2Oil has been inactive since the company announced a plan to 

resume fuel sales in August, 2018.   

** * Eastman claims to have a PTP operation, but no evidence is publicly available; Geo-Tech Polymers is not a άchemical 

recyclingέ facility and only provides consulting services. 
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Plastic-to-Fuel facilities and their products endanger 

human health 
 

Plastic is used in a range of products from bottles and toys to medical equipment and car parts. To make these 

products pliable or rigid, flame retardant and durable, or non-reactive to certain oils and chemicals, the plastic 

polymers are combined with other elements such as oxygen, nitrogen, chlorine, fluorine, or silicon that can be 

harmful to human health. These additives produce chemical waste that requires disposal during the PTF 

manufacturing process. Much like oil refineries, some PTF facilities produce a number of chemical products that 

are sold to other chemical manufacturing facilities. Contaminants can remain in those final products and may be 

released when burned or converted into yet another chemical product.14 While the environmental impacts of 

PTF processing and its end products are not well-documented, enough is known to cause concern for workers, 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ .ǊƛƎƘǘƳŀǊƪ 9ƴŜǊƎȅΩǎ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ !ǎƘƭŜȅΣ LƴŘƛŀƴŀΣ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǘƻ 

convert plastic waste into fuel, naphtha, and waxes for candles and other consumer products. We have been 

unable to find results of any tests on these fuels and products for toxicity. The Agilyx facility in Tigard, Oregon, 

sent over 49,000 tons of waste styrene, a highly toxic chemical, to burn in cement kilns located in low-income 

and people of color communities across the country in 2018. 

 

Regulatory requirements for chemical manufacturing and preventing toxic exposures have historically had a 

άōǳƛƭŘ ŦƛǊǎǘΣ ǎŜƭƭ ƴƻǿΣ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƭŀǘŜǊέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎŀƭƭŜŘ 

consumer products. PTF facilities operate similarly to other industrial facilities that release toxic emissions, 

produce toxic effluents, and in some operations, pose a danger to the community from explosion or catastrophic 

toxic chemical releases. After years of BPA-laden baby bottles and toys dominating their respective markets, 

plastic producers and consumer goods companies faced a significant backlash when it was discovered that they 

could cause developmental and reproductive problems later in life. Plastic pellets, also known as nurdles, are 

often used as feedstock for PTF processes. Some companies, such as Brightmark, will use mixed plastic waste 

sourced from regional, commercial, and municipal waste programs and turn them into pellets before feeding 

them into the chemical processing system. Similar to mechanical recycling, this process typically involves sorting, 

shredding, cleaning, and washing the plastic which can release microplastics and wastewater laden with 

potentially toxic dyes and chemicals that require proper disposal. The presence of microplastics in the 

environment has become so ubiquitous that it is now found in the most remote glaciers and in the air we 

breathe.15 Considering these factors, exposures to toxic chemicals and microplastics that are formed and 

released during the PTF process and the toxic chemicals that remain in the final product or process waste should 

be prevented.  

 

Of the three operating PTF facilities in the US, environmental review documents are only available for two: the 

Agilyx facility in Tigard, Oregon, and a recently constructed Brightmark facility in Ashley, Indiana, just south of 

the Indiana-Michigan border. A review of publicly available emissions reports from these facilities from local 

environmental agencies and the EPA provides little information about emissions and relies heavily on self-
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ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΦ .ǊƛƎƘǘƳŀǊƪΩǎ ǇŜǊƳƛǘ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƛƭŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ LƴŘƛana Department of 

Environmental Quality claim that the level of air emissions from their process would be negligible or below 

reporting thresholds. If the plant expands or larger facilities are built at a scale comparable to the massive 

amounts of plastic waste already plaguing the world, it will be too late to prevent or manage the unknown 

and/or unverified emission risks. Industrial accidents are also a concern, and ŀ ŦƛǊŜ ŀǘ bŜǿ IƻǇŜ 9ƴŜǊƎȅΩǎ ¢Ǌƛƴƛǘȅ 

Oaks PTF plant in Tyler, TX raises flags about the safety of PTF facilities.16 Only in operation since July 2019, the 

$150 million facility processes 960 tons of post-consumer plastic per day to produce 4,500 barrels/day of fuels 

and chemical feedstocks and is one of the three currently operating PTF facilities in the country.17  

 

[Image 3] Pollutants Generated from Burning of Plastic 

 
Source: Wilson, M. et al. (2017). Green businesses and cities at risk: How your waste management plan may be leading you in the 

wrong direction. Global Alliance for Incinerator Alternatives, The Tishman Environment and Design Center at The New School. 
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Plastic-to-Fuel Increases Toxic Pollution in Environmental Justice 

Communities  

 
The building of PTF facilities in existing petrochemical corridors is particularly concerning and threatens to add 

to the cumulative burden of toxic exposures on environmental justice communities. Brightmark has already 

begun searching for possible locations to expand its business in Florida, Georgia, New Jersey, New York, 

Pennsylvania, Louisiana, and Texas.18 [ƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άƛŘŜŀƭέ ōȅ .ǊƛƎƘǘƳŀǊƪ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƻǾŜǊōǳǊŘŜƴŜŘ ōȅ 

pollution and industry. Petrochemical hubs, such as Monroe County, Pennsylvania, where one Agilyx facility is 

planned, are most accessible by rail, highways, natural gas inputs, and electrical utilities and are already 

occupied by other highly hazardous petrochemical facilities. !ƎƛƭȅȄΩǎ ¢ƛƎŀǊŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊǎ ǎǘȅǊŜƴŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ǘƻ 

its partner, Americas Styrenics, in St. James Parish, Louisiana, to be converted into polystyrene. St. James Parish 

is a majority people of color and low-ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ [ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ /ŀƴŎŜǊ !ƭƭŜȅΦ19  

 

Lƴ ŀ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ LƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅ tǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9t!Ωǎ нлму ¢ƻȄƛŎ wŜƭŜŀǎŜ 

Inventory found emissions from all industrial facilities reporting to the EPA amounted to 4.7 billion tons.20 The 

top 100 most polluting facilities, representing less than 1% of all facilities reporting to TRI, released 1.8 billion 

tons of toxic chemicals, or 38% of all releases.21 Many of these facilities include chemical plants and oil refineries 

and their locations put 134 million Americans at risk in the event of a toxic chemical disaster.22 These 

communities are also disproportionately Black or Latino and have higher rates of poverty, lower income, and 

lower property values compared to the overall U.S. population.23  

 

[Image 4] Top 100 Polluting Chemical Manufacturing Facilities in the U.S.  

 
Source: U.S. EPA. Toxic Release Inventory 2018 data. Mapping based on national ranking of Risk-Screening Environmental 
Indicators score of the facilities in the chemical manufacturing sector.  
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Evironmental Health IƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ άChemical ReŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ Operations 

AlthougƘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ t¢C ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎΣέ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ ƻƴƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ 

processes that result in similar products. PTF is not a form of recycling because it does not replace virgin plastic, 

does not contribute to a circular economy in plastic, and does not avoid the environmental harms of plastic 

production. On the contrary, plastic-derived fuels are fossil fuels that spend a very small portion of their lifecycle 

as plastic. Since many of these fuels are then burned in operations that routinely dispose of hazardous waste 

(see the Agilyx case study), PTF might be better described as a plastic-to-hazardous waste operation. The only 

thing PTF recycles is toxic chemicals. 

 

Â Plastic often contains toxic additives and contaminants that are known to be harmful to human health and are not 

effectively filtered out from the άchemical recyclingέ process or may form during the process, risking exposure to 

workers, communities near facilities, consumers, and the environment. For example, hormone disruptors and 

carcinogens such as bisphenol-A (BPA), phthalates, benzene, brominated compounds, and volatile organic 

compounds (VOCs) are found in plastic and not effectively filtered out from end products including fuel.24 

Depending on the type of plastic being processed, other chemicals may form and end up in the final product, such 

as benzene, toluene, formaldehyde, vinyl chloride, hydrogen cyanide, PBDEs, PAHs, and high-temperature tars, 

among many others.25 

Â Heavy metals, such as cadmium and lead, cannot be destroyed during chemical processing and are therefore 

recombined into the final product or released in the waste byproducts. Heavy metal exposure is of greatest risk to 

workers in a facility; however, small amounts of lead exposure to children, directly or prenatally from exposed 

mothers can cause neurological damage leading to cognitive dysfunction, lower IQ, and behavioral issues.26 Excess 

exposure to cadmium can damage kidney function and bones if ingested or cause pneumonia and emphysema if 

inhaled.27  

Â ²ŀǎǘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ ƻŦ ŀǎƘΣ ƭƛǉǳƛŘ ŜŦŦƭǳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴƳŜƴǘ 

of air emissions; it nevertheless threatens communities living near dump sites, incinerators, and cement kilns.28  

Â In particular, diesel and waxes produced from the process are more contaminated with solid residues, dioxins, and 

PAHs than regular diesel or an equivalent.29 The diesel requires substantial refinement to be used as a fuel, as it 

produces greater quantities of NOx, soot, CO, and CO2 emissions compared to conventional diesel when burned.30 

Cleaning the toxins from end products is extremely difficult, expensive, and creates additional toxic waste 

streams.31 

Â Burning waste produced in the PTF process in cement kilns and hazardous waste incinerators transfers toxic 

pollution from communities where the PTF plant is built to other communities. Persistent organic pollutants such 

as dioxins, heavy metals, and particulate matter are common pollutants emitted from cement kilns.32 Cement kilns 

have lower reporting requirements for emissions than other burn facilities, such as coal plants and incinerators, 

and are often not required to notify nearby communities when emissions occur. Many of these facilities do not 

monitor for dioxins created by burning plastic like PVC. Dioxins are highly toxic and can cause reproductive and 

developmental problems, damage the immune system, interfere with hormones, and cause cancer.33 
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Plastic-to-Fuel has a Goliath-Sized Carbon Footprint 

 
The process of converting plastic waste to fuel demands considerable energy, which is supplied by burning fossil 

fuels. Burning the resulting fuel releases additional greenhouse gas emissions. Instead of conserving the material 

in a circular process, burning plastic-derived fuel adds to the carbon footprint of the plastic lifecycle and 

stimulates further virgin plastic production to replace the plastic lost as fuel. In 2019 alone, the global 

production and incineration of plastic accounted for more than 850 million metric tons of greenhouse gases 

released to the atmosphere, approximately equal to the emissions from 189 five-hundred-megawatt coal power 

plants,34 and incineration was the primary source of GHG emissions in the management of plastic waste.35 PTF 

increases the climate impact of plastic disposal, as it releases carbon stored in the plastic into the atmosphere 

and requires external energy inputs throughout the processes.  

 

[Image 5] GHG emissions from PTF processes 

 

Source: Rollinson, A., Oladejo, J. (2020). Chemical Recycling: Status, Sustainability, and Environmental Impacts. Global Alliance for 

Incinerator Alternatives.  

https://www.no-burn.org/cr-technical-assessment/
https://www.no-burn.org/cr-technical-assessment/
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What is clear is that PTF results in a wide range of direct and indirect GHG emissions from pre-processing 

(hauling, sorting, washing, and shredding of plastic feedstock), thermal processing through gasification or 

pyrolysis, and post-processing treatment (cleaning and upgrading the fuel). While industry claims that PTF has a 

lower carbon footprint compared to conventional fossil fuels, such claims either lack independent verification or 

are based on incomplete, partial life-cycle assessment (LCA) models.36 LCA models designed in favor of plastic 

fuel producers can misrepresent the climate impact of gasification and pyrolysis processes by neglecting 

emissions associated with raw material use and unnecessary packaging. GHG emissions from the extraction, 

refining, and manufacturing of plastic feedstock are rarely taken into account in the partial LCAs. LCAs of the 

carbon footprint vary with a number of additional factors that could be skewed in industry data: the discretion 

of researchers in selecting the baselines and parameters; the types of selected cases; scale and the efficiency of 

the selected process; and regional electricity grid generation mix. 

 

 

The actual climate impact of gasification or pyrolysis has not been well quantified, in part because PTF 

companies do not make their data public. There are claims that PTF has a much lower carbon footprint 

compared to conventional fossil fuels. Quantafuel, a plastic-to-fuel company based in Norway, claims that its 

fuel product can reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 90% compared to conventional fossil fuels.37 Another 

plastic-to-fuel company Renewlogy, in Salt Lake City, Utah, presented a 75% lower carbon footprint of the plastic 

fuel compared to traditional fossil fuels.38 Neither claim has been independently verified. In contrast, the one set 

of publicly-accessible data from a US-based company indicates an order of magnitude higher emissions than 

from conventional fuel. In 2019, more than one-third of the carbon in the polystyrene processed at Agilyx was 

lost during processing. For each kilogram of styrene Agilyx produced, it emitted 3.23 kilograms of carbon 

ŘƛƻȄƛŘŜΣ ƴƻǘ ŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ōǳǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘȅǊŜƴŜ ƛǘǎŜƭŦΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ !ƎƛƭȅȄΩǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ 

turns plastic into greenhouse gas emissions, while producing a relatively small quantity of styrene, which might 

or might not be recycled. The plant accepts feedstock from suppliers across the nation, including one in Florida, 

further contributing to its overall carbon footprint.39  

 

 

In addition, gasification and pyrolysis are energy intensive processes. PTF facilities require continuous energy 

inputs to ensure and maintain thermodynamic stability during the high-temperature operation, plus additional 

energy inputs to ensure products meet industrial standards. According to one study, half of the carbon in the 

plastic waste is emitted as carbon dioxide in a single step -- upgrading the plastic-derived fuel to industrial 

standards (53% in pyrolysis and 48% in gasification).40 No successful self-sufficient systems have been reported 

and the energy recovery capacity is unlikely to be improved in the next few decades.41 Burning low-quality 

products as a fuel results in GHG emissions, despite its minimal contribution as an energy source. Even if the PTF 

process can be made more energy-efficient, it still results in the production of an additional fossil fuel at a time 

when the world is desperate to wean itself off fossil fuels and demand for them is crashing. When viewed from a 

climate perspective, PTF is incompatible with reaching global and national greenhouse gas emissions goals. 
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The Industry is Grasping at Straws to Save Itself 
 

As the future of the fossil fuel industry becomes more and more precarious, companies are looking to plastic 

production as a lifeline. Public pressure has pushed international institutions and national governments to 

tighten climate policies that restrict or end financial support for fossil fuel extraction.42 Oil and gas prices have 

been in a freefall for over a decade.43 In recent years, low gas prices have fueled increased production of plastic 

and the industry has been planning 264 new or expanded US plastic facilities at a cost of $164 billion.44 This 

strategy may be doomed to fail, however. A recent report by Center for International Environmental Law 

ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ άŘƻǾŜǘŀƛƭƛƴƎ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ ƻŦ ƭƻǿŜǊŜŘ ǇƭŀǎǘƛŎ ǊŜǎƛƴ ǇǊƛŎŜǎΣ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ǇƭŀǎǘƛŎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ 

ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǘǊƻŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅέ ŀƴŘ ŀǊƎǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇƭŀǎǘƛŎ ǿƛƭƭ ƴot be the 

salvation of oil and gas companies.45 

 

Meanwhile, cheap virgin plastic continues to flood the marketplace in the U.S. and around the world. Much of 

this material is difficult or impossible to recycle, and the low price of virgin plastic undercuts plastic recycling 

markets, exacerbating the problem of plastic waste and pollution. That said, the momentum to prevent plastic 

pollution is growing through government bans on plastic bags and other single use items and advocates, and 

even commitments by some industry partners, who are increasingly demanding strategies to address plastic 

production.  

 

The petrochemical industry has pushed back on plastic bans and other policies to curb plastic use,46 even 

exploiting the COVID-19 pandemic to tout single-use plastic as safer and more hygienic than plastic 

alternatives.47 aŜŀƴǿƘƛƭŜΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇŜǘǊƻŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƻ t¢C ŀƴŘ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ŀǎ ƪŜȅ 

solutions to the plastic waste crisis and the American Chemistry Council (ACC), Dow, Shell, and others give 

financial backing to projects like Hefty® EnergyBag®.48 !// ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘǎ t¢C ŀƴŘ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎΣέ 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǘ Ŏŀƭƭǎ άŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎΣέ ƻǾŜǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇƭŀǎǘƛŎ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀǎ ǎŜŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ's 

response to the Consumer Brands Association May 2020 proposal for a new virgin plastic resin fee. 49  

 

According to petrochemical industry associations, the industry may spend up to $5 billion on plastic recycling in 

the U.S., about 80 percent of the announced investments going toward άchemical recycling.έ50 The ACC affiliate 

!ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ tƭŀǎǘƛŎ aŀƪŜǊǎϯ ƎƛǾŜǎ ŀ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ϷпΦс ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǎǇŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ȅŜŀǊǎΦ51 The ACC is also connected 

ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ά!ƭƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ 9ƴŘ tƭŀǎǘƛŎ ²ŀǎǘŜέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳdes oil, gas, petrochemical, and waste companies 

(BASF, Braskem, DSM, ExxonMobil, Henkel, Procter & Gamble, Suez, Veolia, among others). AEPW touts 

commitments by its member companies to spend $1.5 billion on projects that include άchemical recycling.έ52 A 

much smaller amount of U.S. government funding is available: the U.S. Department of Energy is providing $4 

million in grants for άchemical recycling,έ and άchemical recyclingέ is eligible for a $25 million plastic recycling 

grant program.53 /ƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ŦŀŎǘ t¢C ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ 

likely that most of these funds will be spent on plastic-to-fuel efforts. The investment in the expansion of new 

ǇƭŀǎǘƛŎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŘǿŀǊŦǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ,έ and reveals where the priorities of the industry 

truly lie. 
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In addition, the petrochemical industry is using its significant financial and political influence to shift public 

policy in their favor. Through an effort led by the American Chemistry Council, industry is lobbying for legislation 

to create new markets that it has failed to attract. For example, legislation introduced in 15 states would no 

longer define post-consumer plastic as solid waste and reclassify άchemicalέ or άadvanced recyclingέ facilities to 

be regulated as chemical manufacturing facilities rather than solid waste management.54 The net effect of these 

regulations is to provide a largely unregulated escape route for plastic waste and to undermine traditional 

mechanical recycling markets by creating a supply chain that leads more plastic waste to PTF facilities. 

 

[Image 6] Industry Investments in Plastic Recycling Compared to Petrochemical Infrastructure  

 
Source: American Chemistry Council (September, 2018). U.S. Chemical Investment Linked to Shale Gas: $202 Billion and Counting 

[press release]. 

 

Consumer Goods Companies Need to Act Fast 
 

As noted earlier in the report, most so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ ƻperations burn their outputs as fuel, and 

even in the few facilities that attempt plastic-to-plastic recycling, very little of the waste plastic actually becomes 

new plastic. Fast moving consumer goods (FMCG) companies are responsible for millions of tons of plastic 

packaging55 and billions of individual, non-recyclable, single-use, and multi-layered plastic packets annually.56 

Growing pressure from the public has pushed many large corporations to pledge to make packaging 100% 

recyclable by 2030.57  
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While the technological and economic viability of these άchemical recyclingέ projects has never been proven, 

the tendency of relying on new techno-fixes has been growing among many FMCG companies and unfortunately 

some of them have been relying on the false promise of άchemical recycling.έ For example, Coca-Cola and 

Unilever, both ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇ ǘŜƴ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊǎ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ .ǊŜŀƪ CǊŜŜ CǊƻƳ tƭŀǎǘƛŎΩǎ нлмф .ǊŀƴŘ !ǳŘƛǘΣ ŀǊŜ 

ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΦέ58 When not coupled with commitments for source reduction, 

the focus on downstream approaches puts pledges by the companies at risk of failure and only perpetuates the 

over-production and consumption of plastic packaging. As of July 2020, no FMCG company has committed to 

phasing out single-use plastic packaging through a systemic shift toward reusable and refillable delivery 

options.59 In the meantime, the FMCG packaging industry is planning to grow by 3.2% each year over the next 

five years.60 If FMCG companies want to show that they are committed to solving the problem of plastic 

pollution, they need to turn away from άchemical recyclingέ and toward real reduction solutions now. 

 

[Image 7] Top Plastic Polluters among transnational FMCG companies in 2019 

 
Source: Break Free From Plastic. (2019). Global Brand Audit Report. Based on the ranking of the amount of plastic waste among 
consumer brands whose packaging waste was collected in more than 10 countries. See Appendix 3 for the list of associated 
άchemical recyclingέ projects.  

Â Companies with investments  
     in άchemical recyclingέ 

Colgate- 

Palmolive  
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Conclusion 
 

The petrochemical industry has promoted the idea of recycling plastic into plastic for decades.61 However, the 

evidence is lacking. As of today, after decades of development, there is no public evidence that any facility in the 

U.S. is successfully recovering waste plastic to produce new plastic on a commercial scale. 

 

In addition, the economic outlook of the άchemical recyclingέ industry is highly uncertain and is subject to 

downside risks. Even before the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, low oil and gas prices reflected the systemic 

weakness of the fossil fuel industry in the era of decarbonization. Low fossil fuel prices will continue to keep the 

production costs of new polymers low, damaging the market value of recycled plastic. While this is a challenge 

faced by both mechanical recycling and άchemical recyclingέ industries, άchemical recyclingέ is exposed to 

greater risks as the technology is much less established compared to mechanical recycling, requiring costly 

investments for infrastructure and market development. Plastic-to-fuel operations are especially fragile when oil 

prices drop, as seen in ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƘǳǘŘƻǿƴ ƻŦ !ƎƛƭȅȄΩǎ ¢ƛƎŀǊŘ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ƛƴ нлмсΦ62 Finally, the trend of 

divestments from the fossil fuel and plastic industries will likely continue as more investment firms and banks 

recognize the long-term social and financial risks, further lowering oil and gas prices and undermining secondary 

plastic manufacturing markets.  

 

Public involvement in siting decisions and rigorous regulatory oversight along the entire chain of the industry is 

needed to protect communities and workers and prevent further harm to overburdened communities. If left 

unchecked, the industry will continue to build a network of polluting waste and burn facilities that exacerbate 

the climate and plastic waste crisis. As policy makers push industry to move away from fossil fuels and plastic, 

the future of the plastic-to-fuel industry is at best questionable and at most a distraction from addressing the 

Ǌƻƻǘ ŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ǇƭŀǎǘƛŎ ǿŀǎǘŜ ŎǊƛǎƛǎΦ ¢ƘŜ άŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎέ industry has struggled with decades of 

technological difficulties and poses an unnecessary risk to the environment and health, and a financially risky 

future that is incompatible with a climate safe future and circular economy. 
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Agylix & Americas Styrenics ς Tigard, Oregon to St. 

James, Louisiana 
 

!ƎƛƭȅȄ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ άŦǳƭƭȅ ǊŜŎȅŎƭŜ Ǉƻǎǘ-consumer 

ǇƻƭȅǎǘȅǊŜƴŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ƴŜǿ ǇƻƭȅǎǘȅǊŜƴŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎέ63, but in reality their primary business is PTF. The 

company currently has one facility in operation in Tigard, Oregon, which converts polystyrene into styrene, and 

a planned facility in partnership with Monroe Energy in Trainer, Pennsylvania, which would produce jet fuel for 

Delta Airlines. The company also has a partnership with Ineos styrolution to build a PTF facility in Channahon, 

Illinois, with operation scheduled for 2022.64 

 

An investigation into the ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛƴ hǊŜƎƻƴ ǊŜǾŜŀƭǎ ŀ ƭƻƴƎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦŀƭǎŜ ǎǘŀǊǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ 

cost investors millions of dollars65 and did more environmental harm than good. Its first demonstration pyrolysis 

plant in Tigard, Oregon, was built in 2010 and received at least $25 million in private investment by 2011. Some 

of these investments went down the drain in 2016 when the company was forced to temporarily shut the plant 

down after its product failed to compete with the low price of oil.66,67 In addition, Agilyx received over half a 

million dollars in tax credits from the Oregon 

Department of Energy through the Business 

Energy Tax Credit (BETC) program in 

2013 to build a facility in Portland, 

which was owned and operated by 

Waste Management.68 Waste Management, 

also an investor in Agilyx, abandoned the 

Portland facility after the plant was unable to 

ƻǾŜǊŎƻƳŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘǎ άсǘƘ 

ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΦ69  

 

Agilyx has since retrofitted the Tigard plant to convert polystyrene (PS) 

into styrene and reopened. The company has championed itself as the only 

company in the U.S. that turns post-consumer polystyrene back into virgin-quality plastic and is widely 

acclaimed by industry groups for this pioneering work using a άchemical recyclingέ technology, in this case, 

ǇȅǊƻƭȅǎƛǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ !ƎƛƭȅȄΩǎ ƻǿƴ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ōŀŎƪ ǳǇ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƭŀƛƳΦ Lƴ нлмуΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊ ŦƻǊ 

which complete data is available, Agilyx processed 216.82 tons of polystyrene waste to produce 24.23 tons of 

styrene, resulting in a material loss of 89%. In the same year, a similar amount of styrene (24.86 tons) was sent 

to be burned in cement kilns (see table below).70 Cement kilns are commonly used to burn hazardous waste, 

implying that the styrene Agilyx produced was either too contaminated or of too low quality to be turned back 

into plastic.  

 

Americas Styrenics (AmSty)  

St. James, Louisiana  

Agilyx Corporations  

Tigard, Oregon  
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In 2019, Agilyx reported its first truckload of styrene sent to its partner Americas Styrenics, a chemical plant in 

St. James Parish, Louisiana, to be converted into polystyrene. However, it is not known if that shipment was in 

fact turned into plastic or also burned. Despite repeated requests, Agilyx has not disclosed how much of its 

styrene output was recycled into polystyrene and how much was combusted in 2019. Based on the regulatory 

reporting, virtually all of the styrene produced at the Agilyx plant in 2018 was burned rather than converted into 

plastic, and our assessment is that the facility is effectively a plastic-to-fuel plant. To the extent that any of its 

output is reŎȅŎƭŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǇƻƭȅǎǘȅǊŜƴŜΣ !ƎƛƭȅȄΩǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ōǳǊŘŜƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

community where its partner firm is located. St. James Parish, Louisiana, is home to a petrochemical industrial 

ȊƻƴŜ ƛƴ [ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ /ŀƴŎŜǊ !ƭƭŜȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀtion that is 41.6% people of color.71 !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 9t!Ωǎ 

Environmental Justice Screening tool, there are 13 facilities in the industrial zone with a combined output of 

over 300 stationary sources of air pollution, water dischargers, hazardous waste treatment, storage, and 

disposal facilities, and toxic release sites.72  

 

[Image 8] New and Existing Industrial Facilities in St. James Parish 

 
Source: stated in the map 




























