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February 27, 2023  

Via E-Mail (safemeds@sfgov.org) 

Safe Medicine Disposal Stewardship Ordinance 

San Francisco Environment Department 

1155 Market Street 

3rd Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Inmar Rx Solutions, Inc.  

Comments on San Francisco Department of the Environment  

Regulation #SFE-16-01-SDDSO, Proposed Regulations Implementing 

The Safe Drug Disposal Stewardship Ordinance (Ordinance Bo. 31-15) 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Inmar Rx Solutions, Inc. (“Inmar”) values the opportunity to provide comments in 

response to the San Francisco Environment Department’s (“Environment Department”) 

proposed regulations implementing the Safe Drug Disposal Stewardship Ordinance, Ordinance 

No. 31-15. 

Inmar appreciates the opportunity to have served the citizens of San Francisco in its drug 

take-back program. Inmar operates over 5000 drug disposal kiosks nationwide and operates or 

supports drug take back stewardship programs in states and other jurisdictions across the 

country where required.  Over the past 25 years, Inmar has become the national leader in 

pharmaceutical returns, servicing over 27,000 pharmacies and 80 percent of hospitals and health 

systems. Inmar processes over 95 percent of the industry’s wholesale returns. Inmar handles 

physical processing, financial transaction, and disposition of returns, including full, partial, 

recalls, and expired medications. Our technological systems drive increased efficiency and 

value retention, manage risk, and minimize the environmental impact of returns. 

I. GENERAL COMMENT 

The proposed regulations implement San Francisco’s Drug Disposal Stewardship 

Program for the safe disposal of unused pharmaceuticals. Inmar is pleased to offer the following 

suggestions for this important program based on Inmar’s nationwide experience with reverse 

pharmaceutical distribution. Based on this experience, Inmar has concerns about these proposed 

regulations that could jeopardize the program. 
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II. COMMENTS BY SECTION 

“D. Stewardship Plan Participation, Review and 

Approval, Changes, and Discontinuation” 

Section D as a whole imposes requirements that – intentionally or not – would limit the 

San Francisco program to a single operator. The Ordinance clearly anticipates multiple plan 

operators. See, e.g., ORDINANCE NO. 31-15 Sec. 2206 (“[a]ll Stewardship Plans shall 

coordination with each other and develop a single system of promotion…”). A regulation can 

only be considered “valid or effective unless consistent and not in conflict with the statute and 

reasonably necessary to effectuate the purpose of the statute.” Cal. Gov’t Code § 11342.2. 

Multiple program operators are critical for programmatic success and protecting the 

health and environment of San Francisco residents. A single operator means no second coverage 

for an essential service. Additionally, multiple operators provide cost controls for drug 

manufacturers – and prevent manufacturers from being gouged by requiring them to pay for 

services from an organization with no competitor. 

Of particular concern is the new proposed requirement that a “Plan Operator 

[demonstrate that it] has obtained signed agreements with at least two Kiosk Drop-Off Sites in 

each Supervisorial District.” Sec. 3.0.1. Because each Supervisorial District may not sufficient 

potential Kiosk Drop-Off Sites where a kiosk could be placed, without a grandfathering 

provision for existing programs, this requirement would eliminate one of the existing two 

program operators. Rather than requiring this significant change, Inmar suggests that the 

program operators share in the cost allocation for coverage, and agree to cost-sharing 

approaches with the other operators. Inmar also suggests that multiple Plan Operators share 

equally in the operation of Kiosk Drop-Off Sites willing to participate in the Program. 

Additionally, Inmar suggests that the department consider the benefits of requiring an equal 

division of the Kiosk Drop-Off sites who are willing to operate.   

The alternate means of compliance proposed in Section I.3.0 is similarly concerning. 

The number of collection events and work that would be required to comply with the 

Alternative Convenience Standard is disproportionate with the size and need of San Francisco. 

Based on Inmar’s current deployment of kiosks, which was approved for the past program year, 

the proposal would require 128 pre-approved collection events in the next year. This is would 

create a wholly unnecessary administrative burden on manufacturers. 

The Department has not communicated any current programmatic shortcoming or other 

basis for this massive increase in regulatory requirements, which could have the effect of 

eliminating at least one Plan Operator. In what would seem to reinforce this trend, the 

Department also has introduced provisions outlining the withdrawal process for existing 

Stewardship Plans (Sec. 8.0) and reassignment of existing Kiosk Drop-Off sites (Sec. 7.6). 
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Inmar suggests that eligible long term care, hospice and Drug Treatment Facilities are 

better options for meeting alternative means of compliance.  Residents of these facilities often 

have limited ability to reach other kiosks and have a relatively high number of drugs to dispose 

of on average.  

The proposed regulations also allow the Director of the Department “in her or his sole 

discretion” to remove a Plan Operator from the program. The regulation would provide no prior 

notice requirements or opportunities for correction, leaving the validity entire regulation in 

question. (“[R]ules which are thus adopted and enforced must be reasonable in their application 

to the purpose for which the statute is enacted, and they must not be arbitrary or 

discriminatory.” Leftridge v. Sacramento, 59 Cal. App. 2d 516, 524, 139 P.2d 112, 116 (1943)). 

“E. Outreach Program Design” 

Coordination between Plan Operators is imperative for programmatic success, and the 

regulations must ensure cooperation among the multiple Plan Operators, as well as a single 

system of promotion. Program operators ought to advertise all opportunities to return Unwanted 

Covered Drugs, not only those it its own plan. Sec. 1.3.3. seemingly requires Program Operators 

to advertise opportunities for return under their own plans (“Describe where and how to return 

Unwanted Covered Drugs under each approved Stewardship Plan.”). 

“F. Single System of Promotion” 

Inmar supports those efforts to provide coordinated services for San Francisco residents. 

In particular, operators should agree to share non-proprietary scripts and process flows to ensure 

continuity among Call Centers (Sec. 2.2.2). 

Additionally, given its ability to oversee the program as a whole, the Department must 

have authority to ensure coordination among Plan Operators.  

Thank you for considering our comments. We welcome the opportunity to further 

discuss this program. I can be reached at ashley.schmidt@inmar.com. 

Sincerely, 

Ashley Schmidt 

Director, Regulatory and Compliance 

4877-4530-1587v.4 























 

 
 

 

 
February 27, 2023  
 
SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
Safe Medicine Drug Disposal Stewardship Ordinance  
San Francisco Environment Department  
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor  
San Francisco, CA 94103  
SafeMeds@sfgov.org 
 
 
Re: Pharmaceutical Product Stewardship Work Group Comments on the “Regulations 
Implementing the Safe Drug Disposal Stewardship Ordinance” 
 
San Francisco Environment Department:  
 
The Pharmaceutical Product Stewardship Work Group (“PPSWG”) is a membership association 
with over seven hundred members and affiliated companies that produce a broad spectrum of 
pharmaceutical products. PPSWG submits these comments to the San Francisco Environment 
Department (the “Department”) on the City and County of San Francisco Department of the 
Environment’s proposed “Regulations Implementing the Safe Drug Disposal Stewardship 
Ordinance” (“Proposed Regulations”).  PPSWG also supports the comments MED-Project LLC 
(“MED-Project”) submitted on the Proposed Regulations.  
 
PPSWG strongly believes that the Proposed Regulations    must require each stewardship plan 
to satisfy the same standards and interpretations. If the Proposed Regulations do not require all 
stewardship programs to provide a comparable level of comprehensive and compliant services 
to San Francisco residents, Producers are likely to seek cost savings by joining a less 
comprehensive stewardship plan. Over time, this will create a “race to the bottom” among 
stewardship plans, reducing the level of product stewardship services available in San 
Francisco. 
 
The risk of a “race to the bottom” was strongly reaffirmed by the “Inmar Rx Solutions, Inc. 
City and County of San Francisco Safe Drug Disposal Stewardship Program 2021 Annual 
Report” (“Inmar Annual Report”).  The Inmar Annual Report makes plain that 1) Inmar Rx 
Solutions, Inc (“Inmar”) has failed to meet the commitments made in the “Inmar Safe Drug 
Disposal Stewardship Plan for San Francisco” as revised October 13, 2020 (“Inmar Plan”), and 
2) Inmar has operated a much less robust program than MED-Project’s.   
 
For example, the Inmar Plan speaks of a goal of operating 55 kiosks across the city, but the 
Inmar Report lists only 2 kiosk locations.  In addition, the Inmar Plan estimated 13,200 pounds 
would be collected over 12 months, but the Inmar Annual Report shows that only 380.25 



 

 
 

 

pounds were collected.  Overall, the Inmar Annual Report states that total plan expenditures 
were only $204,865.01. 
 
These results are in stark contrast with MED-Project’s.  The MED-Project 2021 Annual Report 
Revised August 8, 2022 shows the MED-Project collected a total of 24,009.8 pounds of 
unwanted medicine and operated 46 kiosks.  MED-Project’s total expenditures were 
$972,743.72.   
 
To say the least, this disparity in program operations does not represent a level playing field for 
plan operators.  As written, the Proposed Regulations would allow such disparity to continue, 
endangering product stewardship services for the residents of San Francisco.   
 
We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

Anne Vogel-Marr  
Executive Director 
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