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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

The Assembly Waste Management, Planning and Recycling Committee 
will hold a public hearing on the following legislation: 

A-90 
Albohn 

A-281 
Shinn 

A-1024 
Kronick 

A-2201 
Spadaro 

A-2714 
Martin 

A-3120 
Duch/Gill 

A-3523 
Bryant/Mattison 

Provides for the regulation of beverage 
containers, requires certain containers 
to have refund values. 

Imposes fees on certain containers. 

Provides for nonbinding referendum on 
whether Legislature should enact 
legislation providing for a Statewide 
deposit and refund system for beverage 
containers. 

Establishes a deposit on beverage 
containers sold in this State. 

Establishes a deposit on beverage 
containers sold in this State. 

Establishes a deposit on beverage 
containers sold in this State. 

Establishes a deposit on beverage 
containers sold in this State. 

The heatillg will be held on Monday, September 23, 1991 at 9:00a.m. in 
Room 112 (Committee Room 9), of the Legislative Office Building, 135 West 
Hanover Street, Trenton, New Jersey. 

The public may address comments and questions to Algis P. Matioska or 
Leonard J. Coiner. Committee Aides, and persons wishing to testify should 
contact their secretary, Kathleen Espieg. at (609) 292-7676. Those persons 
presenting written t.estimony should provide 10 copies to the committee 1n 

the day of the hearing. 

Issued 9/9/91 





~EMBLY, No. 90 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

Introduced Pendmg Technical Review by Legislative Counsel 

PRE-FILED FOR INTRODUCTION IN THE 1990 SESSION 

By Assemblyman ALBOHN 

AN ACT concerning beverage containers and supplementing Title 
2 13 of the Revised Statutes. 
3 
4 BE IT ENACTED by the Senate and General Assembly of the 
5 State of New Jersey: 
6 1. The Legislature finds that the disposal of nonreturnable 
7 beverage containers after a , single use violates fundamental 
8 precepts of environmental protection; that these containers 
9 constitute a significant portion of the solid· waste stream. 

10 burdening already limited landfill capacity; that these containers, 
11 when carelessly discarded, contribute to a litter problem of 
12 growing proportions, the control of which is straining municipal 
13 budgets; and that the recycling and reuse of these containers can 
1-1 constitute an energy and raw material conservation effort of 
15 significant value. 
16 The Legislature therefore determines that a program to 
17 encourage the return and· reuse of beverage containers, by easing 
18 environmental burdens and promoting energy conservation, would 
19 be in the public interest. 
20 2. As used in this act: 
21 a. "Beverage" means beer or other malt beverages and 
22 mineral water, soda water, and similar nonalcoholic carbonated 
23 drinks in liquid form and intended for human consumption; 
24 b. "Beverage container" means an individual, separate bottle 
25 or can having a capacity of not more than four liters composea 
26 of glass, metal, plastic, or any combination thereof, containing a 
27 beverage, and which has been identified by a label, stamp, or 
28 other mark pursuant to section 5 of this act; 
29 c. "Consumer" means a person who purchases a beverage in a 
30 beverage container; 
31 d. "Dealer" means a person who engages in the sale of 
32 beverage containers at retail to consumers; 
33 e. "Degradable" means capable of disintegrating into 
34 fragments that are smaller than the original size of the beverage 
35 container, or into particles having a molecula weight that is 
36 lower than the weight of the original container material by 
3 7 naturally occurring biological or physical processes in the 
38 environment within a period of three years after man1•~acture; 
39 f. "Department" means the Department of Eulfirorunental 
40 Protection; 
41 g. "Distributor" means a person who sells beverage containers 
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at wholesale to dealers in this State, including any manufacturer 
2 who engages in such sales; 
3 h. · \1anufacturer·· means a person bottling, canning or filling 
4 beverage containers for sale to distributors or dealers: 
5 1. "Recycling'' means the process of sorting, cleansing, 
6 treating and reconstituting waste and other discarded materials 
7 for the purpose of reusing the materials; · 
8 j. "Redemption center·· means a place or a business which 
9 accepts empty beverage containers for recycling and pays the 

10 refund value of beverage containers. 
11 3. Every beverage container sold or offered for sale in this 
12 State has a refund value when empty. Any beverage container 
13 made exclusively of recyclable aluminum. or of glass having a 
14 quality, thickness and physical strength which would permit the 
15 container to be washed. refilled and reused. has a refund value as 
16 follows: 
17 a. For each nonrefillable container: 
18 $0.10 for a container with a capacity of 1/z liter or less; $0.15 
19 for a container with a capacity of more than '12 liter but no more 
20 than one liter: $0.20 for a container with a capacity of more than 
21 one liter but no more than four liters. 
22 b. For each refillable container: 
23 $0.05 for a container with a capacity of 1/~ liter or less: $0.1.0 
24 for a container with a capacity of more than Vz liter but no more 
25 than one liter; $0.15 for a container with a capacity of more than 
26 one liter but no more than four liters. 
27 4. a Every dealer shall accept every empty beverage 
28 containers of the kind, size, and brand he sells or offers for sale 
29 that is returned, and pay the bearer the refund value thereof as 
30 established in section 3 of this act for each beverage container; 
31 b. Every manufacturer and distributor shall accept every 
32 empty beverage container of the kind. size. and brand he 
33 distributes manufactures, as the case may be returned by any 
34 dealer and pay the dealer the refund value established in section 
35 3 of this act, plus a 10% handling charge for each beverage 
36 container for the year following the effective date of this act. 
37 and a handling charge of 5% thereafter. 
38 5. Every beverage container sold or offered for sale in this 
39 State by a dealer shall be clearly identified by a stamp. label. or 
40 other mark securely affixed to the beverage container, bearing 
41 the inscription "New Jersey" and indicating the refund value of 
42 the beverage container. 
43 6. No beverage shall be sold or offered for sale in this State in 
44 a metal container designed and constructed so t~at part of the 
45 container is detachable. or in containers connect )d to each other 
46 by plastic rings or similar devices wh;-::h are not aegradable. 
47 7. a. Every dealer shall, upm. presentation of an empty 
48 beverage container. refund to the bearer the refund value of the 
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beverage container. :'lio deale~ shall refuse to accept at his place 
::: of business an empty beverage container from a person. or refuse 
3 to pay to a person the refund value of an empty beverage 
-! container, unless the dealer sponsors. solely or with others. or 
5 there is established by others, a redemption center which is 
6 located within a one-half mile radius of his place of business and 
7 which accepts for refund beverage containers of the kind, size 
8 and brand sold by the dealer. 
9 b. A dealer is not required to accept or pay the refund value of 

10 an empty beverage container other than those of the kind, size, 
11 and brand he sells or offers for sale nor is a dealer required to 
12 accept or pay the refund value of an empty beverage container 
13 which is damaged, unclean. or which is. in his opinion, in a 
H condition as to threaten the public health and safety. 
15 c. Every dealer may designate a specific area of his place of 
16 business to which empty beverage containers shall be brought. 
17 Every dealer may establish a reasonable maximwn nwnber of 
18 empty beverage containers which he will redeem at any one 
19 time unless advance arrangements to the contrary have been 
20 made. Every dealer shall prominently display notice of these 
21 restrictions at a conspicuous location in his place of business. 
22 d. At no time during his regular business hours shall a dealer 
23 refuse to accept or to pay a person the refund value of up to six 
24 empty beverage containers per person. regardless of the 
25 proximity of an operating redemption Center. 
26 8. The Commissioner of Environmental Protection. Pursuant 
27 to the "Administrative Procedure Act," P.L.1968, c.410 (C. 52 
28 :148-1 et seq.), shall adopt any rules-and regulations prohibiting, 
29 conditioning and controlling the sale and labeling of beverage 
30 containers which shall be designed to further the purpose and 
31 policy of this act. 
32 9. If any person violates any of the provisions of this act or 
33 any rule or regulation adopted pursuant to the provisions of this 
34 act. the department or any local or county board of health may 
35 institute a civil action in a court of competent jurisdiction for 
36 injunctive relief to prohibit the violation and the court may 
37 proceed in the action in a swnmary manner. 
38 10. Any person who violates the provisions of this act or any 
39 rule or regulation adopted pursuant to this act is liable to a 
40 penalty of not more than $2,500.00 for each offense, to be 
41 collected in a swnmary proceeding under "the penalty 
42 enforcement law" (N. J .S.2A:58-1 et seq.) and in any case before 
43 a court of competent jurisdiction wherein injunctive relief has 
44 been requested. The Superior Court and county district court 
45 have jurisdiction to enforce ··the penalty enforcement law... If 
46 the violation is of a continuing nature. each day during which it 
47 continues constitutes an additional. separate and llistinct 
48 offense. The department is authorized to compromise and settle 
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any claim for a penalty under this act in an amount in the 
2 discretion of the department as may appear appropriate and 
3 equitable under all of the circumstances 
-\ 11. Whenever an agent of the department, or of a local or 
5 county board of health, finds, or has probable cause to believe, 
6 that any beverage container is being sold or labeled in violation 
7 of any provision of this act or any rule or regulation adopted 
8 pursuant to this act, that agent may affix to the container a tag 
9 or other appropriate marking giving notice that the container has 

10 been detained or embargoed,and warning all persons not to 
11 remove, dispose, or use the container until permission is given by 
12 the department or the court. It is a violation of this act for any 
13 person to remove, dispose. or use any detained or embargoed 
H container without that permission. 
15 12. This act shall take effect 180 days following enactment. 
16 
17 

18 STATEMENT 
19 

20 The nonreturnable container constitutes one of the most 
21 serious problems in the area of environmental protection. Each 
22 year thousands of beverage containers are found littering the 
23 sides of roads, highways and recreational areas. This litter is an 
24 unsightly blight which constitutes a public nuisance as well as a 
25 safety hazard. [n addition, beverage containers constitute a large 
26 portion of municipal solid waste, thereby imposing significant 
27 disposal fees upon municipal govenunents. 
28 The implementation of a returnable system would not only ease 
29 these environmental problems but save natural resources and 
30 energy as well~ At the same time an increase in Statewide 
31 employment would result from the formation of a large recycling 
32 industry. 
33 
34 
35 WASTE MAN A CEMENT 
36 
37 Provides for the regulation of beverage containers, requires 
38 certain containers to have refund values. 



LECISLHIVE FISCAL ESTIMATE TO 

ASSEMBLY, No. 90 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

DATED: November S. 1990 

Assembly Bill No. 90 of 1990 establishes a beverage container 
recycling program that would require every container made of 
recyclable alummum or glass to be returned to beverage dealers for 
a refund. These containers (which cannot include detachable parts or 
plastic rings) would then he recycled and reused. The Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) would be responsible for 
implementing and administering this program. 

Based on fiscal data provided by DEP on similar hills 
introduced m the 1!18-i and 1986 Legislative Sessions. the Office of 
Legislative Serv1ces estimates the administrative costs of the hill as 
follows (assuming an effective date of january1. 1991): 

FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 

Personnel $450,000* $ 8:36.000 $ 920.000 
General operations 168.000 176.000 185.000 
One-time. non-per-

sonnel expenditures 265.000 
$883.000 $1,012.000 $1.105.000 

'includes one-time expenditures of $35,000 for regulatory 
development and $35.000 for container classification; for FY 1992 
and FY 1993. personnel costs reflect annual 10.0 percent increases 
and non-personnel costs reflect annual 5.0 percent increases. 

Statewide cost savings in landfill or tipping fees cannot he 
estimated at this time because most counties are now in the process 
of recycling. rather than landfilling, aluminum and glass beverage 
containers. Once the department releases 1989 and 1990 landfill 
tonnage figures. a comparative cost savings analysis can be made. 

This legislative fiscal estimate has been produced by the Office 
of Legislative Services due to the failure of the Executive Branch to 
respond to our request for a fiscal note. 

This fiscal estimate has been prepared pursuant to P.L.l980. c.67. 



ASSBlBLY, ~o. 281 

STATE OF ~EW JERSEY 

Introduced Pending Teclmical Review by Legislative Counsel 

PRE-FILED FOR INTRODUCTION I;\! THE 1990 SESSIOL'i 

By Assemblyman SHIN.'J 

AN ACT concerning the imposition of fees on certam 
2 containers. and supplementing Title 13 and Title 52 of the 
3 Revised Statutes. 
4 
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8 

9 

10 

11 
12 
13 
14 

15 
16 
17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
22 
23 

24 

26 
27 
28 
29 

30 

31 
32 

33 
34 
35 
36 

37 
38 

39 

40 
41 

BE IT ENACTED by the Senate and General Assembly of the 

State of New Jersey: 
1. The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of 

th1s State to pursue a hierarchy of solid waste management 
teclmiques consisting of source reduction, recycling, resource 
recovery, and landfi ling; that it is in the public interest to 
promote aggressive!) waste reduction and recycling as the 
preferred methods of solid waste management: that an important 
element in recycling is the encouragement of the use of 
contawers made from recycled materials. the encouragement of 
reusable containers. the promotion of the production of 
single-use serving containers utilizing recycled materials and the 
discouragement of the .use of disposable nonbiodegradable serving 
containers: and that because New Jersey is faced with a very 
restncted range of di-;posal altemativr.s, the recycling and reuse 
of containers can· mahe a significant contribution to the reduction 
of the State· s overall -;olid waste stream. 

The Legislature further finds and declares that a statewide 
solid waste reductiou strategy must begin with fundamental 
changes in manufacturing practices and packaging processes; that 
containers account for a significant portion of the municipal solid 
waste stream and the contaim~r industry consistently 
manufactures containers that far exce.ed functional requirements. 
and utilizes material-; more damaging to the environment than 
their predecessors: that many products are increasingly marketed 
in disposable containers made. in whole or in part. from 
nonb10degradable materials: that thesP products are aggressively 
promoted as single-use or throwaway items. which products are 
advertised as light-weight, convement and disposable; that these 
throwaway containers are an environmental liability rather than a 
consumers· aid and are not biodegradable after disposal. 
notwithstanding that :hey offer no ·otective or other advantage 
to the retailer or ·onsumer not provided by bwdegradable 
containers: and that a fee on the retatl sale of certam contamers 
to encourage consumers to purchase and utilize products 
packaged m contamers which are wtdely recycled or refilled. or 
contamers made from recycled materials. would make a 
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significant contnbuttOn toward a solution to this State s solid 
7 waste disposal problems. 
3 The Leg1slature further finds and declares that the generators 
~ of containers that are discarded after serving their intended use 
5 and are not being recycled at an acceptable level must pay 
6 disposal costs reflecting the real costs to society of 
7 environmentally-sound solid waste disposal; that in particular. 
8 the container industry must begin to bear a more equitable share 
9 of the environmental and social costs associated with 

10 manufacturing contamers having little potential for recyclmg . 
11 and which place a burden on the State· s severely limited disposal 
12 capacity; and that the most effective and appropnate method to 
13 promote waste reduction is to discourage the distribution and use 
l4 of these containers in this State through the impQsition of a 
15 contamer fee. 
16 The Legislature therefore determines that it is in the public 
17 interest to impose a fee on containers based upon the recycled 
18 materials content, biodegradability, reusability and rate of 
19 recycling of the materials used in the production of the 
20 container; and to use the revenues generated from this container 
21 fee to provide economic relief to the residents of this State to 
22 compensate for increased solid waste disposal costs. 
23 2. This act shall be known and may be cited as the 'Solid 
24 Waste Reduction Act of 1988 ... 

25 3. As used in this act: 
26 ''Biodegradable" means capable of disintegrating, by naturally 
27 occurring biological or physical processes in the environment 
28 within a period of three years after manufacture, into fragments 
29 that are small relative to the original sizF, or into particles of a 
30 molecular weight that is low when compared to that of the 
31 original material; 
32 "Commissioner" means the Commissioner of Environmental 
33 Protection; 
34 "Container" means any rigid package. bottle or can used to 
35 contain a food or nonfood product sold ac retail that retains its 
36 structural configuration after the product is removed; 
37 .. Department" means the Departm~nt of Environmental 
38 Protection; 
39 "Director" means the Director of the Division of Taxation in 
40 the Department of Treasury; 
41 "Division" means the Division of Taxa·ion in the Department 
42 of Treasury; 
43 "Feepayer·· means any retailer of cc•ntainers or single-use 
H servmg containers subject to the fee provisions of this act 
45 ··Fee period" means every three calendar months or any other 
46 period as may be prescribed by rule and re;.,rulation adopted by the 
47 director. on the bas1s of which the feepa~ er is required to report 
48 t9 the director pursuant to this act; 
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·Post-consumer 1vaste matenal· means any product generated 
:2 by a business or consumer which has served 1ts intended end use. 
3 and which has been separated from solid waste for the purpose of 
-t recycling and which does not include secondary waste material; 
5 'Recycled· container· means any container the composition of 
6 which is at least 50% post-consumer waste materials; 
7 ·Recycling" means any process by which materials which would 
8 otherwise become solid waste are collected, separated or 
9 processed and returned to the economic mainstream in the form 

10 of raw materials or products; 
11 "Retailer" means a person who engages in the retail sale within 
12 the State of food or nonfood products packaged in containers or 
13 single-use serving containers.and includes restaurants which sell 
14 for consumption off the premises of the restaurant a meal. food. 
15 or beverage prepared and ready to be consumed; 
16 "Secondacy waste material" means waste material generated 
17 after the completion of a manufacturing process; 
18 "Single-use serving container" means any container. or any 
19 other item. packaging or packaging material, product or device 
20 made, in whole or in part. of material which is not biodegradable 
21 and which is routinely discarded after use or consumption. which 
22 contains a product having a useful life of less than six months. 
23 and which is commonly referred to as a .. takeout" container: 
H 4. a. There is imposed upon each retailer in this State engaged 
25 in the retail sale of food or nonfood products packaged in 
26 containers with a capacity of more than six ounces. a fee of $0.02 
27 per container. 
28 b. Every person subject to this fee shall register with the 
29 director. on forms prescribed by the director. within 90 days of 
30 the effective date of this act. 
31 c. Every feepayer shall. on or before the twentieth day of the 
32 month following the close of each fee period. prepare and file a 
33 return. under oath, with the director on such forms as may be 
34 prescribed by the director. The return shall indicate the total 
35 number of non-exempt containers sold and at the same time the 
36 feepayer shail pay the full amount of the fee due. 
37 d. If a return required by this act is not filed. or if a return 
38 when filed is incorrect or insufficient in the opinion of the 
39 director. the amount of the fee due shall be determined by the 
40 director from such information as may be available. Notice of 
41 this determination shall be given to the feepayer liable for the 
42 payment of the fee. This determination shall finally and 
43 irrevocably fix the fee unless the person against who it is 
44 assessed shall apply to the director for a hearing within 30 days 
45 after receiving notice of the determination ilr unless on his own 
46 the director shall redet-..mine the fee. After such a hearing the 
47 director shall give notice of his determination to the person to 
48 whom the fee is assessed. 
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e. Any feepayer who shall fail to file his return when due or to 
2 pay any fee when due. as provided by this act. shall be subJect to 

the penalties and interest as provided in the ·state Tax Cmform 
~ Procedure Law," R.S.54:~8-1 et seq. If the director determmes 
5 that the failure to comply with the provisions of this section was 
6 excusable under the circumstances, he may remit any part of the 
7 penalty as shall be appropriate under the circumstances. 
8 f. In addition to the other powers granted by this section. the 
9 director may: 

10 (1) Delegate to any officer or employee of the division any 
11 powers and duties he may deem necessary to carry 011t efficiently 
12 the provisions of this section, and the person or persons to whom 
13 the powers have been delegated shall possess and may exercise all 
14 of the powers and perform all of the duties delegated by the 
15 director. 
16 (2) Prescribe and distribute all necessary forms for the 
17 implementation of this act; and 
18 (3) Adopt any rules and regulations necessary for the 
19 implementation of this act. 
20 g. The fee imposed by this section shall be governed in all 
21 respects by the provisions of the "State Tax l!niform Procedure 
22 Law," R.S.54:48-1 et seq .. Wlless otherwise provided by a specific 
23 provision of this section. 
24 5. a. Within 3 months of the effective date of this act. and 
25 annually thereafter, the Department of Environmental Protection 
26 shall make a written determination as to the recycling rates 
27 achieved in this State for glass and aluminum containers during 
28 the previous 12 months. This determination shall be the basis 
29 upon which the recycling rate of all containers which may be 
30 subject to the fee imposed pursuant to section 4 of this act shall 
31 be certified by the department. 
32 b. In the event that the department makes a written 
33 determination that a container composed of material other than 
34 aluminum or glass is not being recycled at a rate at least equal to 
35 that being achieved for aluminum or glass. whichever is lower, as 
36 provided in subsection a. of this section, the department shall 
37 certify that container as a container subject to the fee. 
38 6. The following containers shall be exempt from the fee on 
39 the sale of containers imposed under section 4 of this act: 
40 a. Containers which have been certified by the Department of 
41 Environmental Protection as having achieved an acceptable 
42 recycling rate pursuant to section 5 of this act; 
43 b. Any container composed of at least 50% post-consumer 
44 waste materials. as certified by the manufacturer thereof md 
45 approved by the department: 
46 c. Any container . ·hich is biodegradable, as certified by the 
47 manufacturer thereof and approved by the department: 
48 d. Any container which is designed to be refilled with the same 
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product with whtch it was onginally filled and which customanly 
2 ts refilled and reused: and 
3 e. Any container for wh1ch there is no feastble or practical 
~ substitute or that is necessary to protect the public health. 
5 safety. or welfare. as deterrmned by the department. or that is 
6 required pursuant to federal law. 
7 7. The Department of Environmental Protection shall. 
8 pursuant to criteria adopted by the department by rule or 
9 regulation in accordance with the provisions of the 

10 "Administrative Procedure Act," P.L.1968. c.-t20 (C.52:148-l et 
11 seq.), establish and revise, at least annually, a list of exempt 
12 containers as provided in section 6 of this act. Any manufacturer 
13 of a nonexempt container may petition the department for an 
14 exemption from the fee imposed pursuant to section -t of this act 
15 for a particular container. The department may grant the 
16 exemption if warranted by the circumstances. 
17 8. a. There is imposed upon each retailer in this State engaged 
18 in the retail sale of food or beverages packaged in single-use 
19 serving containers. a fee of $0.02 per container. 
20 b. Every person subject to this fee shall register with the 
21 director. on forms prescribed by the director. within 90 days of 
22 the effective date of this act. 
23 c. Every feepayer shall. on or before the twentieth day of the 
24 month following the close of each fee period, prepare and file a 
25 return, under oath, with the director on such forms as may be 
26 prescribed by the director. The return shall indicate the total 
27 number. of single-use serving containers sold and at the same 
28 time the feepayer shall pay the full amount of the fee due. 
29 d. If a return required by this act is not filed, or if a return 
30 when filed is incorrect or insufficient in the opinion of the 
31 director. the amount of the fee due shall be determined by the 
32 director from such information as may be available. Notice of 
33 this determination shall be given to the feepayer liable for the 
34 payment of the fee. This determination shall finally and 
35 irrevocably fix the fee unless the person against who it is 
36 assessed shall apply to the director for a hearing within 30 days 
37 after receiving notice of the determination, or unless on his own 
38 the director shall redetermine the fee. After such a hearing the 
39 director shall give notice of his determination to the person to 
40 whom the fee is assessed. 
41 e. Any feepayer who shall fail to file his return when d,ue or to 
42 pay any fee when due, as provided by this act. shall be subject to 
43 the penalties and interest as provided in the "State Tax Uniform 
44 Procedure Law, .. R.S.54:48-1 et seq. If the dire· tor determines 
45 that thP failure to comply with the provisions of this section was 
46 excusai..e under the circumstances, he may remit any part of the 
47 penalty as shall be appropriate under the circumstances. 
48 f. In addition to the other powers granted by this section. the 
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2 11) Delegate to any officer or employee of the division any 
3 powers and ~uties he may deem necessary to carry out efficiently 
.t the provistons of this section. and the person or persons to whom 
5 the powers have been delegated shall possess and may exerc1se all 
6 of the powers and perform all of the duties delegated by the 
7 director. 
8 (2) Prescribe and distribute all necessary forms for the 
9 implementation of this act; and 

10 (3) Adopt any rules and regulations necessary for the 
11 implementation of this act. 
12 g. The fee imposed by this section shall be governed in all 
13 respects by the provisions of the "State Tax Uniform Procedure 
t.t Law.· R.S.54:48-1 et seq .. unless otherwise provided by a spectfic 
15 provision of this secti.on. 
16 9. a. Any person engaged in the retail sale of food. beverages. 
17 drugstore sWldry products. or household products, and who 
18 provides consumers with a plastic bag in which to carry such 
19 items, shall provide consumers with a choice of either a paper 
20 bag or a plastic bag. 
21 b. Any person subject to the provisions of this section shall 
22 conspicuously post and maintain. at or near the point of sale or in 
23 close proximity to the area where purchased items are placed in 
24 bags for removal by the consumer from the premises, a legible 
25 sign. not less than 11 inches by 15 inches in size. informing the 
26 public that consumers shall be entitled to a choice of either a 
27 paper bag or a plastic bag. 
28 10. The department shall adopt, within three months of the 
29 effective date of this act and pursuant to the provisions of the 
30 ''Administrative Procedure Act," P.L.1968, c.410 (C.52:14B-1 et 
31 seq.), rules or regulations designed to implement the purposes and 
32 provisions of this act. 
33 11. a. There is established within the Department of the 
34 Treasury the "Solid Waste Reduction Fund." The Director of the 
35 Division of Taxation shall deposit all revenues from the fees 
36 imposed pursuant to section 4 and section 8 of this act in the 
37 fWld. Monies deposited in the "Solid Waste Reduction FWld" shall 
38 be used to provide eligible taxpayers with a supplement to the 
39 annual homestead rebate payment provided pursuant to P. L.1976. 
40 c.72 (C.54:4-3.80 et seq.), and to provide eligible tenants with a 
41 credit against the tax due pursuant to P.L.l976. c.47 
42 (N. J .S.54A: 1-1 et Seq.). 
43 b. On or before March 1. 1989, the Commissioner of the 
44 Department of Environmental Protection shall certify to the 
45 Director of the Divisir':t of Taxation those coWlties that have 
46 adopted the district solid waste management plan required 
47 pursuant to P.L.1970, c.39 (C.l3:1E-1 et seq.), which plan has 
48 been approved by the department. includes the district recycling 
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plan requirPd pursuant to section 3 of P.L.198i. c.lO:.! 
2 iC.lJ:lE-99.1JI. and provides for the development of recycling 
3 and solid waste factlities approved by the department to 
4 accommodate both the short-term and long-term solid waste 
5 disposal and recycling requirements of the county. Any taxpayer 
6 residing m a county not certified by the commissioner pursuant to 
7 this subsection shall be ineligible to receive a supplemental 
8 homestead rebate or tenant credit pursuant to this act. 
9 c. On or before \.i.arch 1. 1990. and annually thereafter. the 

10 Commissioner of the Department of Environmental Protection 
11 shall certify to the Director of the Division of Taxation those 
12 counties which have made a good faith effort to achieve the 
13 milestones contained within the district solid waste management 
14 plan required pursuant to P.L.1970. c.39 (C.13:1E-t et seq.) 
15 pertaining to the project schedule for the construction of a 
16 resource recovery facility or other solid waste facility approved 
17 by the department to accommodate the long-term solid waste 
18 disposal and recycling requirements of the county. Any taxpayer 
19 residing in a county not certified by the commissioner pursuant to 
20 this subsection shall be ineligible to receive a supplemental 

· 21 homestead rebate or tenant credit pursuant to this act for the 
22 year in which the county was not certified. 
23 d. On or before May 1, 1989, and annually thereafter, the 
24 Director of the Division of Taxation shall determine, on the basis 
25 of the certification received from the Department of 
26 Environmental Protection pursuant to the provisions of this 
27 section, the number of taxpayers eligible for the supplemental 
28 homestead rebate or tenant credit, and shall determine the 
29 amount of the supplemental homestead rebate or tenant credit 
30 for the current tax year. The amount of the supplemental· 
31 homestead rebate or credit for any tax year shall be equal to the 
32 estimated annual balance in the "Solid Waste Reduction Fund" 
33 divided by the number of eligible taxpayers. The supplemental 
34 homestead rebate shall be included. in the homestead rebate 
35 provided in the current tax year pursuant to P.L.1976, c.72 
36 (C.54:4-3.80 et seq.). The tenant credit shall be allowed as a 
37 credit against the tax imposed pursuant to P.L.1976, c.47 
38 (N.J.S.54A:l-1 et seq.) for the current tax year. 
39 12. This act shall take effect immediately. except that section 
40 4 and section 8 shall take effect the first day of the sixth month 
41 following enactment. 
42 
43 
44 STATEMENT 
45 
46 This bill would impose fees on the retail sale of certain 
47 containers. A fee of $0.02 per container is imposed upon each 
48 person engaged in this State in the retail sale of food or nonfood 
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;Jroducts packaged in rig1d contamers with a capacity of more 
:han six ounces. :\ container would be exempt from the fee if it 
meets any of the following criteria: (1) the container has been 
certified by the Department of Environmental Protect10n as 
havmg achieved a recycling rate equal to that achieved for 
aluminum or glass during the previous 12 month period: (2) the 
container is composed of at least 50% post-consumer waste 
materials, as certified by the manufacturer thereof and approved 
by the department: (3) the container is biodegradable. as 
certified by the manufacturer thereof and approved by the 
department: (i) the container is designed to be ref;lled with the 
same product with which it was originally filled and is 
customarily refilled and reused: or (5) it is a container for which 
there is no feasible or practical substitute or that is necessary to 
protect the public health. safety, or welfare. as determined by 
the department, or that is required pursuant to federal law. 

The bill also imposes upon each person engaged in this State in 
the retail sale of food or beverages packaged in single-use 
serving containers, a fee of $0.02 per container. A single-use 
serving container is defined as any container, or any other item. 
packaging or packaging material, product or device made. in 
whole or in part, of material which is not biodegradable and 
which is routinely discarded after use or consumption, containing 
a product which has a useful life of less than six months and 
which is commonly referred to as a "takeout" container. 

The revenues derived from the fees on containers and 
single-use serving containers would be deposited in a "Solid 
Waste Reduction Fund" established within the Department of the 
Treasury. Monies depos~ted in the "Solid Waste Reduction Fund" 
would be used to provide eligible taxpayers with a supplement to 
the annual homestead rebate payment provided pursuant to 
P.L.1976, c.72 (C.54:4-3.80 et seq.), and to provide eligible 
tenants with a credit against the tax due pursuant to P.L.1976. 
c.~7 (N.J.S.54A:l-l et seq.) in order to provide economic relief to 
the residents of this State to compensate for increased solid 
waste disposal costs. 

In determining the eligibility of taxpayers for 1989. the 
Commissioner of the Department of Environmental Protection 
must certify to the Director of the Division of Taxation those 
counties that have adopted the district solid waste management 
plan required pursuant to P.L.l970, c.39 (C.l3:1E-1 et seq.), 
which plan has been approved by the department, includes the 
district recycling plan required pursuant to section 3 of P.L.1987. 
c.102 (C.l3: 1 E-99.13), and provides for the development of 
recyclir. and solid waste facilities approved by the department 
to accommodate the short-term and long-term solid waste 
disposal requirements of the county. Any taxpayer residing in a 
county not certified by the commissioner pursuant to this 
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o~qUJrement would be melig1ble to receive a supplemental 
2 homestead rebate or tenant credit. 
3 [n determimng elig1blity of taxpayers for 1990 and thereafter. 
-! the Commisswner of the Department of Environmental 
5 Protection must certify to the Director of the Division of 
6 Taxation those counties which have made a good faith effort to 
7 achieve the milestones contained within their respective district 
8 solid waste management plans pertaining to the project schedule 
9 for the construction of a resource recovery facility or other solid 

10 waste facility approved by the department to accomodate the 
11 long-term solid waste disposal and recycling reqUirements of the 
12 county. Any taxpayer residing in a county not certified by the 
13 commissioner pursuant to this requirement would be ineligible to 
H receive a supplemental homestead rebate or tenant credit for the 
15 year in which the county was not certified. 
16 On or before ~1ay l. 1989. and annually thereafter. the 
17 Director of the Division of Taxation must determine, on the basis 
18 of the certification received from the Department of 
19 Environmental Protection. the number of taxpayers eligible for 
20 the supplemental homestead rebate or tenant credit. and must 
21 thereupon determine the amount of the supplemental homestead 
22 rebate or tenant credit for the current tax year. The amount of 
23 the supplemental homestead rebate or credit for any tax year 
24 would be equal to the estimated annual balance in the 'Solid 
25 Waste Reduction Fund" divided by the number of eligible 
26 taxpayers. The supplemental homestead rebate would be included 
27 in the homestead rebate provided in the current tax year pursuant 
28 to P.L.1976, c.72 (C.54:4-3.80 et seq.). The tenant credit would 
29 be allowed as a credit against the tax imposed pursuant to 
30 P.L.1976, c.47 (N.J.S.54A:l-1 et seq.) for the current tax year. 
31 The bill would also provide that every person engaged in the 
32 retail sale of food. beverages. drugstore sundry products. or 
33 household products. and who provides consumers with a plastic 
34 bag in which to carry such items, must provide consumers with a 
35 choice of either a paper bag or a plastic bag. 
36 
37 
38 WASTE MANAGEMENT 
39 
40 Imposes fees on certain containers. 



!.[CIS!.\ II \1: f-'ISC:M. FSTIMXfE Tr 1 

ASSDIBLY, No. 281 

STATE 0 F NEW JERSEY 

DATED: November ~7. 19UO 

Assembly Bill No. ~81 of lU90 unposes a fee of 50.02 per 

plastir. container upon persons engaged in the retail sale of food. 

nonfood products or other t<1ngrble personal property packaged m 
plastic containers. or the :t~tatl salt) nf food or bP.verages p<ick;;~ed m 

single-use St)rving l"tilkt!out") cont;urwrs. C:t)rt;Jin r:ont;-,:rwrs cH•: 

,;xernpt from thr) fr~t~ iJiiS<~d 'lll srzt~. uc;e, cmnpos1t10n r;r nthe:r 

factors. l'he btl! estahlislH;s " Soli<J \V<1str K.t~ductJon Fund to fJ~e the 

drpos1to:·y ilf the f"r: :·t:\Pllut, ,,nrl prm·ides for tlr~e dic;trrbut!Un of 

•hr~'•'' !1\0I!lf:S to honlf:0\1-tH:rs c~nd lPili.lflts in dig!iJle ;nunJcJp;.ditJ•,;; on 

,( pPf-Ca[JJ til iJdSIS. 

Thr Offic<! of Lt~gislativP. St:rvir.t:s IULS) estrrnJtP'i that :ht: 

fP.es unposed by this bill will generate approximately So-+ million 

annually. This estimate Is based upon separ<1te r.alr.ulations for the 

· ngid" and ·non-rigid' or .. takP.out .. container sectors. Tlw m~id 

container st;ctor ·~stimate ~s based on container unit data bv ust: <Hld 

compositron (!DUO l..S. lndust1·ial Outlook: L.S. Commerc·~ 

DepartnHmt. and analyst~s of ''Mlier delta t'rom thrs st;nes r:ont<'inPd 

111 published and unpublished papers). fhe non-rigrd contarner ~ector 

estrmate is based on containP.r unrt data derrved from two separate 

approaches: first. data on aggregate weights of piastre: materials 

used for types of contt~rners (Modern Plastics: january. 19871 wen; 

combined with weight-per-container data ("Energy and 'v!aterrals 

Use in the Production and Recycling of Consumer-Goods Packagmg ·: 

L.L. Gaines .. :\.rgonne National Laboratory: Ft,bruary, 1981. and other 

sourcrs). Second. survev data on frequency of fast food restt~urant 

vrsrts (Consumer Reports: jw1e. 1988. and Gaines: 1981) were 

r.omh1ned 1\ith contCJirwr-p~er-visrt survey rt:sults from ;; \!innP.sota 

Department of Rrvenue study. 

OLS nott;s that. umler the bill. s provisions. tht! <1111ounts 

dt~posited in the Solid \\'<tstfo Reductron Fund :1re to be distrrbut<;d <~s 

supplemental homestead rebates to eligible homeownP.rs under 
P.L.l976. c.n and as supplemental tenant homestead t;redits under 

P.L.1976. r..-+7. Both of these programs hav~ been terminated 

effective january l. l'JH1 under P.L.l 1J90. r..6l. which n:vises the 

gross income tax and provrdes a new property tax n;lirf program. 

This lrgrslative fiscill estllnatP. has been producr;d by the Otrict; 

of Legislative Services due to the failure of the Executive Branr.h to 

respond to our rP.quest for <I fiscal note. 

This fisc<.' estimatr has been pn~pared pursuant to P.L.l!lHO, c.b7. 





~EMBLY, No.l024 

STATE OF ~EW JERSEY 

Introduced Pending Technical Review by Legislative Counsel 

PRE-FILED FOR INTRODuCTION IN THE 1990 SESS!O;o.; 

By Assemblyman KRONICK 

AN ACT to provide for the submission to the voters of the State 
2 of a nonbinding referendum to ascertain their sentiment with 
3 respect to whether the Legislature should enact legislation 
4 providing for the establishment of a statewide deposit and 
5 refWld system for beverage containers. 
6 
7 WHEREAS, The Legislature finds and declares that the State is 
8 experiencing a severe solid waste disposal capacity crisis; that 
9 a significant component of this larger problem is that posed by 

10 the proliferation and accumulation of carelessly discarded 
11 beverage containers, which constitute a growing problem for 
12 local governments and may pose a threat to the public health 
13 and safety of the citizens of this State as well represent an 
14 aesthetic blight in the form of street litter; that tmlawfully 
15 discarded beverage containers constitute a significant portion 
16 of New I ersey · s solid waste stream, thus further taxing the 
17 already limited solid waste disposal options available to this 
18 State; and that the random discarding of beverage containers 
19 represents a profligate waste of the energy and raw materials 
20 which are used in producing them; and 
21 WHEREAS, The Legislature further finds that local jurisdictions 
22 in this State, and cowttless Statewide and local jurisdictions in 
23 other states of the Nation have implemented laws, in many 
24 instances with notable success, which provide for a deposit on 
25 beverage containers, the goal of which is to encourage their 
26 return and reuse, thus relieving the disposal capacity burden 
27 while resulting in cleaner streets; and that while many claim 
28 that such a law here would Wldermine existing programs to 
29 manage the solid waste stream, an equal number of adherents 
30 assert that such a effort would be consistent with the 
31 Statewide salid waste management plan and complements the 
32 goals and recovery targets of the "New Jersey Statewide 
33 Mandatory Source Separation and Recycling Act," P.L.l987, 
34 c.102; and 
35 WHEREAS, In consideration of the substantial economic, social, 
36 and environmental implications of such an act upon virtually 
37 every citizen in the State, the people of the State should be 
38 permitted to express their wishes as to whether they favor the 
39 enactment of legislation providing for the establishment of a 
40 deposit and refund system for beverage containers; now, 
41 therefore, 
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1 BE LJ E:--.IACTED by the Senate and General Assembly of the 
2 State of New Jersey: 

J l. In order to ascertain the sentiment of the people of the 
-t State as to whether the Legislature should enact legislation 
5 providing for the establishment of a statewide deposit and refund 
6 system for beverage containers. the following public question 
7 shall be submitted to the people at the general election to be held 
8 in ~ovember. 1989 in the manner provided by this act and by 
9 Title 19 of the Revised Statutes for the submission to the people 

10 of public questions to be voted upon by the voters of the entire 
11 State, and it shall be the duty of the Secretary s: State to 
12 arrange for the submission of such public question in accordance 
13 with the provisions of this act and of Title 19 of the Revised 
14 Statutes. of which submission the same notice shall be given, if 
15 possible. as is required by law of said election. and the people of 
16 the State may at such election vote for or against such quest1on 
17 in the following manner. 
18 2. There shall be included in each sample and official ballot 
19 the instructions set forth below on voting on the nonbinding 
20 referendum. 
21 If you approve the question below, make a cross (X). plus(+) or 
22 check(./) in the square opposite the word "Yes." 
23 If you disapprove the question below, make a cross (X), plus(+) 
24 or check(./) in the square opposite the word "No." 
25 If the voting machines are used, a vote of "Yes" or "No'' shall 
26 oe equivalent to such markings respectively. 
27 

28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

YES 

NO 

ENACTMENT OF DEPOSIT AND REFUND 
SYSTEM FOR BEVERAGE CONTAINERS 

Should the Legislature enact legislation providing 
for the establishment of a statewide deposit and 
refund system for beverage containers? 

41 3. The votes cast "Yes" and ''No," by ballot or voting machine, 
42 "Shall be counted and the result thereof returned by the election 
43 officer, and a canvas of such election had in the same manner 
44 now as is provided for by law in the case of the election of a 
45 Governor, and the result on such question shall be certified by the 
46 Secretary of State and transmitted to the presiding officers of 
47 the Legislature no later than 20 days after the conclusion of the 
48 election. 
49 4. The Secretary of State shall prepare a single summary 
50 statement as to the reasons for submitting the proposition set 
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forth in section 2 of this act and shall direct the clerk of each 
2 county of this State to cause the proposition to be printed and 
3 placed on each of the ballots, together with the summary 
.! statemP.nt appended to or enclosed with the sample ballot. in a 
5 manner which wlll give prominence to such question and 
6 statement. 
7 5. This act shall take effect immediately. 
8 
9 

10 STATEMENT 
11 
12 This bill provides for the submission to the voters of the State. 
13 at the general election in November. 1989. of a nonbinding 
14 referendum to ascertain their sentiment with respect to whether 
15 the Legislature should enact legislation providing for the 
16 establishment of a statewide deposit and refund system for 
17 beverage containers. 
18 
19 
20 WASTE MANAGEMENT 
21 
22 Provides for nonbinding referendum on whether Legislature 
23 should enact legislation providing for a Statewide deposit and 
24 refund system for beverage containers. 





ASSEMBLY, No. 2201 

STATE 0 F NEW JERSEY 

Introduced Pending Technical Review by Legislative Counsel 

PRE-FILED FOR INTRODUCTION IN THE 1990 SESSION 

By Assemblyman SPADORO 

1 AN ACT concerning the disposition of beverage containers. 
2 repealing section 11 of P. L.l985, c.533 (C.13: 1E-99.1), and 
3 supplementing P.L.l970, c.39 (C.l3:1E-1 et seq.). 
-l 

5 BE IT ENACTED by the Senate and General Assembly of the 
6 State of New Jersey: 

7 1. The Legislature finds that the proliferation and 
8 accumulation of carelessly discarded beverage containers ts a 
9 growing problem for local governments and may pose a threat to 

10 the public health and safety of the citizens of New Jersey: that 
11 the haphazard disposal of empty cans and bottles create a hazard 
12 to vehicular traffic, a potential source of physical injury to 
13 pedestrians and animals, and constitute an unsightly accumulation 
14 of litter which must be disposed of at increasing public expense: 
15 that unlawfully discarded beverage containers constitute a 
16 significant portion of the State's solid waste stream, thus further 
17 taxing the already limited solid waste disposal options available 
18 to New I ersey; and that the· random littering of beverage 
19 containers represents a profligate waste of the energy and raw 
20 materials which are used in producing them. 
21 The Legislature therefore declares that it serves the public 
22 interest to provide that all beverage, containers sold or offered 
23 for sale in this State have a refund value, and to provide for the 
24 convenient retum and payment of the refund value of empty 
25 beverage containers; and that deposit and refund value system 
26 hereinafter provided is consistent with the Statewide and district 
27 solid waste management plans and complements the goals and 
28 recovery targets of the "New I ersey Statewide Mandatory Source 
29 Separation and Recycling Act". 
30 2. As used in this act: 
31 "Beverage" means milk, alcoholic beverages, including beer or 
32 other malt beverages, liquor, wine, vennouth and sparkling wine, 
33 and nonalcoholic beverages, including fruit juice, mineral water 
34 and soda water and similar nonalcoholic carbonated and 
35 noncarbonated drinks intended for human consumption; 
36 "Beverage container" means an individual, separate. 
37 hennetically sealed, or made airtight with a metal or plastic cap. 
38 bottle or can composed of glass, metal, plastic or any 
39 combination thereof, containing a beverage; 
40 "Commissioner" means the Commissioner of Ep.vironmental 
41 Protection; 
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·Consumer" means a person who purchases, a beverage in a 
2 beverage container for use or consumption; 
3 ··Department" means the Department of Environmental 
-4 Protection; · 
5 ··Distributor" means a person who sells beverages in beverage 
6 containers at wholesale to retailers engaged in sales within the 
7 State; 
8 ··Redemption center" means a place or a business which 
9 accepts empty beverage containers for recycling and pays the 

tO refund value of beverage containers: or a recycling center as 
11 defined in section 2 of P.L.1987, c.102 (C.lJ:lE-99.11 et al.); 
12 ·• Retailer" means a person who engages in the sale within the 
13 State of beverages in beverage containers to a consumer at retail 
14 for off-premises use or consumption. including any distributor 
15 ' engaging in retail sales within the State: 
16 "Sold within the State" or "sales within the State'' means all 
17 sales of beverages in beverage containers by retailers engaged in 
18 business within New Jersey. 
19 ··use or consumption'' means the exercise of any right or power 
20 incident to the ownership of a beverage other than the sale or 
21 retention of a beverage for the purpose of sale. 
22 3. a. Every beverage container sold or offered for sale in this 
23 State shall have a refund value when empty. Beverage containers 
24 made exclusively of recyclable aluminum, or a quality of glass 
25 which would permit the container to be washed, refilled and 
26 reused, shall have a refund value of $0.10 each. All nonrefillable 
27 glass beverage containers, glass beverage containers coated with 
28 plastic, and bi-metal beverage containers shall have a refund 
29 value of $0.15 each. All other beverage containers shall have a 
30 refund value of $0.25 each. 
31 b. Every beverage container sold or offered for sale in this 
32 State shall be clearly identified by a stamp, label or other mark 
33 securely affixed to the beverage container. bearing the 
34 inscription ''New Jersey" or "N.J." and indicating the refund 
35 value of the beverage container. 
36 4. a. Every retailer shall, upon presentation of an empty 
37 beverage container, refund to the bearer the refund value of the 
38 beverage container. No retailer shall refuse to accept at his 
39 place of business an empty beverage container from a person, or 
40 refuse to pay to a person the refund value of an empty beverage 
41 container. 
42 b. A retailer shall not be required to accept or pay the refund 
43 value of an empty beverage container other than those ?f the 
44 kind. size, and brand he sells or offers for sale; nor hall a 
45 retailer be required to accept or pay the refund value of an 
46 empty beverage container which is damaged, unclean, or which is. 
47 in his opinion, in a condition as to threaten the public health and 
48 safety. 
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1 c. Every retailer may prescnbe reasonable hours during which 
2 he will pay the refund value on clean. undamaged beverage 
3 containers. and designate a specific area of his place of business 
-l to which empty beverage containers shall be brought. Every 
5 retailer may establish a reasonable maximwn nwnber of empty 
6 beverage containers which he will redeem at any one time unless 
7 advance arrangements to the contrary have been made. Every 
8 retailer shall prominently display notice of these restrictions at a 
9 conspicuous location in his place of business. 

10 d. At no time during his regular business hours shall a retailer 
11 refuse to accept or to pay to a person the refund value of up to 
12 six empty beverage containers per person. 
13 5. Every distributor shall accept every beverage container of 
H the kind. size. and brand he distributes returned by a retailer or 
15 an agent of the retailer and pay the retailer or the agent the 
16 refund value established in section 3 of this act, plus a 20% 
17 handling charge, for each beverage container. 
18 6. Every retailer and distributor shall, within six months of the 
19 effective date of this act, and at least monthly thereafter. 
20 submit a volume report to the New Jersey Office of Recycling in 
21 accordance with rules and regulations adopted by the department 
22 therefor. The report shall include an inventory of the nwnber of 
23 beverage containers accepted for redemption, the amount of 
24 deposits initiated and collected from consumers, and the 
25 disposition of redeemed beverage containers. 
26 7. a. The dollar value of any unclaimed deposits retained by a 
27 distributor shall be due and payable, on a monthly basis, to the 
28 New Jersey Office of Recycling on behalf of the department. 
29 Every distributor shall keep and maintain accurate records of 
30 every beverage container accepted for refund from retailers or 
31 their agents, and the total amount paid in refunds to retailers or 
32 their agents each month. 
33 b. Every distributor shall, within six months of the effective 
34 date of this act, and at least monthly thereafter. submit to the 
35 New Jersey Office of Recycling a beverage container redemption 
36 report. The report shall indicate the dollar value of unclaimed 
37 deposits initiated by him and at the same time the distributor 
38 shall pay the full amount of unclaimed deposits due. As used 
39 herein, "unclaimed deposits" shall mean any amounts in excess of 
40 the costs of redemption, including the handling charges thereof. 
41 which have accrued to a distributor on or after the 30th day after 
42 which a deposit has been initiated. 
43 c. Any amounts received by the New I ersey Office of 
44 Recycling as unclaimed deposits submitted by distributors 
45 pursuant to subsection b. of this section shall be deposited in the 
46 "State Recycling Fund" established pursuant to section 5 of 
47 P.L.1981, c.278 (C.13:1E-96}. Moneys in the fund received as a 
48 result of the provisions of this section shall be allocated and used 
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:2 8. a. A person may apply to the department for approval to 
3 establish a beverage container redemption center. subject to 
-l applicable provisions of law and in accordance with the provisions 
5 of P.L.l987, c.102 (C.13:1E-99.11 et al.), at which consumers 
6 may return empty beverage containers and receive payment of 
7 the refund value of the beverage containers. 
8 b. An application for approval to establish a redemption center 
9 shall include the name and address of the person responsible for 

10 the establishment and operation of the redemption center: the 
11 kind. size, and brand names of beverage containers which will be 
12 accepted at the redemption center; the addresses of the retailers 
13 to be served by the redemption center; and any additional 
14 information which the department may require. 
15 c. The department shall approve an application to establish a 
16 redemption center if it finds that the redemption center will 
17 provide a convenient service to consumers for the return of 
18 empty beverage containers. The order of the department 
19 approving the establishment of a redemption center shall state 
20 the retailers to be served by the redemption center; the kind. 
21 size. and brand names of empty beverage containers which the 
22 redemption center shall accept, and any other requirements 
23 which the department deems necessary to insure that the 
24 redemption center will provide a convenient service to the public. 
25 d. The department may review at any time an approval of a 
26 redemption center. After affording written notice and bearing to 
27 the owner or operator of the redemption center, and to retailers 
28 served by the redemption center, the department may withdraw 
29 approval of the redemption center if it finds that the center has 
30 failed to comply with the conditions set forth in the order 
31 approving the center or if the redemption center no longer 
32 provides a convenient service to the public. 
33 9. The commissioner shall adopt, pursuant to the provisions of 
34 the ··Administrative Procedure Act," P.L.1968, c.410 
35 (C.52:14B-t et seq.) any rules or regulations conditioning and 
36 controlling the sale and labeling of beverage containers which 
37 shall be designed to further the purposes of this act. 
38 10. Any person who violates the provisions of this act or any 
39 rule or regulation adopted pursuant to this act shall be liable to a 
40 penalty of not more than $50,000.00 per day to be collected in a 
41 civil action commenced by a local board of health, a county 
42 health department, or the commissioner. 
43 Each day during which the violation continues constitutes an 
44 additional, separate and distinct offense. Any penalty imposed 
45 pursuant to this section may be collected with costs in a summary 
46 proceeding pursuant to "the penalty enforcement law·· 
47 (N.J.S.2A:58-1 et seq.). The Superior Court and the municipal 
48 court shall have jurisdiction to enforce the provisions of "the 
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penalty enforcement law' in connection with this act. The 
::! department is authorized to compromise and settle a claim for a 
3 penalty under this act in an amount which the department deems 
~ appropriate and equitable under all of the circumstances. 
5 11. 'Nhenever an agent of the department, or of a local board 
6 of health or county health department, finds, or has probable 
7 cause to believe, that a beverage container is being sold or 
8 labeled in violation of a provision of this act or a rule or 
9 regulation adopted pursuant to this act, he may affix to the 

10 container a tag or other appropriate marking giving notice that 
11 the container has been detailed or embargoed, and warning all 
12 persons not to remove. dispose. or use the container until 
13 permission is given by the department or a court. It shall be a 
1~ violation of this act for a person to remove. dispose, or use a 
15 detained or embargoed container without that permission. 
16 12. Section 11 of P.L.1985, c.533 (C.13:1E-99.6) is repealed. 
17 13. This act shall take effect 180 days following enactment, 
18 except that section 9 shall take effect immediately. 
19 
20 
21 
22 

ST A TEME..l\IT 

23 This will would require that all beverage containers sold in New 
24 Jersey have a refund value. The refund value would be $0.10 for 
25 refillable glass or recyclable aluminum beverage containers. All 
26 nonrefillable glass beverage containers, glass beverage containers 
27 coated with plastic and bi-metal beverage containers would have 
28 a refund value of $0.15 each. All ather beverage containers 
29 would have a refund value of $0.25 each. 
30 The bill further provides that any retailer' of beverages in this 
31 State must accept and pay the refund value on any clean. 
32 IDldamaged empty beverage container of the kind, size. and brand 
33 he sells, and requires every distributor to pay any retailer or his 
34 agent the ref1md value, plus a 20% handling charge, for each 
35 clean, IDldamaged beverage container returned. Every distributor 
36 must ref1md any \Dlclaimed deposits initiated by him to the New 
37 Jersey Office of Recycling. In addition, the bill authorizes the 
38 Department of Environmental Protection to regulate the 
39 establishment of beverage container redemption centers, where 
40 consumers could bring empty containers for ·refiDld. 
41 The deposit and refund value system established by the bill 
42 would complement the goals and recovery targets of the 
43 Statewide mandatory source separation and recycling program 
44 required \Dlder the "New Jersey Statewide Mandatory Source 
45 Separation and Recycling Act," P.L.1987, c.l02 (C.13:1E-92.1 
46 et seq.). Accordingly, every retailer must submit a monthly 
47 volume report to the New Jersey Office of Recycling detailing 
48 the number of containers redeemed, the amount of deposits 
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tmtiated and collected from consumers. and the disposition of 
2 redeemed beverage containers. The unclaimed deposits would be 
J deposited in the "State Recycling Fund" to assist in the financmg 
-! of county and municipal recycling activities. 
5 

6 

7 WASTE MANAGEMENT 
8 
9 Establishes a deposit on beverage containers sold in this State. 



~EMBLY, No. 2714 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

Introduced Pending Technical Review by Legislative CoWlSel 

PRE-FILED FOR INTRODUCTION IN THE 1990 SESSION 

By Assemblyman MARTIN 

1 AN ACT requiring each beverage container sold or offered for 
2 sale in this State to have a refund value, and supplementing 
3 Title 13 of the Revised Statutes. 
-l 

5 BE IT ENACTED by the Senate and General Assembly of the 
6 State of New Jersey: 
7 1. The Legislature finds that the proliferation and 
8 accumulation of carelessly discarded beverage containers is a 
9 growing problem for local govenunents and may pose a threat to 

10 the public health and safety of the citizens of New Jersey; that 
11 the haphazard disposal of empty cans and bottles create a hazard 
12 to vehicular traffic. a potential source of physical injury to 
13 pedestrians and animals. and constitute an unsightly accumulation 
14 of litter which must be disposed of at increasing public expense; 
15 that unlawfully discarded beverage containers constitute a 
16 significant portion of the State's solid waste stream, thus further 
17 taxing the already limited solid waste disposal options available 
18 to New Jersey; and that the random littering of beverage 
19 containers represents a profligate waste of the energy and raw 
20 materials which are used in producing them. 
21 The Legislature therefore declares that it serves the public 
22 interest to provide that all beverage containers sold or offered 
23 for sale in this State have a refw1d value, and to provide for the 
24 convenient return and payment of the refWld value of empty 
25 beverage containers. 
26 2. As used in this act: 
2 7 "Beverage" means milk. alcoholic beverages. including beer or 
28 other malt beverages, liquor. wine, vermouth and sparkling wine. 
29 and nonalcoholic beverages, including fruit juice. mineral water 
30 and soda water and similar nonalcoholic carbonated and 
31 noncarbonated drinks intended for human consumption: 
32 "Beverage container'' means an individual, separate, 
33 hermetically sealed, or made airtight with a metal or plastic cap, 
34 bottle or can composed of glass, metal. plastic or any 
35 combination thereof, containing a beverage: 
36 ··commissioner" means the Commissioner of Environmental 
37 Protect, .n: 
38 "Consumer" means a person who purchases a beverage in a 
39 beverage container for use or consumption; 
40 "Department" means the Department of Environmental 
-!1 Protection; 
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·Distributor' means a person who sells beverages in beverage 
2 cont~ers at wholesale to retailers engaged in sales within the 
3 State; 
4 ·Redemption center' means a place or a business which 
5 accepts empty beverage containers for recycling and pays the 
6 refund value of beverage containers; or a recycling center as 
7 defined in section 2 of P.L. 1987, c. 102 (C.13:1E-99.11 et al.); 
8 ·• Retailer" means a person who engages in the sale within the 
9 State of beverages in beverage containers to a consumer at retail 

10 for off-premises use or consumption, including any distributor 
11 engaging in retail sales within the State; 
12 'Sold within the State" or ''sales within the State" means all 
13 sales of beverages in beverage containers by retailers engaged in 
14 business within New Jersey; 
15 ·Use or consumption·· means the exercise of any right or power 
16 incident to the ownership of a beverage other than the sale or 
17 retention of a beverage for the purpose of sale. 
18 3. a. Every beverage container sold or offered for sale in this 
19 State shall have a refund value when empty. Beverage containers 
20 made exclusively of recyclable aluminum. or a quality of glass 
21 which would permit the container to be washed, refilled and 
22 reused, shall have a refund value of $0.05 each. All other 
23 beverage containers shall have a refund value of $0.10 each. 
24 b. Every beverage container sold or offered for sale in this 
25 State shall be clearly identified by a stamp, label or other mark 
26 securely affixed to the beverage container. bearing the 
27 inscription "New Jersey" or "N.J.'' and indicating the refund 
28 value of the beverage container. 
29 4. a. Every retailer shall. upon presentation of an empty 
30 beverage container, refund to the bearer the refund value of the 
31 beverage container. No retailer shall refuse to accept at his 
32 place of business an empty beverage container from a person. or 
33 refuse to pay to a person the refund value of an empty beverage 
34 container. 
35 b. A retailer shall not be required to accept or pay the refund 
36 value of an empty beverage container other than those of the 
37 kind, size, and brand he sells or offers for sale; nor shall a 
38 retailer be required to accept or pay the refund value of an 
39 empty beverage container which is damaged. unclean. or which is. 
40 in his opinion, in a condition as to threaten the public health and 
41 safety. 
42 c. Every retailer may prescribe reasonable hours during which 
43 he will pay the refund value on clean, undamaged beverage 
44 containers. and designate a specific area of his place of business 
d 'i to which empty beverage containers shall be brought. Every 
'tO retailer may establish a reasonable maximum number of empty 
47 beverage containers which he will redeem at any one time unless 
48 advance arrangements to the contrary have been made. Every 
49 retailer shall prominently display notice of these restrictions at a 
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consp1cuous location in his place of busrness. 
2 d. i\t no time during his regular business hours shall a retailer 
3 refuse to accept or to pay to a person the refwtd value of up to 
-t six empty beverage containers per person. 
5 5. Every distributor shall accept every beverage container of 
6 the kind. size. and brand he distributes returned by a retailer or 
7 an agent of the retailer and pay the retailer or the agent the 
8 refwtd value established in section 3 of this act, plus a 20% 
9 handling charge, for each beverage container. 

10 6. a. A person may apply to the department for approval to 
11 establish a beverage container redemption center. subject to 
12 applicable provisions of law and in accordance with the provisions 
13 of P.L. 1987, c. 102 (C. 13:1E-99.11 et al.), at which consumers 
14 may return empty beverage containers and receive payment of 
15 the refwtd value of the beverage containers. 
16 b. An application for approval to establish a redemption center 
17 shall include the name and address of the person responsible for 
18 the establishment and operation of the redemption center; the 
19 kind, size, and brand names of beverage containers which will be 
20 accepted at the redemption center: the addresses of the retailers 
21 to be served by the redemption center: and any additional 
22 information which the department may require. 
23 c. The department shall approve an application to establish a 
24 redemption center if it finds that the redemption center will 
25 provide a convenient service to consumers for the return of 
26 empty beverage containers. The order of the department 
27 approving the establishment of a redemption center shall state 
28 the retailers to be served by the redemption center; the kind, 
29 size. and brand names of empty beverage containers which the 
30 redemption center shall accept, and any other requirements 
31 which the· department deems necessary to insure· that the 
32 redemption center will provide a convenient service to the public. 
33 d. The department may review at any time an approval of a 
34 redemption center. After affording written notice and hearing to 
35 the owner or operator of the redemption center, and to retailers 
36 · served by the redemption center. the department may withdraw 
37 approval of the redemption center if it finds that the center has 
38 failed to comply with the conditions set forth in the order 
39 approving the center or if the redemption center no longer 
40 provides a convenient service to the public. 
41 7. The commissioner shall adopt, pursuant to the provisions of 
42 the "Administrative Procedure Act," P.L. 1968, c. 410 (C. 
-t3 52:148-1 et seq.) any rules or regulations conditioning and 
44 controlling the sale and labeling of beverage containers which 
45 shall be designed to further the purposes of this act. 
46 8. Any person who violates the r· . .Jvisions of this act or any 
47 rule or regulation adopted pursuant to this act ~all be liable to a 
48 penalty of not more than $2,500.00 per day to be collected in a 
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1 civil iJ.Ction commenced by a local board of health. a county 
2 health department, or the commissioner. 
3 Each day during which the violation continues constitutes an 
4 additional, separate and distinct offense. Any penalty imposed 
5 pursuant to this section may be collected with costs in a summary 
6 proceeding pursuant to "the ·penalty enforcement law· (N. J .S. 
7 2A:58-1 et seq.). The Superior Court and the municipal court 
8 shall have jurisdiction to enforce the provisions of "the penalty 
9 enforcement law" in connection with this act. The department is 

10 authorized to compromise and settle a claim for a penalty under 
11 this act in an amount which the department deems appropriate 
12 and equitable under all of the circumstances. 
13 9. Whenever an agent of the department, or of a local board of 
14 health or county health department, finds. or has probable cause 
15 to believe, that a beverage container is being sold or labeled in 
16 violation of a provision of this act or a rule or regulation adopted 
17 pursuant to this act. he may affix to the container a tag or other 
18 appropriate marking giving notice that the container has been 
19 detained or embargoed, and warning all persons not to remove, 
20 dispose. or use the container until pennission is given by the 
21 department or a court. lt shall be a violation of this act for a 
22 person to remove, dispose, or use a detained or embargoed 
23 container without that permission. 
24 10. Within 18 months of the effective date of this act, the 
25 department shall prepare and submit to the Legislature a reP<>rt 
26 on the operation of this act during its first year. The report shall 
27 include, but not be limited to, an analysis of the act· s economic 
28 impact on persons engaged in the beverage manufacturing 
29 business, and persons engaging in manufacturing beverage 
30. containers: an analysis of the problems. if any, incurred in the 
31 distribution, sale and return of beverage containers due to 
32 compliance with the provisions of this act: an evaluation of the 
33 effectiveness of this act in reducing beverage container litter in 
34 this State; and a computation of the costs incurred in the 
35 enforcement of the provisions of this act. 
36 11. This act shall take effect 180 days following enactment. 
37 except that section 7 shall take effect immediately. 
38 
39 
40 STATEMENT 
41 
42 This bill would require that all beverage containers sold in New 
43 Jersey have a refund value. The refund value would be $0.05 for 
44 refillable glass or recyclable aluminum beverage containers. All 
45 other beverage contain• rs would have a refund value of $0.10 
46 each. 
47 The bill further provides thar any retailer of beverages in this 
48 State must accept and pay the refund value on any clean. 
49 undamaged empty beverage container of the kind. size, and 
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1 braJ;:d he sells. and requires every distributor to pay any retailer 
:2 or his agent the refund value. plus a 20% handling charge. for 
3 8ach clean. undamaged beverage container returned. In addition. 
-t the bill authorizes the Department of Environmental Protection 
5 to regulate the establishment of beverage container redemption 
6 centers. where conswners could bring empty containers for 
7 refund. 
8 

9 

10 WASTE MANAGEMENT 

11 
12 Establishes a deposit on beverage containers sold in this State. 





~EMBLY, No. 3120 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

INTRODUCED MARCH 1, 1990 

By Assemblymen OUCH. GILL and Mazur 

1 AN ACT concerning beverage containers. supplementing 
2 P.L.1987, c.102 (C.13:1E-99.11: et al.), and repealing section 11 

3 of P.L.1985, c.533 (C.l3:1E-99.6). 
4 

5 BE IT ENACTED by the Senate and General Assembly of the 
6 State of New Jersey: 
7 1. The Legislature finds that the proliferation and 
8 accumulation of aluminum. glass. metal and plastic beverage 
9 containers in the municipal solid waste stream is a growing 

10 problem for local governments. and that due to the low dens1ty of 
11 plastics relative to other disposable items in the waste stream. 
12 the net effect of the collection and disposal of plastic beverage 
13 containers is several times greater on a volume basis: that the 
14 resource recovery incineration facilities currently under 
15 development in this State require a guaranteed flow of 
16 processible and combustible solid waste to operate economically 
17 and efficiently and the removal of recyclable glass and aluminum 
18 beverage containers prior to incineration improves the 
19 combustion efficiency of these facilities; that. the elimination of 
20 plastic beverage containers from the waste stream would 
21 minimize the potential for toxic substances to form if solid waste 
22 is incinerated at a resource recovery facility; that plastic soft 
23 drink bottles manufactured from a polyester blend (polyethylene 
24 terephthalate, or PET) are approximately two-thirds as dense as 
25 aluminum cans, and one-tenth as dense as glass beverage 
26 containers, and consequently, uncompacted, take up more 
27 expensive disposal capacity than traditional and readily 
28 recyclable beverage container packaging; and that virtually all 
29 PET and high density polyethylene (HOPE) recycling activity has 
30 occurred in states with deposit laws. 
31 The Legislature further finds that despite the State· s 
32 commitment to the recycling of at least 25 percent of the 
33 municipal solid waste stream by December 31, 1990 pursuant to 
34 the "New Jersey Statewide Mandatory Source Separation and 
35 Recycling Act," P.L.1987, c.102 (C.13:1E-99.11 et al.). the grim 
36 reality is that altogether too many readily recyclable aluminum. 
37 glass, metal and plastic beverage containers are still entering the 
38 waste stream. 
39 The Legislature therefore declares that it serves the public 
40 interest to provide that all beverage containers sold or offered 
41 for sale in this State have a refmd value. and to provide for the 
42 convenient return and payment of the reflmd value of empty 
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1 beverage containers: and that deposit and reftmd value system 
2 hereinafter provided is consistent with the goals and recovery 
J targets of the .. New I ersey Statewide Mandatory Source 
~ Separation and Recycling Act". 
5 2. As used in this act: 
6 "Beverage" means milk, alcoholic beverages, including beer or 
7 other malt beverages, liquor. wine. vermouth and sparkling wine. 
8 and nonalcoholic beverages, including fruit juice, mineral water 
9 and soda water 'and similar nonalcoholic carbonated and 

10 noncarbonated drinks intended for human consumption; 
11 ·• Beverage container" means an individual, separate, 
12 hermetically sealed. or made airtight with a metal or plastic cap. 
13 bottle or can having a capacity of at least 6 fluid ounces and not 
H more than 5 liters composed of aluminum. glass, metal or plastic, 
15 or any combination thereof, containing a beverage; 
16 "Commissioner" means the Commissioner of Environmental 
17 Protection: 
18 "Consumer" means a person who purchases a beverage in a 
19 beverage container for use or consumption; 
20 "Department" means the Department of Environmental 
21 Protection; 
22 "Distributor" means a person who sells beverages in beverage 
23 containers at wholesale to retailers engaged in sales within the 
24 State; 
25 "Redemption center" means a place or a business which 
26 accepts empty beverage contain~rs for recycling and pays the 
27 refWld value of beverage containers; or a recycling center as 
28 defined in section 2 of P.L.1987, c.102 (C.13:1E-99.11 et al.); 
29 "Retailer" means a person who engages in the sale within the 
30 State of beverages in beverage containers to a consumer at retail 
31 for off -premises use or consmnption. including any distributor 
32 engaging in retail sales within the State; 
33 "Sold within the State" or "sales within the State" means all 
34 sales of beverages in beverage containers by retailers engaged in 
35 business within New I ersey; 
36 "Use or consumption" means the exercise of any right or power 
37 ' incident to the ownership of a beverage other than the sale or 
38 retention of a beverage for the purpose of sale. 
39 3. a. Every beverage container sold or offered for sale in this 
40 State shall have a reftmd value of $0.10 when empty. 
41 b. Every beverage container sold or offered for sale ui this 
42 State by a retailer shall be clearly identified by a stamp, label or 
43 other mark securely affixed to the beverage container, bearing 
~4 the inscription "New I ersey" or "N.J." and indicating the reftmd 
45 value of the beverage container. 
~6 4. a. Every retailer shall, upon presentation of an empty 
~7 beverage container. reftmd to the bearer the reftmd value of the 
48 beverage container. No retailer shall refuse to accept at his 
49 place of business an empty beverage container from a person. or 
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1 refuse to pay to a person the refund value of an empty beverage 
2 container. 
3 b. A retailer shall not be required to accept or pay the refund 
4 value 'of an empty beverage container other than those of the 
5 kind, size, and brand he sells or offers for sale: nor shall a 
6 retailer be required. to accept or pay the refund value of an 
7 empty beverage container which is damaged. unclean. or which is. 
8 in his opinion, in a condition as to threaten the public health and 
9 safety. 

10 c. Every retailer may prescribe reasonable hours during which 
11 he will pay the refund value on clean. undamaged beverage 
12 containers, and designate a specific area of his place of business 
13 to which empty beverage containers shall be brought. Every 
14 retailer may establish a reasonable maximum number of empty 
15 beverage containers which he will redeem at any one time unless 
16 advance arrangements to the contrary have been made. Every 
17 retailer shall prominently display notice of these restrictions at a 
18 conspicuous location in his place of business. 
19 d. At no time during his regular business hours shall a retailer 
20 refuse to accept or to pay to a person the refund value of up to 
21 six empty beverage containers per person. 
22 5. Every distributor shall accept every beverage container of 
23 the kind, size, and brand he distributes returned by a retailer or 
24 an agent of the retailer and pay the retailer or the agent the 
25 refund value established in section 3 of this act, plus a $0.015 
26 handling charge, for each beverage container. 
27 6. a. A person may apply to the department for approval to 
28 establish a beverage container redemption center. subject to 
29 applicable provisions of law and in accordance with the provisions 
30 of P.L.1987, c.102 (C.13:1E~99.11 et al.), at which consumers. 
31 may retum empty beverage containers and receive payment of 
32 the refund value of the beverage containers. 
33 b. An application for approval to establish a redemption center 
34 shall include the name and address of the person responsible for 
35 the establishment and operation of the redemption center; the 
36 kind, size, and brand names of beverage containers which will be 
31 accepted at the redemption center; the addresses of the retailers 
38 to be served by the redemption center: and any additional 
39 infonnation which the department may require. 
40 c. The department shall approve an application to establish a 
41 redemption center if it finds that the redemption center will 
42 provide a convenient service to consumers for the return of 
43 empty beverage containers. The order of the department 
44 approving the establishment of a redemption center shall state 
45 the retailers to be served by the redemption center: the kind. 
46 size, and brand names of empty beverage containers which the 
47 redemption center shall accept, and any other requirements 
48 which the department deems necessary to insure that the 
49 redemption center will provide a convenient service to the public. 
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d. The department may review at any time an approval of a 
2 redemption center. After affording written notice and bearing to 
3 the owner or operator of the redemption center. and to retailers 
~ served by the- redemption center, the department may withdraw 
5 approval Qf the redemption center if it finds that the center has 
6 failed to comply with the conditions set forth in the order 
7 approving the center or if the redemption center no longer 
8 provides a convenient service to the public. 
9 7. The commissioner shall adopt, pursuant to the provisions of 

10 the "Administrative Procedure Act," P.L.1968, c.410 
11 (C.52:14B-1 et seq.) any rules or regulations conditioning and 
12 controlling the sale and labeling of beverage containers which 
13 shall be designed to further the purposes of this act. 
1-4 8. Any person who violates the provisions of this act or any 
15 rule or regulation adopted pursuant to this act shall be liable to a 
16 penalty of not more than $5,000.00 per day to be collected in a 
17 civil action commenced by a local board of health, a county 
18 health department, or the commissioner. 
19 Each day during which the violation continues constitutes an 
20 additional. separate and distinct offense. Any penalty imposed 
21 pursuant to this section may be collected with costs in a swnmary 
22 proceeding pursuant to "the penalty enforcement law·· 
23 (N. J .S.2A:58-1 et seq.). The Superior Court and the municipal 
24 court shall have jurisdiction to enforce the provisions of "the 
25 penalty enforcement law" in connection with this act. The 
26 department is authorized to compromise and settle a claim for a 
27 penalty under this act in an amount which the department deems 
28 appropriate and equitable under all of the circumstances. 
29 9. Whenever an _agent of the department, or of a local board of 
30 health or county health department, finds, or has probable cause 
31 to believe, that a beverage container is being sold or labeled in 
32 violation of a provision of this act or a rule or regulation adopted 
33 pursuant to this act, he may affix to the container a tag or other 
34 appropriate marking giving notice that the container has been 
35 detailed or embargoed, and warning all p~rsons not to remove, 
36 dispose, or use the container until pennission is given by the 
37 department or a court. It shall be a violation of this act for a 
38 person to remove, dispose, or use a detained or embargoed 
39 beverage container without that pennission. 
40 10. Section 11 of P.L.1985, c.533 (C.13:1E-99.6) is repealed. 
41 11. This act shall take effect 180 days following enactment, 
42 except that section 7 shall take effect immediately. 
43 
44 
45 STATEMENT 
46 
47 This bill would require that all beverage containers sold in New 
48 Jersey have a refund value of $0.10 per container when empty. 
49 The bill further provides that. any retailer of beverages in this 
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1 State must accept and pay the refund value on any clean. 
2 undamaged empty beverage container of the kind, size. and brand 
3 he sells. and requires every distributor to pay any retailer or his 
4 agent the refund value, plus a $0.015 handling charge. for each 
5 clean, undamaged beverage container returned. 
6 In addition, the bill authorizes the Department of 
7 Environmental Protection to regulate the establishment of 
8 beverage container redemption centers. where consumers could 
9 bring empty containers for refund. 

10 It has been amply docwnented that virtually all plastic 
11 beverage container recycling activity has occurred in states with 
12 deposit laws. Thus, the deposit and refund value system 
13 established by the bill would complement the goals and recovery 
14 targets of the Statewide mandatory source separation and 
15 recycling program required under the "New Jersey Statewide 
16 Mandatory Source Separation and Recycling Act." P.L.1987. 
17 c.102 (C.13:1E-92.1 et seq.). 
18 
19 
20 WASTE MANAGEMENT 
21 
22 Establishes a deposit on beverage containers sold in this State. 



LEGISLATIVE FISCAL ESTIMATE TO 

ASSEMBLY, No. 3120 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

DATED: February 21, 1991 

Assembly Bill No. 3120 of 1990 requires all beverage containers 
sold in New I ersey to have a refund value of $0.10 per container 
when empty. It further provides that any retailer of beverages must 
accept and pay the refund value on any clean, undamaged empty 
beverage container of the kind, size, and brand he sells, and requires 
every distributor to pay any retailer or his agent the refund value, 
plus a $0.015 handling charge, for each clean, undamaged beverage 
container returned. 

The bill authorizes the Department of Environmental 
Protection to administer and regulate this program. This 
responsibility includes developing container labeling criteria and 
establishing beverage container redemption centers where consumers 
could bring empty containers in for refunds. 

Although the department did not provide fiscal information on 
the bill. it did supply such data on similar bills introduced in previous 
Legislative Sessions. Based on these data. the Office of Legislative 
Services estimates the administration costs of the bill as follows 
(assuming an effective date of January 1, 1991): 

FY1991 FY1992 FY1993 
Personnel $450,000 $ 836,000 $ 920,000 
General operations 168,000 176,000 185,000 
One-time, non-per-
sonnel expenditures 265,000 

$883,000 $1,012,000 $1.105,000 

The FY1991 personnel amount includes one-time expenditures 
of $35,000 for regulatory development and $35,000 for container 
classification. The FY1992 and FY1993 personnel amounts reflect 
annual 10.0 percent increases while the non-personnel figures reflect 
annual 5.0 percent increases. 

Statewide cost savings in landfill or tipping fees cannot be 
estimated at this time because most counties are now in the process 
of recycling, rather than landfilling, beverage containers. Once the 
department releases 1990 landfill tonnage figures. a comparative 
cost savings analysis can be made. 

This legislative fiscal estimate has been produced by the Office 
of Legislative Services due to the failure of the Executive Branch to 
respond to our request for a fiscal note. 

This fiscal estimate has been prepared pursuant to P.L.1980. c.-1. 
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ASSEMBLY, No. 3523 

STATE OF NEW .JERSEY 

INTRODUCED MAY 17. 1990 

By Assemblymen BRYANT and ~fATTISOl\ 

AN ACT concerning beverage containers. supplt:rnt~ntin~S 

2 P.L.1987. c.102. and amending P.L.1985. c . .S33. 
3 

4 BE IT ENACTED by the Senate and General Assembly of chc 

5 State of New Jersey: 
6 1. (New section) The Legislature finds that the proliferation 
7 and accumulation of carelessly discarded beverage containers is il 

8 growing problem for local governments and may pose a threat to 
9 the public health and safety of the citizens of New Jersey; that 

10 the haphazard disposal of beer and soft-drink cans and bottles 
11 create a hazard to vehicular traffic. a potential source of 
12 physical injury to pedestrians and animals. and constitute an 
13 unsightly accumulation of litter which must be disposed of at 
14 increasing public expense; that unlawfully discarded beverage 
15 containers constitute a significant portion of the State· s solid 
16 waste stream, thus further taxing the already limited solid waste 
17 disposal options available to New Jersey; and that the random 
18 littering of beverage containers represents a profligate waste of 
19 the energy and raw materials which are used in producing them. 
20 The Legislature therefore declares that it serves the public 
21 'interest to provide that all beverage containers sold or offered 
22 for sale in this State have a refund value, and to provide for the 
23 convenient return and payment of the refund value of empty 
24 beverage containers; and that the deposit and refund value 
25 system hereinafter provided is consistent with the Statewide and 
26 district solid waste management plans and complements the goals 
27 and recovery. targets of the ''New Jersey Statewide Mandatory 
28 Source Separation and Recycling· Act''. 
29 2. (New section) As used in this act: 
30 ·• Beverage" means milk, alcoholic beverages, including beer or 
31 other malt beverages, liquor. wine, vennouth and sparkling wine. 
32 and nonalcoholic beverages. including fruit juice, mineral water 
33 and soda water and similar nonalcoholic carbDnated and 
34 noncarbonated drinks intended for human consumption: 
35 "Beverage container·· means an individual. separate. 
36 hermetically sealed, or made airtight with a metal or plastic cap. 
37 bottle or can composed of glass, metal, plastic or any 
38 combination thereof, containing a beverage; 
39 "Commissioner'' means the Commissioner of Environmental 
40 Protection; 

EXPLANATION--Matter enclosed in bold-faced brackets (tnus] in the 
above bill is not enacted and is intended to be omitted in tne law. 

Matter underlined~ is new matter. 
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· C4!tnsumer· means a person who purchases a beverage in a 
2 beverage container for use or consumption: 
J · Departmenr· means the Department of Environmental 
-1 Protection: 
5 "Distnbutor" means a person who sells beverages in beverage 
6 containers at wholesale to retailers engaged in sales within the 
7 State: 
8 "Redemption center" means a place or a business which 
9 accepts empty beverage containers for recycling and pays the 

lO refund value of beverage containers: 
11 .. Retailer'' means a person who engages in the sale within the 
12 State of beverages in beverage containers to a consumer at retail 
13 for off-premises use or consumption, including any distributor 
H engaging in retail sales within the State; 
15 "Sold within the State·· or "sales within the State" means all 
16 sales of beverages in beverage containers by retailers engaged in 
17 business within New Jersey; 
18 "Use or consumption" means the exercise of any right or power 
19 incident to the ownership of a beverage other than the sale or 
20 retention of a beverage for the purpose of sale. 
21 3. (New section) a. Every beverage container sold or offered 
22 for sale in this State shall have a minimwn refund value of 50.10 

23 each when empty. 
H b. Every beverage container sold or offered for sale in this 
25 State shall be clearly identified by a stamp, label or other mark 
26 securely affixed to the beverage container, bearing the 
27 inscription "New Jersey" or "N.J." and indicating the refund 
28 value of the beverage container. 
29 4. (New section) a. Every retailer shall, upon presentation of an 
30 empty beverage container, refund to the bearer the refund value 
31 of the beverage container. No retailer shall refuse to accept at 
32 his place of business an empty beverage container from a person, 
33 or refuse to pay to a person the refund value of an empty 
34 beverage container. 
35 b. A retailer shall not be required to accept or pay the refund 
36 value of an empty beverage container other than those of the 
37 kind, size. and brand he sells or offers for sale; nor shall a 
38 retailer be required to accept or pay the refund value of an 
39 empty beverage container which is damaged, unclean, or which is, 
40 in his opinion, in a condition as to threaten the public health and 
41 safety. 
42 c. Every retailer may prescribe reasonable hours during which 
43 he will pay the refund value on clean, undamaged beverage 
44 containers, and designate a specific area of his place of business 
45 to which empty beverage containers shall be brought. Every 
46 retailer may establish a reasonable rnaximwn nwnber of emr ~Y 
47 beverage containers which he will redeem at any one time unless 
.:\8 advance arrangements to the contrary have been made. Every 
49 retailer shall prominently display notice of these restrictions at a 
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con!tlllCuous location in his place of business. 
:2 d. At no time during his regular business hours shall a retailt>r 
3 refuse to accept or to pay to a person the refund value of up to 
-t six empty beverage containers per person. 
5 5. (New section) Every distributor shall accept every beverage 
6 container of the kind. size, and brand he distributes returned by a 
7 retailer or an agent of the retailer and pay the retailer or the 
8 agent the refund value established in section 3 of this act, plus a 
9 $0.015 handling charge. for each beverage container. 

10 6. (New section) Every retailer and distributor shall. wi thm six 
11 months of the effective date of this act. and at least monthly 
12 thereafter. submit a tonnage report to the New Jersey Office of 
13 Recycling in accordance with rules and regulations adopted by 
14 the department therefor. The report shall include an inventory of 
15 the number of beverage containers accepted for redemption. the 
16 amount of deposits initiated and collected from consumers. and 
17 the disposition of redeemed beveragtl containers. 
18 7. (New section) a. The dollar value of any unclaimed dP.posits 
19 retained by a distributor shall be due and payable. on a monthly 
20 basis, to the New Jersey Office of Recycling on behalf of the 
21 department. Every distributor shall keep and maintain accurate 
22 records of every beverage container accepted for refund from 
23 retailers or their agents, and the total amount paid in refunds to 
24 retailers or their agents each month. 
25 b. Every distributor shall. within six months of the effective 
26 date of this act, and at least monthly thereafter, submit to the 
2 7 New I ersey Office of Recycling a beverage container redemption 
28 report. The report shall indicate the dollar value of unclaimed 
29 deposits initiated by him and at the same time the distributor 
30 shall pay the full amount of unclaimed deposits due. As used 
31 herein, ''unclaimed deposits" shall mean any amounts in excess of' 
32 the costs of redemption, including the handling charges thereof. 
33 which have accrued to a distributor on or after the thirtieth day 
34 after which a deposit has been initiated. 
35 c. Any amounts received by the New Jersey Office of 
36 Recycling as unclaimed deposits submitted by distributors 
37 pursuant to subsection b. of this section shall be deposited in the 
38 "State Recycling Fund" established pursuant to section 5 of 
39 P.L.l981, c.278 (C.13:1E-96). Moneys in the fund received as a 
40 result of the provisions of this section shall be allocated and used 
41 as provided by law. 
42 8. (New section) a. A person may apply to the department for 
43 approval to establish a redemption center, subject to applicable 
44 provisions of law and in accordance with the provisions of the 
45 P.L.1987, c.102 (C.lJ:tE-99.11 et al.). at which consumers may 
46 return empty beverage containers and receive payment of the 
47 refund value of the beverage containers. 
48 b. An application for approval to establish a redemption center 
49 shall include the name and address of the person responsible for 
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the ~tablishment and operation of the redemption center; the 
2 kmd. size. and brand names of beverage containers which will be 
3 accepted at the redemption center; the addresses of the retailers 
-t to be served by the redemption center; and any additional 
5 infonnation which the department may require. 
6 c. The department shall approve an application to establish a 
7 redemption center if it finds that the redemption center will 
8 provide a convenient service to consumers for the return of 
9 empty beverage containers. The order of the department 

10 approving the establishment of a redemption center shall state 
11 the retailers to be served by the redemption center; the kind. 
12 size. and brand names of empty beverage containers which the 
13 redemption center shall accept; and any other requirements 

which the department deems necessary to insure that the 
redemption center will provide a convenient service to the public. 

16 d. The department may review at any time an approval of a 
17 redemption center. After affording written notice and hearing to 
18 the owner or operator of the redemption center, and to retailers 
19 served by the redemption center, the department may withdraw 
20 approval of the redemption center if it finds that the center has 
21 failed to comply with the conditions set forth in the order 
22 approving the center or if the redemption center no longer 
23 provides a convenient service to the public. 
24 9. (New section) The commissioner shall adopt, pursuant to the 
25 provisions of the ··Administrative Procedure Act," P. L.1968, 
26 c.410 (C.52:14B-l et seq.) any rules or regulations conditioning 
27 and controlling the sale and labeling of beverage containers which 
28 shall be designed to further the purposes of this act. 
29 10. (New section) Any person who violates the provisions of this 
30 act or any rule or regulation adopted pursuant to this act shall be 
31 liable to a penalty of not more than $50,000.00 per day to be 
32 collected in a civil action commenced by a local board of health. 
33 a county health department, or the commissioner. 
34 Each day during which the violation continues constitutes an 
35 additional, separate and distinct offense. Any penalty imposed 
36 pursuant to this section may be collected with costs in a swnmary 
37 proceeding pursuant to "the penalty enforcement law" 
38 (N. J .S.2A:58-l et seq.). The Superior Court and the municipal 
39 court shall have jurisdiction to enforce the provisions of "the 
40 penalty enforcement law" in connection with this act. The 
41 department is authorized to compromise and settle a claim for a 
42 penalty under this act in an amount which the department deems 
43 appropriate and equitable under all of the circwnstances. 
44 11. (New section) Whenever an agent of the department, or of a 
45 local board of health or county health department, finds, or has 
46 probable cause to believe, that a beverage co· ·ainer is being sold 
47 or labeled in violation of a provision of this act or a rule or 
48 regulation adopted pursuant to this act, he may affix to the 
49 container a tag or other appropriate marking giving notice that 
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the IJOntamer has been detailed or embargoed. J..nd >'l'uming dll 
persons not to remove. dispose. or use the containP.r until 
permission is given by the department or a court. It shall be a 
violation of this act for a person to remove. dispose. or us!! a 
detained or embargoed container without that permission. 

1:!. Section 11 of P. L.1985, c.533 (C.t3: tE-99.61 is amendf~d to 
read as follows: 

11. The tax on the sale of litter-generating products imposed 
pursuant to subsection a. of section 6 of P.L.1985. c. 533 
(C.13: 1E-99.1) shall [not be due and payable if, and as long as. 
any State of New Jersey or federal law. or any rule or regulation 
adopted pursuant thereto. requiring a deposit on. or establishing a 
refund value for, any litter-generating products sha II be in 
effect] expire on December 31, 1991. 
(cf: P.L.1986.,c.187, s.3) 

13. This act shall take effect 180 days followin~ enactment. 
except that section 9 shall take effect immediately. 

20 STATEMENT 
21 
22 This bill would require that all beverage containers sold in New 
23 I ersey have a minimum refund value of SO.lO per container. 
24 The bill further provides that any retailer of beverages in this 
25 State must accept and pay the refund value on any clean. 
26 wtdamaged empty beverage container of the kind. size. and brand 
27 he sells, and requires every distributor to pay any retailer or his 
28 agent the refund value, plus a $0.015 handling charge, for each 
29 clean, undamaged beverage container returned. Every distributor 
30 must refund any unclaimed deposits initiated by him to the New 
31 Jersey Office of Recycling. In addition, the bill authorizes the 
32 Department of Environmental Protection to regulate the 
33 establishment of beverage container redemption centers, where 
34 consumers could bring empty containers for refund. 
35 The deposit and refund value system established by the bill 
36 would complement and be in accordance with the goals and 
37 recovery targets of the Statewide mandatory source separation 
38 and recycling program required under the "New Jersey Statewide 
39 Mandatory Source Separation and Recycling Act," P.L.1987. 
40 c.102 (C.13:1E-99.11 et seq.). Accordingly, every retailer must 
-n submit a monthly tonnage report to the New Jersey Office of 
42 Recycling detailing the number of containers redeemed, the 
43 amount of deposits initiated and collected from consumers, and 
44 the disposition of redeemed beverage containers. The unclaimed 
45 deposits would be deposited in the "State Recycling Fund" to 
46 assist in the financing of county and municipal recycling 
47 activities. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN HARRY A. McENROE (Chairman): Good 
morning, everyone. We would like to commence with our 
hearing. This is a regularly scheduled public hearing of the 
Assembly Waste Management, Planning and Recycling Committee. 
We have myself as Chairman, and I guess the ranking Minority 
member, Mr. Bob Shinn, representing the Republican party. We 
have Mr. Duch, who will be arriving shortly. We expect also to 
hear from our other members, Mr. Jacobson and Mr. Franks. 

We will begin deliberation this afternoon -- this 
morning, rather -- considering-- We have a list of seven bills 
on today' s agenda. This is not a voting session. This is a 
hearing at which we expect testimony and comment on the general 
intention of these seven bills. 

The Legislature has not considered a bottle bill -- as 
it is euphemistically called -- I believe, for over seven 
years. It is a matter of public interest, and the Legislature 
intends to pursue this public policy issue. 

I, personally, have received over 3000 postcards in 
the past -- I would think -- 30 days, urging that a public 
hearing be conducted, and they are supportive of the 
institution of a beverage container deposit legislation law. 

We are providing today a forum, again for comment. I 
expect that without delay I will prepare a capsulized version 
of today' s hearing for the consideration of all the 
legislators. We, of course, will then await the preparation 
and issuance of the transcript of the hearing. That will be 
the defined word, if you will, on comment by the public. But I 
think that in recognition of the importance of this public 
policy issue, we will advise the members of the General 
Assembly of Che hearing and what has transpired here this 
afternoon. I am saying this afternoon-- I guess I expect it 
to go on into the afternoon. 

We plan also to research -- to have both our partisan 
and Legislative Services staffs research the success of 
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this kind of legislation in the nine states that presently have 

it, and we can draw from their experience and evaluate the 

circumstances in those states. 

So we will begin. We have a long list of witnesses. 

Some are members of the Legislature. Some that are sponsors 

are not here. The sponsors of the particular bills are: Mr. 

Albohn, Mr. Shinn, Mr. Kronick, Mr. Spadaro, Mr. Martin, Mr. 

Duch a member of our Committee and Mr. Bryant, 

cosponsored by Mr. Mattison. 

I will first ask the legislator sponsor of A-90, of 

Morris County, if he would offer testimony Mr. Arthur 

Albohn. His is the first bill listed for review. 

Good morning, Mr. Albohn. You know, certainly, myself 

and my colleague, Mr. Shinn. Welcome. 

A S S E M B L Y M A N A R T H U R R. A L B 0 H N: Thank 

you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I have been of the opinion that perhaps bottle bills 

were never going to be heard from again, and as a matter of 

fact, I had been toying with the idea of withdrawing A-90, but 

instead decided to let it die a peaceful death at the end of 

this term. I think the crux of the story is, I guess, II I have 

come to bury Caesar, not to praise him. II As one of the 

earliest sponsors of bottle bills in New Jersey -- and that 

goes back 10 or 12 years-- Al Matioska and I were sort of 

reminiscing over the last public hearing we had, which was in 

my municipality at least 10 years ago, or eight years ago, 

something of that sort. At that time, it seemed like the way 

to go, but bottle bills failed to pass--

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Excuse me, Mr. Assemblyman. 

Will you please speak a little louder? We had a comment from 

the rear that they are unable to hear you. Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN ALBOHN: Oh. (complies) 

Bottle bills failed in the Legislature at that time, 

and as a result some of us decided to shift gears and emphasize 
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recycling. We then went into recycling bills and passed 

substantial recycling legislation that has been periodically 

improved, to the point where beverage container litter is now 

at probably the lowest point it has ever been since it was 

first invented. 

I think now is the time not to consider bottle bills 

any longer, but perhaps to reemphasize our efforts in 

recycling, and not repeal legislation or defeat it, in effect, 

by calling for deposit legislation that would destroy all that 

we have accomplished in the way of recycling. 

I don't want to go into a long dissertation on this, 

but I think it is perhaps significant that many of us who once 

supported bottle bills, now feel that recycling has progressed 

far enough that we should pursue it still further and not turn 

the clock back on deposit bills for beverage containers. 

If we really want to go into deposit bills, I thfnk 

there are far more sinister discharges in our environment than 

beverage containers. Just yesterday, for example, I read that 

on Sandy Hook, scavengers -- environmentalists had collected 

bags full of Tampon applicators. Now maybe we should put 

deposits on those things to get them out of the ocean. 

A few weeks ago, my wife and I spent a day at Island 

Beach State Park. No beverage containers in sight, but run 

your fingers through the sand and what do you come up with? 

Cigarette butts. All you have to do is look at any street or 

any stoplight, especially at a Turnpike exit, or something like 

that, where people have to stop. They use the moment to empty 

their ashtrays. So perhaps we should be having deposits on 

cigarettes, to help clean up the litter they cause. 

' 
I am-a member of a sewerage authority, and one of our 

major concerns is the hydrocarbon residuals that we find in our 

effluent. We know that a good part of that comes from waste 

automobile oil which people discard into the sanitary sewer or, 

even worse, into the storm drain. So maybe what we ought to be 
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doing is putting deposits on automobile oil, if we really want 

to do a cleanup job on the environment. 

There are other things like that that we might 

consider also -- automobile oil filters. What do you do with 

your automobile oil filter after you have changed it? You 

throw it into the garbage, where it goes into a landfill, where 

the oi 1 runs out of it and contaminates the same kind of 

property that other people are going to great lengths to remove 

the oil from, from leaking oil tanks or whatever, but we 

recklessly discard our oil filters all over the place. 

Then, of course, we have paint cans, which are 

generally recognized 

materials, whether with 

the pigments present. 

as being containers of hazardous 

the solvents still present or with only 

We have batteries of all types that are still not 

being recycled or removed from the waste stream, and of cour-se 

we have paint spray bombs. I would love to put about a $5 

deposit on a paint spray bomb, because maybe that would reduce 

the amount of graffiti we see all over the place, and might 

make it economically ineffective to use a paint spray can for 

graffiti purposes. 

So all in all, you know, I think a beverage container 

deposit bill is one of those things whose time has come and 

gone. I urge you to follow my lead, if you will, and withdraw· 

consideration of these bills -- my own and others of the same 

nature and go on to other areas of recycling and 

environmental improvement of things that are much more 

dangerous and much more worthy of pursuit than a beverage 

container deposit bill, at a time when recycling is doing such 

an outstanding job of collecting these materials and reusing 

them. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. If there are any 

questions or anything of that sort, I would be happy to have 

them. Otherwise, I will allow you to go on with the meeting. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Mr. Albohn. 

I want to acknowledge the attendance of our colleague, 

Assemblyman Bob Franks. 

Are there any questions for Mr. Albohn? 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Just that I agree with a lot of 

what Arthur has said. I think the focus of markets is a much 

more appropriate focus than bottle container legislation, 

whose, in my mind, time has come and gone, too. Markets are a 

serious problem. The possibility of imposition of fees on 

products that do not have markets is a serious consideration. 

I include newspapers, which are a more and more prevalent 

problem to dispose of, and I hope those deinking facilities . 
come on-line rather quickly. 

Glass is another problem. It hasn't been a problem, 

but it is becoming a problem because of glass manufacturers 

having fiscal problems. 

So, I concur with a lot of what you said. You and I 

have worked together on bills many times. I think we have a 

big job ahead of us. We are not recyc 1 ing enough. We've got 

to find out how to meet the new standards the State has 

imposed, and that is a big job. I don't think we are going to 

get there with deposit legislation, personally. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much, Assemblyman. 

I also want to acknowledge the attendance of 

Assemblyman Tom Duch. Mr. Duch, we have had testimony from Mr. 

Albohn, who had been a longtime sponsor of beverage container 

deposit legislation. He no longer considers that to be a 

viable option in the waste management program of our State. 

We will now move to representation from the City of 

Newark. We had scheduled Mayor Sharpe James, but I understand 

that in his place we will have the Recycling Coordinator for 

the City. I believe that is your title, Frank? 

F R A N K J. s U D 0 L: My title is Manager of the 

Department of Engineering for the City of New2rk. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Manager of the Department of 

Engineering, Mr. Frank Sudol. Frank, I believe you are 

familiar with the members of this Committee. Good morning. 

MR. SUDOL: Good morning, Chairman McEnroe and members 

of the Assembly Waste Management, Planning and Recycling 

Committee. This is a statement I am going to be reading from 

Sharpe James, Mayor of the City of Newark, which is the largest 

city in the State of New Jersey: 

I can think of no problem in the City of Newark that 

gives me more distress on a continuing day-to-day basis than 

that of litter, which blights our streets, parks, business 

properties, and open spaces. Miscellaneous junk, plastic, 

beverage cans ahd bottles, and, worst of all, broken glass keep 

us from the kind of beauty and pride that our City needs to 

make people glad to visit and live and businesses eager to 

locate here. 

To be sure, we have diligently tried in the last few 

years to combat the litter problem, and have taken significant 

steps forward. Our improvements include new street sweeping 

programs that have been extremely successful. So has our 

working inmate program for lot cleanup and our vigorous 

enforcement of antidumping laws. Yet, as I travel around the 

City, even within a few blocks of City Hall,· my eyes tell me 

that much more needs to be done. I am sure every one of us 

here feels this is true. 

The Clean Communities Alternative to a Bottle Bill, 

offered by the industry in New Jersey, has been a failure. 

First, there is substantially less money than the originally 

anticipated funds accruing into the State's Anti-Litter Fund 

from the litter tax, which was adopted into law with passage of 

the Clean Communities Act. Industry representatives projected 

that the tax, which they lobbied for in place of the beverage 

container deposit legislation, would generate $10 million to 

$15 million. Almost five years after its enactment, the 
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statewide litter tax is generating only $7 million a year, 

about half of the optimistic projections predicted by those who 

have touted it as a comprehensive plan for cleaning up debris 
on New Jersey's roads, highways, and parks. 

Approximately 558 municipalities are eligible to 

receive Clean Communities grants. Because of the large number 

of eligible jurisdictions and because of the unacceptable level 

of funding available, the Clean Communities Act is clearly not 

a comprehensive plan for litter control the way it was 

structured. 

Another even more significant problem, is that when 

the Clean Communi ties Act was adopted and approved in 1986, 

disposal cost was approximately $25 per ton. Today, disposal 

cost is over $100 per ton, as we are all aware, or about four 

times more expensive than it was when the bill was first signed 

into law. Yet there has been no increase in · the amount - of 

revenue. This has resulted in continuation of a program with 

only about one-quarter of the effectiveness of the program 

first enacted. 

State of New Jersey Clean 

earmarked for the City of Newark 

represent a small portion of the total 

Communities Act moneys 

are welcome, but only 

cleanup cost and do not 

have a significant role in the City's overall litter abatement 

and cleanup plan. In fact, while Newark is the 1 argest grant 

recipient in the State of New Jersey, the grant of only about 

$200,000 is less than 3% of Newark's expenditure for only its 

vacant lot cleanup program. Newark estimates it spends 

approximately $3 million annually on litter collection. 

Deposit systems provide an economic incentive for 

people to avoid littering and also to pick up beverage 

containers. This program reduces both bottle and can litter 

and injuries resulting from broken bottles. Removing these 

containers significantly contributes to the beautification of 
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our City, reducing litter pickup, disposal costs, and making 

our parks and playgrounds safer for our children. 

This is one of the reasons why I am urging your 

support for the adoption of a beverage container deposit bill, 

or "bottle bill," as it is commonly called, to require a refund 

value on all beverage containers sold in New Jersey. 

Ten states, representing 30% of the population of the 

United States, have adopted bottle bills, including: New York, 

Connecticut, and Massachusetts. I am also including 

California. The results have been truly worthwhile in reducing 

both litter and solid waste. Instead of throwing used 

containers away, consumers return them to stores or redemption 

centers for refunds. Bottles and cans that do not get littered 

that do get littered, rather; I'm sorry soon get picked 

up by our youth or others for refunds. 

I am sure you remember, as I do, how as children we. 

used to round up all the soda bottles we could find and take 

them back to stores in our carts and wagons for two cents 

each. The same sort of incentive will reapply today for our 

children and adults alike with 10-cent refund values to keep 

glass, metal, and plastic beverage containers off our lands and 

out of our solid waste stream. 

The City of Newark prides itself on its tremendously 

successful and cost-effective recycling program. As 

Assemblyman Albohn mentioned, recycling in New Jersey is 

working fairly well, but not on beverage containers. Newark 

has exceeded a 52% recycling rate of its solid waste, and has 

just received an award from the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency recognizing Newark's recycling program as the most 

outstanding local program in the nation. Today's proposed 

legislation will greatly assist New Jersey municipalities to 

reach New Jersey's high goal of recycling, a minimum of 60% of 

its municipal solid waste. 
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Without a "bottle bill," it will be nearly impossible 

to meet the goal for recycling beverage container material 

specified by Governor Florio's Emergency Solid Waste 

Reassessment Task Force. A copy of page 28 is attached to this 

statement. The report calls for a 60% recovery of plastic 

containers; a 90% recovery of glass and aluminum containers; 

and an 85% recovery of its bimetal cans. These higher rates of 

recycling cannot be achieved without a bottle bill. 

On the other hand, a bottle bill, if passed, will 

provide residents of New Jersey with an economic incentive to 

recycle, and therefore raise recycling rates dramatically. For 

example, less than 2% of New Jersey's plastic is recycled, 

despite the fact that New Jersey is acclaimed for its statewide 

mandatory recycling law. States with a bottle bill, such as 

New York, are recycling over 60% of their plastic. These 

states are also recycling over 85% of their glass, as oppo·sed 

to only 35% in the State of New Jersey. 

One statistic which may be of interest to Committee 

members, is that more than 95% of all plastic collected and 

recycled in the United States originates from the 10 states 

with bottle bills. 

Some argue that the "bottle bill" would be disruptive 

to recycling. It is not. Deposit systems, in combination with 

curbside programs, can remove between 16% and 35% more from the· 

waste stream than a curbside program alone, according to a 1989 

study performed by Franklin and Associates. 

Curbside collection programs are difficult and 

expensive in our municipalities. For example, Newark spends 

over $18 million per year for solid waste and recycling 

collection a-.r.one. A bottle bill would reduce solid waste and 

recycling collection costs by about 8%. Hence, a bottle bill 

would save Newark -- a City with a population of approximately 

275,000 -- almost $1.5 million per year. This does not even 
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take into consideration disposal costs or the costs of litter 

removal. 

not 

Judging by results in other states, 

only eliminate 90% of bottle and can 

such a law will 

litter, but will 

reduce our municipal solid waste by about 8%. This would mean 

a savings in solid waste disposal costs of over $2 million per 

year just for the City of Newark. So already we are talking 

about $3.5 million for one city saved per year. 

Further, such a bill could be designed 

actual revenue to the State of New Jersey. 

to provide 

Hundreds of 

millions of dollars can be collected from unredeemed deposits. 

Deposit systems shift the costs of litter, collection, and 

disposal, by removing the burden from municipalities to those 

who produce and purchase the products that end up in our waste 

stream. 

If the bottle bill can work in New York City, it can 

work in New Jersey's municipalities. Quoting former Mayor 

Koch, just one year after adoption of the New York State bottle 

bill: "The City is cleaner and, the surveys show, people have 

noticed the improvement. My parks and beach supervisors report 

that there has been a- dramatic improvement in park cleanliness 

in the last year. There is also much less dangerous broken 

glass." 

I am attaching for your information a brief fact sheet 

which details the reasons why we need to aggressively support 

adoption of a beverage container law. 

I respectfully urge that we in New Jersey, who need 

the benefits so badly, take the leadership initiative and pass 

the proposed legislation. We need to do the right thing, in 

the right way. 

Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Mr . Sudo 1 . If you 

would remain there just for a moment-- Are there any questions 

for Mr. Sudol? 

10 



ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: I have one, Harry. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Mr. Shinn? 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: You mentioned a recycling rate of 

52%. How are you achieving that? 

MR. SUDOL: I have a breakdown of the material item by 

item recycled in Newark, in terms of tons recycled per year, 

pounds per capita recycled per year, and I wi 11 make that 

available to the Committee. 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Do you have a curbside program? 

MR. SUDOL: We have a curbside program; we have a 

depot; we have a program for the collection of a lot of exotic 

materials such as waste oil, batteries -- a number of items -­

Christmas trees, white goods. We not only take the white goods 

and recycle the white goods, but we also capture CFCs --

chlorofluorocarbons -- for recycling, as well. 

the only city in New Jersey that is doing that. 

I think we are 

But I do have 

an item-by-item breakdown which I will make available to the 

Chairman for distribution to the members. I also have--

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I have a question, too, if I 

may: The recycling of plastic beverage containers-- There is 
resistance in the City of Newark, and in many municipalities 

around the State, to the addition of certain plastic beverage 

containers to the number of items that we presently collect. 

By your testimony you indicate only 1% presently of those 

containers are being recycled. There is resistance to that, 

and yet you do encourage the inclusion of plastic beverage 

containers within the responsibility of a new law -- deposit 

legislation. 

MR. SUDOL: Right, Mr. Chairman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: There seems to me to be some 

inconsistency there. It would seem to me that the largest city 

in the State, with its good reputation well-earned as a leader 

in recycling, should encourage, at least as a first step, the 

inclusion of plastic beve-rage containers in collection. 
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MR. SUDOL: We discourage the use of plastic beverage 

containers in all of our brochures, including our recycling 

brochures, which are mailed out to every household in Newark. 

The reason why is, the economics of curbside recycling of 

plastic, we think, is foolish. We found that the costs range 

anywhere from $400 to $900 per ton for the curbside collection 

of plastic. We think it is uneconomical to do. 

We realize that plastics are recyclable. They can be 

recycled if they are aggregated, but who is going to pick up 

the collection costs? If industry assists in that endeavor 

maybe it will be a reality, but right now there are over 300 

municipalities in the State of New Jersey that are collecting 

plastic, and yet less than 2% of the plastic is being recycled. 

The economics are ridiculous. I, you know, would 

recommend to the Committee, as part of its task, that it look 

at the economics of curbside collection of recycling -- -of 

plastics. Yes, they are recyclable. The curbside collection, 

we think, is not economically viable. With the strapped 

financial condition the City of Newark is in, we think to take 

on that responsibility would be foolhardy. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: You know, we did have testimony 

to that effect at a previous Committee hearing, and _we did have 

testimony by the Office of Legislative Services, wherein their 

objective evaluation concluded that there would not be any 

substantial impact insofar as additional costs to any city. We 

do have that being run through the Department again, to make 

sure that everything that they comment upon is able to be 

substantiated. 

But my interest certainly, as Chairman of this 

Committee, is~hat I think it is an area of responsibility that 

we have, and it could easily include-- Certainly we want to 

improve the statistic -- which may or may not be correct -­

that 1% only is being recycled as far as plastic beverage 

containers. 

MR. SU )L: Right. I intend--
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ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Aesthetically, I mean, if the 

City of Newark is interested-- Your premise is that you have a 

cleaner City. It is your intention to provide the kind of 

viable environment that all of us would like to enjoy. It 

would seem to me that somewhere you are allowing an i tern that 

is unpleasing aesthetically, to remain a part of the everyday 

waste in your City. So we are working to convince, frankly, 

your Mayor, and your administration, that it is an area that 

they should look at, and collect. 

MR. SUDOL: Right, Mr. Chairman. We attended a U.s. 
Conference of Mayors' meeting in Washington, D.C. just a few 

months ago, where the industry touted the Minneapolis curbside 

recycling program for plastics. After the presentation .which 

was made, we ran through their numbers. It worked out to over 

$900 per ton for their curbside recycling program for 

plastics. This is their model program. If that is the mod-el 

program, cities in New Jersey don't need it. 

I have copies of the statement, as well as copies of 

the statistical breakdown on Newark's 52%. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Excuse me, we have a quest ion 

from Assemblyman Franks. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FRANKS: You cited the figure "hundreds of 

millions of dollars" would be available in the form of 

unclaimed deposits. I was wondering what the components of the 

structural program were that would drive you to conclude that 

hundreds of millions of dollars in unclaimed deposits--

MR. SUDOL: I believe testimony is going to be 

presented later in the day on that very point. I think I do 

have a copy of the numbers here which would be a tremendous 

boost for New Jersey in terms of revenue generation and 

offsetting our fiscal difficulties. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FRANKS: It would allow us to cut the 

sales tax, right? 
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MR. SUDOL: Exactly. I think that testimony is going 

to be presented later on. If it is not by the end of the day, 

I do have the statistics here which I can refer to, if I can 

quickly find the sheet. (pause here while witness finds 

material) The minimum in the first year is projected at $115 

million, and by the fifth year is anticipated to be close to 

$400 million in terms of captured unredeemed deposits. 

What I would like to do is present this as part of the 

record. It is an analysis that was done specifically for the 

State of New Jersey with a population of 7,730,188 people, with 

an average container consumption of 494 containers per person 

per year. This is an industry-projected study that I think is 

going to be discussed later in the hearing. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Mr. Sudol. We 

appreciate your testimony. 

Is the Mayor of Teaneck, 

here to testify? (no response) 

Eleanor Manning Kiel is-zek 

She had asked that special 

consideration be given to placing her on our agenda very early. 

How about Geoff Lomax, National Environmental Law 

Center, and Judith Stewart? Will you both be testifying 

together? 

response) 

I think our rules permit 

Will you kindly introduce 

Committee members, if you would? 

that. (affirmative 

yourselves to our 

J U D I T H S T E W A R T: Good morning. My name is Judith 

Stewart, from New Jersey PIRG. I am a Program Associate with 

them. This is Geoffrey Lomax, from the National Environmental 

Law Center. We are honored to be here today. Thank you for 

your time. 

I am going to go first. It has been six, maybe seven 

years since -we last heard anything about a statewide bottle 

bill. For years, the beverage industry --the special interest 

--has successfully lobbied against legislation in the public's 

interest. Today we hope that the actual, real facts will come 

out, that the tcuths about a bottle bill will be heard, so you 
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can make a really informed decision in what is best for the 

public interest. 

New Jersey PIRG has long advocated deposits on 

beverage containers. As you can see here (witness places soda 

case filled with postcards on witness table), we have another 

-- over 1000 postcards from people throughout the State who 

agree with us that this is something in the public interest. 

The benefits resulting in states with deposits have been widely 

documented: decreases in container 1 i tter; decreases in 

overall litter; lower litter cleanup costs; and fewer injuries 

to children resulting from broken and twisted containers. 

These observations are enjoyed by a third of the population of 

the United States, but are denied to residents of New Jersey 

because of the special interests. 

The rationale of opponents is simple: Why take part 

in recycling efforts when I can charge the naive municipalfty 

for containers they don't want or need, and then charge them 

again for the costs of recycling those containers? 

The numerous benefits of beverage container deposit 

legislation have emerged over time. Not only are they an 

effective litter control method, they also reduce the amount of 

trash going to our landfills. With disposal costs topping $100 

a ton at some landfills in New Jersey, the time is now to adopt 

legislation which will take some of the burdens of recycling 

off of our strapped municipalities and put them on those who 

insist on using the throwaway container. 

Geoff is going to go into more detail on curbside 

recycling. However, there have been studies saying that with a 

curbside program and a bottle bill in tandem with one another, 

yes, the costs will rise, yet less cost will be put on the 

municipality and more total refuse will be diverted from our 

landfills. You know, if that is New Jersey's goal, to recycle 

more and decrease our costs of doing it -- and I believe it is 

-- beverage container deposits should be adopted. 
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While recycling is good for diverting valuable 

material from our landfills, the bottom line is that 

municipalities lose money by participating in these programs. 

While it is a necessary burden that we all have to bear, 

doesn't it make sense that the industry that creates the waste 

h~lp municipalities absorb the costs of recycling and take 

responsibility for the containers they purposely design for 

consumers to throw out? 

Recyclers sometimes oppose deposits because some of 

the valuable aluminum will be diverted from their operations. 

Denise Lord, who is the Director of Planning for the Maine 

Waste Management Agency, says that scrap aluminum is not going 

to make or break a recycling program. Reports from the front 

lines of recycling, both in Maine and in states without deposit 

laws, bear out Ms. Lord's assessment that no curbside recycling 

anywhere is supporting itself out of the resale of scrap 

materials. According to Bruce Walker, who is a recycling 

manager in Oregon-- He says: "It is a myth that curbside 

programs need revenues from aluminum." 

Bottle bills encourage recycling in low population 

density areas. Contrary to belief, we do have a few of those 

in New Jersey. Curbside collection costs to municipalities 

increase as people become more dispersed. We need people to 

take that financial incentive, such as is given with a bottle 

bill, and have them recycle it at no cost to government. 

I did contact one small municipality in Morris 

County. They told me that they pay over $1.5 million every 

year to get rid of their trash and their recyclables. 

Six-hundred-and-sixty-thousand dollars of that is from tipping 

fees alone. This is breaking our municipalities. You know, we 

need special interests to come in here and take on some of that 

burden. 

Jobs is a big issue with a bottle bill. Workers in 

glass plants have been losing their jobs for years in New 
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Jersey. This can't be attributed to a bottle bill. Recently, 
as cited in "Resource Recycling," OWens-Brockway was one of the 
few remaining glass plants in New Jersey until it announced its 
closure just last month. I'm sure that if we had a bottle bill 
in this State, the company would be pointing fingers at it as 
the reason for its closure. Perhaps if we enacted legislation 
that would put a lower deposit on refillables, we could provide 
the now absent market incentive to consumers to buy glass and 
to help the glass industry in this State. 

The decline of the glass industry in New Jersey has 
not been all bad. It has given way to an explosion of growth 
in the plastics industry. Wellman, Inc., located in 
Shrewsbury, New Jersey, is the nation's largest recycler of 
post-consumer plastics. Wellman relies on the nine states that 
have enacted deposit legislation for much of its plastic supply. 

In fact, in a recent conversation I had with Dennis 
Sabourin, who is a Vice President at Wellman; I was told their 
main source of PET plastic comes from deposits and deposit 
systems, because they give them the best material. It is 
source separated; it's clean. According to a 1987 Wellman 
prospectus: 

"The availability of used PET bottles for recycling is 
dependent on deposit legislation. The continued and increasing 
availability to the company of PET bottle material is key to 
the company's present and future success." 

We want to encourage growth in this State. We need a 

bottle bill. 
Recycling rates: Anhueser-Busch will probably come up 

here and tell us that 60% of all aluminum cans and 20% of all 
plastic and g1ass bottles are recycled in the United States. 
That's great, but it is too bad that 80% of this effort comes 
from the 30% of residents who live in deposit states. Too bad 
Anhueser-Busch can't brag about New Jersey's specific rates. 
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Despite the beverage industry's lack of participation 

in New Jersey's recycling efforts, New Jersey recycles more 

than most other states; somewhere between 43% and 44%. Yet we 

are still recycling below the national average of 58% for 

aluminum and 19% for plastic. Municipal recycling, the kind 

that you and I do, is only at 25% in New Jersey, and that is 

only half of the glass containers, less than half of the 

aluminum containers, and practically none of the plastic 

containers. Recycling is great, but it is obviously not as 

good as it should be, and that is with the mandatory law in 

this State. 

Opponents of deposits will say that a bottle bill will 

only target 2.5% of municipal solid waste. Of course, 

landfills should be measured by volume. The truth is that 

closer to 8% by volume of solid waste is made up of beverage 

containers. That is 8% taxpayers won't have to pay outrageous. 

fees to dispose of. 

The beverage industry will say that a bottle bill will 

lead to increased costs to consumers. In a "Resource 

Recycling" article from March 1991 about refillables in 

Canada: "The Ontario Soft Drink Association and an employee of 

Pepsi Cola in Canada, recently stated that one of the main 

selling points of soft drinks sold in refillables was the 30% 

cost savings to consumers." If these beverage industries 

really cared about consumers, they would be selling us 

refillable containers. 

In a quick price survey done by myself in ~ew Jersey, 

I compared the cost of 16-ounce refillables versus 16 ounce 

nonrefillables eight of these to eight of these. 

(demonstrates -different types of bottles) These were a dollar 

more expensive. These were 29% more expensive, not including 

the deposit in this State. 

A report done by the University of Maine on deposit 

legislation was sponsored by the National Food Processors 
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Association, an opponent of deposit systems. Even this study 

notes that added costs from a deposit system have not 

necessarily been passed on to consumers. It doesn't have to be 

that way. It is up to the special interests. They are 

deciding that they are not going to take part, so they are 

going to punish us by charging us more. 

I just want to point out one thing: I think it is 

important that we get some kind of a visual effect. One of 

these bottles (demonstrates) in a good system can be refilled 

up to 20 times. This is 20 containers. Wouldn't we rather be 

only using one of these than 20 of these? Okay, well great, we 

are recycling 53% of our containers. Still, only half of these 

are going to be recycled. The other 10 are going to be going 

to a landfill. If we are really concerned about cutting down 

on our waste, reducing, reusing, we need to go back to 

refillable containers. It is not going to end up losing jobs 

in companies. It is going to ask for a transition. There may 

not be as many bottle manufacturing companies. There will be 

more bottle-washing companies. You know, that is the kind of 

future we need to have in New Jersey. 

Beverage container deposits were first enacted as a 

means of litter control. They have been, and continue to be, 

an effective litter control measure. Again citing the- United 

States General Accounting Office study, total reductions in 

beverage container litter ranged from 51% to 83% by piece, with 

a resulting 40% reduction in total litter. On the average, 85% 

of all containers are redeemed for a deposit. Remember, we are 

comparing that to 53% of glass in this State, 44% of aluminum 

cans, and less than 1% plastic containers that are currently 

recycled here.-

You know, even despite mandatory recycling, New 

Jersey's beaches are littered with cans and bottles. Two weeks 

ago I was at Point Pleasant, and despite this ban people took 

bottles onto the beach. Trash cans were full of these bottles, 
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and there were no recycling receptacles to be seen. I mean, it 

doesn't take a genius to realize that some of these bottles 

aren't going to land in trash cans. They are going to end up 

causing injuries, most likely to children. It is no wonder New 

Jersey exceeds the national average for container litter on its 

beaches. We don't have a bottle bill. 

In closing, the beverage industry will get up here and 

tell you the citizens of New Jersey do not want a bottle bill, 

as evidenced by the outcome of the Mercer County initiative in 

1988. 

The quote: "Mercer Citizens for Recycling raised over 

$545,000 to defeat this sensible legislation, over half of that 

total coming from out-of-state contributors." It doesn't sound 

to me like New Jersey citizens oppose a bottle bill. It is the 

special interests out there, out to make municipalities spend 

more for disposal and recycle less than we could. 

The facts are finally being heard in New Jersey. 

Consumers are going to benefit by less litter, lower disposal 

costs, and increased recycling if a bottle bill is enacted. It 

is time for the legislators to stand up against the 

interests and do what is best for the public interest. 

a bottle bill today. 

Thank you. 

special 

We need 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Ms. Stewart, very 

much for your testimony. You raised some interesting points. 

Some we should question you on. 

I'll just ask you-- First, on the beaches of New 

Jersey, it is my understanding, and it is based on some 

discussions and policy that I am aware of-- On the beaches of 

our State, a recycling effort is made. They may be collected 

with the regular trash, but they are not disposed of in a 

landfill, or whatever the appropriate measure is. The cans and 

bottles are certainly removed from the waste collected from our 

beaches prior to disposal. They are disposed of in an 
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environmentally sound collection system. So they do not find 

their way into the main waste stream of communities. 

MS. STEWART: Well, I am not necessarily saying they 

are being thrown out into landfills. But the point is, you and 

I are paying for separating those, recycling them. Why can't 

we have the consumer who has bought this take it back, do the 

recycling for us, and then have the industry take 

responsibility for it? 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Well, part of the interest of 

this Committee in this policy proposition, you know, is 

measurement of the public's interest 

the potential for additional expense 

circumstance of the convenience or the 

in deposit legislation; 

it provides, and the 

support of the public 

for their own particular collection and return of the bottle or 

the can. So that is what we are doing here today: determining 

public interest in whether there is sufficient support for this 

kind of a new direction. 

Mr. Lomax, do you wish to comment? 

G E 0 F FREY L 0 MAX: Yes, sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: The floor is yours. 

MR. LOMAX: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the 

Committee. If you would all like a Pepsi, by the way, I would 

like to encourage you--

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I know you are enjoying warm 

Pepsi, and I really appreciate that at 10: oo in the morning. 

(laughter) 

MR. LOMAX: I am a Staff Scientist with the National 

Environmental Law Center. Our organization is dedicated to 

environmental policy and litigation, and we serve as a national 

backup center- for the State Public Interest Research Group. 

Much of my work on solid waste issues is focused on legislation 

dedicated to reducing the waste stream and prompting 

recycling. I would really just like to focus on two points 

today with regard to the bottle bills, because a lot of them 
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are going to come out, but to really bring it down to, I think, 

two issues that make us put it in the forefront of a waste 

reduction recycling strategy; that is, effectiveness and 

compatibility. 

I have given you all a packet there, and I will give 

one brief just kind of warning here: Beware of statistics. I 

have tried to keep statistics to a minimum. But the first 

chart there reiterates the point Judith made that bottle bill 

states are getting the job done on recycling. You know, why do 

they work? What is going on there? 

Bottle bill states have a system where containers come 

back through a system where the materials are source separated; 

they are clean. When you return a bottle to a retailer, it has 

to be clean. Retailers don't like yucky bottles. That is a 

very important thing to note up-front. That is particularly 

relevant to glass. 

separation and clean. 

Clean collection is essential corer 

There has been a lot of discussion about curbside. 

When you return glass containers, for example, through 

curbside, you end up with a lot of breakage. You end up with a 

lot of mixed color contamination. A lot of that material will 

not get recycled into new containers. If we are fortunate, it 

may go into some low value end use, such as being incorporated 

into road surfacing material, but it is certainly not going 

back into new containers. If you look at where the material is 

coming from that is being recycled into new containers, it is 

coming from bottle bill states, and historic data will support 

that. 

So the combination of clean and source separation 

means that materials are going to get recycled. That also 

holds true for some of the plastics. The only real economical 

way to collect plastic currently to avoid these kinds of 

$800-per-ton fees that we have heard quoted through curbside 

programs, is to mash them all together in a truck and grind 
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them up; that is, your soft drink plastic, your detergent 
bottle plastic. The bottom line is, you end up with a material 
that has a much lower recycling value in the marketplace, and 
therefore you are seeing reduced revenue from curbside. 
Because of it, it requires more processing, more separation. 
So, it is effective. It gets the stuff in in a way that fits 
the recycling equation. 

The second point I would like to raise is 
compatibility. I have briefly outlined a number of points on 
the second page there; I think the key points. And then on the 
following page, I want to make an important point that tends to 
get overlooked when we talk about bottle bills and curbside 
recycling. There is a graph there that talks about the total 
diversion from the waste stream under a bottle bill strategy 
combined with curbside recycling and a curbside strategy 
alone. I think an important point to really remember when you. 
are looking at total diversion, which is what the goal of New 
Jersey is when we are talking about figures such as 60%, is 
that curbside recycling will get "X" amount of stuff. Whether 
that is bottle bill containers, magazines, whatever you target, 
you get "X" amount of stuff. The truck is full. You drive it 
back to the facility, separate it out, and send it to market . 

. The goal of that program is to divert as much material as 
possible from landfills and incinerators. That stuff is 
expensive to dispose of. We're talking about $100, plus tip 
fee. 

Now, the bottle bill takes a chunk of that material 
and eliminates it from the program. 
one spends any money to put it in a 
equation. Therefore, that truck 

No one deals with it; no 
truck. It is out of the 
can then target other 

materials. Now, in New York, for example, there was a recent 
study put out by the National Soft Drink Association, in fact, 
that points to this fact. They talk about-- They compared two 
curbside programs and they showed that, in fact, in New York, a 
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bottle bill state, there is a greater net diversion because the 

curbside program is pulling out newspapers and magazines and 

other mixed paper, which, referring back to the Management 

Report from the Task Force, is targeted as part of New Jersey's 

waste diversion goals. 

So, I would submit to the Committee today that as a 

combined strategy, you are going to get a total diversion that 

is greater than any single strategy, and that is, I think, the 

real key that tends to get missed. There is on one of the 

pages -- on the first page on the back -- a research piece that 

I think summarizes very quickly in the abstract there the 

point-- It was done by-- It was a University of Cincinnati 

study to show that a combined strategy is what gets the most 

material, and that is an important point not to lose sight of. 

I think the economic impacts of that can be quite 

significant. I don't want to throw out a lot of figures he-re 

and suggest that they will result in "X" million or "Y" 

million. I have included the testimony from the City Manager 

of the City of Cincinnati, who testified at a bottle bill 

hearing as to what ne felt the impacts would be for the City of 

Cincinnati, assuming that major metropolitan areas are somewhat 

comparable. But again, I don't want to extrapolate too much. 

I just want to touch on one point. I know Pat 

Franklin, who is going to testify later, will bring this up. · 

You have heard a lot about aluminum. I think it is important 

to remember all the reasons that aluminum is good for curbside 

programs. Right now, glass isn't. I guess the joke used to be 

that the highest points in New Jersey were its landfills. I 

think the new high points in New Jersey are the piles of green 

glass that ar~ piling up outside of recycling centers. When 

people try to tell you about the money that is coming into 

curbside programs -- or coming into curbside through revenues, 

look very closely at those figures. Look at the values that 

are being assigned to green glass, for example. Currently, the 
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value of that material going to a processor in the Northeast is 

zero. So, green glass is a negative source of revenue. 

Plastics-- At the same time, we have heard testimony 

that people are not getting rich off of plastic, and curbside 

programs are costing a lot to collect. I am glad to hear that 

you all are going to take a close look at those numbers. I 

really encourage you to particularly pay attention to the 

numbers that are being cited for revenues for curbside 

programs. I think they are overly optimistic, and upon a hard 

look we will realize that it is very optimistic to suggest that 

pulling these containers out through an alternative strategy 

will result in greater net costs to the cities and counties. I 

think that upon a hard look you wi 11 see, in fact, that it is 

total diversion which is really the beauty of the bottle bill, 

and that is what counts to the cities. 

I touch on reusables again on a figure there. I just 

mention the price difference, which I think Judith touched on. 

One other point on reusables which this example sort of 

shows-- The Task Force report talks about reducing the waste 

stream. I have spent a lot of time looking at how one goes 

about reducing the waste stream. I talked to a lot of people 

in a lot of different places. There are not a lot of good 

ideas out there. People say, "Oh, reusables." Reusables are a 

pure source reduction tool. If you create a system in which 

the consumer is returning materials back to the point of sale, 

you are going to stimulate a lot of innovation around reuse. I 

don't think it is going to come down just to glass bottles. 

There is a lot of innovating new plastics out there. There is 

a lot of innovation that can occur around the reuse issue. If 

you are talk1ng about reducing the waste stream, then reuse is 

a strategy that we really have to grab a hold of and find ways 

to promote. The bottle bill is the ideal mechanism for 

stimulating reusable containers. 
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I would like to wrap it up. One other comment, 

though. I believe the first speaker, Mr. Albohn, talked about 

why don't we take other materials back. From an environmental 

policy perspective, we would certainly encourage deposits 

universal deposits -- on all containers. But quite frankly, it 

certainly doesn't make sense to bring used Tampons or old tuna 

fish cans back to the point of sale. It is just not a 

practical thing to do. We would certainly support deposits on 

batteries and other materials in the waste stream. It is an 

outstanding strategy for getting those materials out. But one 

reason you do target beverage containers in these materials is 

that they are very practical to return. They can be returned 

clean and safely to the point of sale and result in the 

benefits which I have referred to in my testimony. 

On that note, I thank you for your time. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Mr. Lomax. I have a 

question: New Jersey, I think with some effort, from this 

Committee's perspective, has established itself as a State that 

is progressive in view of the recycling lobby, if you will. 

You are someone with a national perspective. How would you 

summarize New Jersey's experience over the past three years, 

particularly in the area of plastics? I don't want to be a 

spokesman for the plastics ind~stry, but, although we don't do 

a reasonably good job in the collection of plastics, there has 

been a substantial increase in the collection of that material 

over the past three years. 

Let's for the moment presume, because at present we do 

not have a deposit law in our State-- Are we succeeding 

somewhat in our recycling efforts, from your perspective? 

MR.-LOMAX: Oh, certainly; yeah. We have looked very 

closely at New Jersey and actually have used the Task Force 

report and cited it in a number of other states, and actually 

in the RCRA hearings, as a model for what other states could, 

and might be doing, in particularly the recycling area, in 

order to reduce the total amount of material for diversion. 
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I would commend New Jersey for really taking a lead in 

that area because it is tough to target that much material and 

get it out of landfills and incinerators and into recycling 

programs. I have followed the situation fairly closely in 

Newark. 

And, again, back to the plastics: What you're really 

finding out is that this stuff comes at a price. So back to 

the point I tried to emphasize up-front_ -- to the extent that 

you've got alternative mechanisms out there that are going to 

pull materials out of curbside programs, realize the same 

benefits to the State and the municipality at zero cost -­

those strategies should be pursued aggressively, or at some 

point you're going to hit a qutoff where you're not going to 

get all the materials targeted. You're going to have to come 

back from some of the goals put out in the Task Force report. 

You're not going to get 90% of the containers, so-- unress 

someone invents a mousetrap that's so great in its ability to 

grab all this material out of the waste stream, I don't see how 

you can do it. There's no silver bullet. We're talking about 

combinations of strategies that result in greater diversion, 

and no single strategy, to date, shows any indication of being 

able to get it all, unless you get into costs per ton, that are 

so out of the ballpark it's just not going to happen. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: But how about this concept of 

collection coming with a price? Now, how about if we impose 

deposit legislation in our State? Will that come with a price 

for our consuming· public, because there are, I think, 

statistics that indicate that not every deposit is refunded? 

Will there be an accompanying price for this cleaner 

environment that we'll assume we'll have from a deposit law? 

MR. LOMAX: There are certain points in the equation 

where you look at costs. You look at diversion; you look at 

costs of collection; you look at costs of the program; costs of 

manufacturers and distributors. There's been a number of 
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studies that have tried to look at pieces of that equation: 

what it cost the beverage industry, what it's going to cost the 

curbside industry. I can't sit here and say we can pull 

together all those costs and give a bottom line for what it 

will cost, or save, the citizens of New Jersey. 

I can submit supporting data reports that have looked 

at each individual point in that process, and show some costs 

are avoided; some costs are increased. And to the best of my 

ability, I would provide information to the Committee for 

review. We can do further analysis in that area we've 

conducted. We feel, certainly, on the retail side, that there 

is a sufficient body of evidence out there that suggests that 

costs could decrease. You've got to look at that whole 

equation and that, to date, has not been done in a way that I 

can stand up here and give you a bottom 1 ine and say, "Here's 

the cost to New Jersey." 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. One other question: 

The refillable bottles in front of you-- I'm sorry, they're 

the ones. Now, what is the deposit--

MS. STEWART: These are a nickel deposit. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Is that from New York State? 

MS. STEWART: No. I bought these in New Jersey. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: In New Jersey, okay. Now, the 

case-- That has a refund value also? 

MS. STEWART: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: On the floor, yeah. Now, what 

is the ref~nd on that? 

MS. STEWART: That is $1.30 for the case. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: A dollar thirty for the case, 

and then five cents on each bottle? 

MS. STEWART: Right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: So, 24 bottles. So it would add 

to the purchase price $1.20, and another dollar, $1.20? 
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MS. STEWART: Right, but you're going to be getting 

that back when you return the stuff, so--

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I just think it's important that 

we provide that. 

MS. STEWART: You're not losing anything. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Any questions from members of 

the Committee? (no response) Thank you for your well-prepared 

and thoughtful testimony. 

MS. STEWART: Sure. I hope all of you wi 11 remember 

this (indiscernible, as witness distributes soda bottles to 

Committee members) 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I don't know whether we can take 

something like this. We'll have to vote on it. (laughter) 

We'd like to hear-- We had planned to hear from 

Assemblyman George Spadaro, but in his absence I understand his 

Legislative Aide, Arthur Cifelli, is here. Would you like- to 

submit-- Mr. Spadaro had advised us that he was anxious to 

provide early morning testimony, but he's been called to-­

ARTHUR C I FE L L I: Called into court -- into Federal 

court. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Called to court to defend 

another party, not his own activity. Okay. 

MR. CIFELLI: To defend another party, not himself. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Mr. Cifelli, good morning.· 

Welcome. 

MR. CIFELLI: Good morning to you, Mr. Chairman, and 

members of the Committee. I'd like to talk briefly, if I may, 

about a couple of areas that have been touched upon earlier -­

litter reduction, energy resource savings, public awareness, 

economic input, and packaging. 

A deposit on beverage cans and bottles will reduce 

pollution and conserve energy. New Jersey needs a law that 

brings back something that worked very well in this State for 

many, many years, and that's a financial incentive for 
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consumers to treat beverage containers as a recyclable and 

valuable commodity. 

A little bit about "litter reduction." I know Mr. 

Lomax doesn't like statistics, but studies show that beer and 

soft drink containers comprise 4.1% of the municipal solid 

waste stream, and more importantly, that beverage containers 

represent 10% to 20% of 1 i tter by weight and 40% to 60% of 

litter by volume. We know from experience that deposit laws 

reduce total litter. In Iowa, for example, beverage container 

litter has been reduced by 78%, and the total litter has been 

reduced by 3.1% by volume. In Maine, beverage container litter 

has been reduced by 56%, and in Michigan the number of cans 

along the roadside is down 78.4% and bottles are down 51.1%. 

In Oregon, beverage container litter is down 83%. 

On the other side of the equation, we can save energy 

by recycling containers made of glass and aluminum. The energy 

saved by making the can from recycled aluminum saves 95% of the 

energy that would be needed to make an aluminum can from virgin 

material. According to the Glass Packaging Institute, a trade 

association representing the bottle manufacturing industry, for 

each 1% of recycled glass contained in a bottle, one-quarter of 

1% of the energy that would be required to reduce a bottle from 

virgin material is conserved. So a bottle made of 25% recycled 

glass would save 6.25% of the energy that would be required to 

make a bottle of virgin material. 

Public awareness is also an important issue that we 

need to look at. New Jersey has a strong, indeed unmatched, 

record in curbside collection. It also has a moderately 

successful Clean Communities Program for addressing litter 

problems. 1r refundable bottle deposit law, though, has a 

component which neither of these programs provide, and that is 

a basis for consumers to be directly responsible for their 

consumption patterns and waste 

Homeowners place battles at the curb, 
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trash. They never see the economic value of their source 
separation activities. In fact, many do not feel compelled to 
source separate recyclables from the rest of the waste stream. 
A deposit law would show people firsthand, that items in their 
waste stream have an economic value. It would provide a 
powerful incentive for people to separate beverage containers 
from their trash. 

Curbside recycling and deposit 
compatible. Together, these programs 

systems are wholly 
can 

solid waste more than either program wi 11 
recycling centers could redeem beverage 
individuals recycle through curbside 

reduce municipal 
alone. In fact, 
containers that 

programs, thereby 
increasing the scrap revenue from beverage containers collected 
in curbside programs. 

As odd as it may seem, every state that has a deposit 
law has some form of curbside or other recyclable program,- in 
addition to their beverage container deposit systems. In those 
states, environmental officials will tell you that the deposit 
system works with, not against, curbside recycling. 

A study reviewed by the United States General 
Accounting Office shows that there's no correlation between a 
bottle bill and a drop-off in beverage consumption. In states 
where deposit laws are in effect, support among the public is 
quite high, as poll results show that more than 80% of the 
respondents either approve or strongly approve of their state's 
deposit system. So it is unlikely that consumer preferences 
with regard to beverages will be changed by the imposition of a 
deposit system. 

Beverage consumption is affected by prices and other 
factors, suCh as · DWI laws, and changes in attitudes towards 
health and weight. All of these factors must be considered 
even when we examine the arguments that bottle deposit laws 
increase prices of beverages. Evidence also exists that 
container deposit laws produce new jobs in the retail and 
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transportation sectors. 
people manage money and 
containers. 

The deposit system 
transport clean and 

requires that 
used beverage 

Still, as we review these bills before the Committee, 
I would urge the Committee to explore thoroughly and carefully 
the arguments concerning the economic implications of deposit 
systems, so that the effects of the current national recession 
upon New Jersey are not aggravated by the actions we take. 

In regard to all packaging, we should also be mindful 
of the relationship between deposit laws and laws concerning 
other types of packaging. Waste audits conducted throughout 
the United States show that 27.5% of the waste stream is 
composed of packaging other than beer and soft drinks. 

To ensure that beverage producers and wholesalers 
don't get around the deposit requirement by distributing 
beverages in nonrecyclable containers, the legislation be-ing 
considered by this Committee should prescribe limits on the 
content and recyclability of nondeposit packaging as well. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee, I thank 
you for giving me the time to speak here, and on behalf of 
Assemblyman Spadaro, I'd like to thank you for considering this 
very important public policy issue. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Mr. Cifelli. 
MR. CIFELLI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Would you extend to the sponsor 

our best wishes and appreciation for your testimony? 
MR. CIFELLI: I will. 
ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Are there any questions for Mr. 

Cifelli before he leaves the chair? (no response) I guess 
there auen't~ Thanks again. We appreciate that very much. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Charles Connelly, Plastic 
Recycling Corporation of New Jersey, indicated he'd prefer to 
testify. After ·Mr. Connelly we'll hear from Mr. Mathesius from 
Mercer County. 
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Okay, why don't we allow Mr-- The County Executive of 
the County of Mercer, Bill Mathesius. Good morning, sir. 
C 0 UN T Y EXEC U T I V E B I L L M A T H E S I U S: 

Thank you, Assemblyman. It 
and this Committee. I don't 
any plastic hanging on me. 
plastic devices of any kind. 

is a pleasure to appear before you 
bear any gifts. I don't come with 

I don't have postcards, bottles, 
I just appear before you today as 

the County Executive of Mercer County, in which you are all 
presently sitting, and I congratulate you for your choice. 

I'm a Republican. I should start out by noting that, 
because I like the idea of less involvement of government in my 
life. So that's just an aside as it relates to the bottle 
bill . The secondary proposition with respect to the battle 
bill is, in Mercer County we have had experience with people on 
both sides of the issue, and I come here representing neither 
side, per se. I'm not a hired gun for bottle people, or 1 'm. 
not a hired gun or-- I don't appear with the zeal of the PIRG 
people, who seem to be fascinated by this subject and are at 
you people, and everybody else, to take care of bottles. 

I do have the experience of studying the issue, 
because it was presented in the Mercer County election some 
years ago to the people of Mercer County. And in doing so, I 
was then -- as you are now -- deluged with facts, facto ids, 
figures, percentages, logarithms, hyperboles, street theater 
legislative activity, demonstrations -- all of these things 
that people think other people should be convinced by, or with. 

I tried to do an independent analysis because it was 
an election year, as it always is in Mercer County and the rest 
of the State of New Jersey, and I determined that in light of 
all of the -complications, all of the factors involved, the 
supposed clean streets that would result versus the impositions 
on senior citizens, the problems of the finances, the red tape, 
the fears of vermin doing one thing or another -- as vermin 
will or do in bottle states-- I called other states whose 
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representatives told me it was good, it was the worst, and I 

quote, "Goddamned thing we have ever done in the State of--" in 

a northern state, I' 11 say. So there's mixed reviews. We 

don't have a uniform approach to what good -- what beatific 

results can come from the bottle bill. 

I do know that I argued it, debated it with Senator 

Stockman, had a tremendous number of people coming to me to 

demonstrate that we should be on one side or another, and I 

argued against it -- at long last -- after realizing that all 

things cons ide red, it was not a good idea in Mercer County. 

And I say that with the history of two years behind me when we 

are now the number one recycling county in the State of New 

Jersey. So I have a little background of the result of what 

has happened in 1 ight of the voters' rejection -- and that's 

what we do have. We have the voters' rejection in Mercer 

County, which I think is the most important factor. We had 

advertisements, we had bumper strips, we had people going 

around on both sides of the issue making it a campaign issue. 

It was resoundingly rejected by the voters of Mercer County -­

and with good cause and with good reason -- and I applaud their 

sense in doing so. 

I am not going to join the collection of people who 

will present you with poundages and tonnages and weights of how 

much bottles take up or how much they don't take up, how much 

it carries, how much is involved to carry bottles from one 

place to another, the impositions on our senior citizens. I 

just come before you as a representative, even as you are, of 

the people who have, in my view, rejected the proposition with 

good cause. 

I un.derstand that it makes the PIRG people unhappy 

that this happened, and I can understand after investing a 

great deal of time collecting petitions and circulating 

information and getting it on the ballot, that a rejection 

that losing is a hard thing to do. But I think the judgment of 
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the public should be alluded to, and should be underscored. 

The public made a wise choice, and I'm just here to indicate 

that I think they made the best choice, all things considered. 

I do not think all of the aggravation, all of the expense, the 

bureaucratic red tape, all of the complications that will 

redound from a bottle bill, are worth it. 

And that's the bottom line. I 'd be happy to answer 

any questions about that position. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. 

taking the time to be with us today. 

We appreciate your 

Any quest ions from members of the Committee for Mr. 

Mathesius? (negative response) Thank you, sir. We appreciate 

your coming here before the Committee. 

MR. MATHESIUS: Thank you very much. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. 

We'll now again call on Charles Connelly 

Connelly, Plastic Recycling Corporation of New 

Connelly? 

c H A R L E s E. c 0 N N E L L Y: Good 

Chairman and members of the Committee. I've 

Charles E. 

Jersey. Mr. 

morning, Mr. 

addressed the 

Committee before so I won't go through the history of our 

corporation, although I' 11 be happy to supply information to 

anyone who wants it. 

We work with New Jersey's counties and municipalities 

in helping them to--

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I'm going to ask you to speak up 

a little to--

MR. CONNELLY: --in helping them to include plastic in 

their recycling program and we focus on plastic beverage 

containers. We're opposed to deposits on beverage containers 

for a couple of reasons: First of all, you've mandated that 

municipalities must operate recycling programs and that they 

must include three materials in those programs. The ability to 

market that material is dependent upon the development of a 
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critical mass that's sufficient to interest a market in the 

material coming from that point. If you divert material from 

that program, the obligation to continue to operate the program 

is still there. The truck still has to go around to each house 

and pick up whatever they put out, but there's going to be less 

material collected because part of it is going to be going 

through an alternative system. The excess that is not returned 

in the deposit system ends up going to a landfill, because 

ultimately municipalities will drop the recycling of certain 

materials because there's not enough material there to make it 

worthwhile. 

The second problem is that the money from recycling 

comes, first of all, from aluminum. The second most valuable . 
material is plastic, and the third most valuable material per 

ton is clear glass. A lot of that material is going to be 

removed from the town's program, so the revenue that's 

generated from that program is going to be reduced and 

ultimately cost the taxpayers more money because of less 

revenue offset. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Are you proposing that if we 

impose deposit legislation that it would cripple recycling in 

New Jersey? 

MR. CONNELLY: That's my point, because you're going 

to take materials that are currently generating revenues from 

municipalities, or in the case of municipalities which are 

paying for somebody to take their material generating the cost 

offset. So the cost of moving the material in the recycling 

program is going to be higher, because you're going to be 

taking valuable material out of that program and handling it 

through a diFferent system. 

I'd like to comment on a couple of points that were 

made in previous testimony. On the point that less than 2% of 

the plastic in New Jersey is being recycled-- That refers to 

all plastic, not the plastic that's addressed by this 
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legislation. In the case of plastic beverage containers, more 

than half the municipalities and more than half of the 

population in New Jersey, are recycling plastic beverage 

containers through municipal recycling programs at a rate of 

24%. Now, if you extrapolate that and say all the towns 

recycle it, then you can say it's going to be recycled at 50%. 

Whether it, in fact, works out that way, I don't know. But the 

point is, while the rate for all plastic at the time the 

figures were available -- when the Task Force report was done 

-- was, in fact, less than 2%, the rate for plastic beverage 

containers was 24%. 

Another comment on previous testimony that I would 

like to make is the point on the hundreds of millions of 

dollars generated by unredeemed deposits. You have to decide 

whether you're looking here at a solid waste management policy, 

or if you're looking at a new tax. The only way you're go-ing 

to generate significant funds from unredeemed deposits is if 

the deposit system doesn't work and people don't take their 

bottles back. Those bottles that aren't taken back have to be 

disposed of in another manner. So, if what you're looking for 

is hundreds of millions of dollars, then the way to do it is to 

implement a deposit system and hope that nobody -ever takes 

bottles back. That's not a solid waste management ~rogram; 

that's a way to raise money. 

On the collection economics issue, our corporation had 

a study done by Temple, Barker and Sloan, a Washington-based 

economic consulting firm that does work for the Federal EPA. 

We've provided that study to the Committee previously. It 

looks at some New Jersey towns and concludes that there is, in 

fact, a pos1tive economic impact. It's not a large positive 

impact, but it's positive, and that's based on New Jersey 

towns. 

In .addition to that, the Office of Legislative 

Services has concluded that the economic impact on plastic 

37 



recycling is negligible short-term and slightly positive 

long-term. The figures that have been cited to you today are 

on programs that are not in New Jersey. I don't know the 

details of those programs and I can't really comment on those 

figures. But we have provided previously, to you, information 

that indicates that in actual New Jersey towns, the economic 

impact is slightly positive. 

I'll be happy to answer any questions that anybody has. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. 

Are there questions for Mr. Connelly from members of 

the Committee? Mr. Shinn? 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Existing facilities that are 

involved in recycling-- Can you give us an update on-- I know 

of Waste Management and du Pont and Union Carbide. Can you 

give us an update on where they are in their programs? 

MR. CONNELLY: Well, yeah. Diane's going to testffy .. 

She's from Union Carbide, and she's much better prepared to do 

that than I. So if I could defer to her, I would appreciate it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: You're here to tell us that there 

are active markets for plastic beverage containers. 

MR. CONNELLY: Absolutely. There are 325 

municipalities recycling it now. All of the material is moving 

to a market. The point that was made about taking all 

plastics, mixing them together, grinding them ·up, and trying to 

sell them, is a valid one. The market for that kind of stuff 

is not good, but that's not what the towns in New Jersey do. 

They collect whole bottles. They go to a material recovery 

facility, they're sorted out, baled up, and sold. So, in that 

case, the market for PET, which is used in soft drink bottles, 

high density polyethylene used in milk bottles, and high 

density colored polyethylene used in detergent bottles, is 

good. Going beyond that, the markets are more problematic, but 

for those materials and the materials that would be covered by 

the legislation under consideration today, the markets are good. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Can you characterize for us the 

pricing history commingled and PET and HDPE? Is where 

they've been and where they are now, relative to the value for 

the municipalities, and what do you see in the future from 

where you sit? 

MR. CONNELLY: Yeah. The pricing dynamics for high 

density polyethylene are different than they are for PET. A· 

lot of the PET is-- Some of it goes into soft drink bottles; a 

lot of it goes into polyester fiber which is used primarily for 

carpeting. Consequently, the value of the recycled material, 

in the case of PET, is more closely related to the polyester 

fiber market than it is to the virgin PET material market. In 

the case of high density polyethylene, the value is related to 

virgin material. Now, in looking at PET, the polyester market, 

right now, is down, and it's down because home building is 

down, and the economy is down, 

buying less carpet. Still, PET, 

in general, and people are 

in baled form, is sold for 

five cents to twelve cents, depending upon the quality level of 

the material, the level of contamination in the bale, and so 

forth. That price is lower than it was a year ago, on average. 

However, as the economy improves and people build more 

homes and buy homes and redecorate them and things likes that, 

the demand f.or carpeting goes up and so the price of that 

material will increase. I then see polyethylene prices are· 

moving up right now because the price of virgin high density 

polyethylene is moving up. So there's certainly some 

fluctuation in the prices. In the last three-and-a-half years 

that we've been working with municipalities in New Jersey, we 

have seen no time at which any of those prices were negative, 

and at the moment they're trending in an upward direction. 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: The commingled market? 

MR. CONNELLY: The commingled market ·is a different 

market because that is one where somebody has to sort the 

material out after they buy it, and the price is less because 
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you've got to pay somebody to do that. And, typically, that 

kind of material sells for about five cents a pound. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. Mr. Connelly, in 

your testimony, you indicated that 24% of the plastic beverage 

containers which are collected in 50% of the municipalities 

across the State are recovered. 

MR. CONNELLY: No. That may be what I said, but 50% 

of the containers collected where there are-- We collect 50% 

of the containers in towns where there are programs-- Fifty 

percent of the towns are collecting, so the statewide rate, 

including the towns that don't collect, is 24%. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Twenty-four percent, but it 

could easily increase to 50%, in your view, if all the towns 

collected. Yeah. 

MR. CONNELLY: Well, if-- Yeah, if you could 

extrapolate that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Well then, the follow-up to that 

really is, what is the-- In the absence of a mandatory law in 

our State, what is the industry doing, or what can we 

anticipate tbe industry will do, to encourage those other 

recalcitrant towns around the State . of New Jersey to 

participate, and in the absence of our activity, what is the 

industry doing to solve that problem? 

MR. CONNELLY: Well, we're doing the same thing we've 

been doing for the last three years, so--

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: How well are you succeeding? 

MR. CONNELLY: Well, when we started, there was, in 

1987-- At the end of '87, there were three towns recycling 

plastics, and today there are 325. And we do that by providing 

a range of capital and technical and public education of 

systems to counties and municipalities to assist them in 

incorporating plastic in their programs. We're doing that now, 

and we intend to continue doing that. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: So you're submitting testimony 

that the industry is involved, is committing capital funding to 

these projects, and is, on a regular basis, encouraging 

communities to collect certain plastic containers. 

MR. CONNELLY: That's correct, and we int~nd to 

continue doing that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Okay. Thank you very much. I 

appreciate your testimony. 

We have Pat Franklin, Director, 

Institute. Good morning, and members of 

believe you're familiar with Mr. Franks, 

Mr. Duch had to step out for a moment. 

Container Recycling 

the Committee-- I 

Mr. Shinn, myself. 

P A· T R I C I A F R A N K L I N: Good morning, Chairman 

McEnroe, and members of the Committee. My name is Pat 

Franklin. I'm Executive Director of the Container Recycling 

Institute, a nonprofit research and public educafion 

organization located in Washington, D.C. We study container 

and recycling options and we have done considerable research on 

the issue of compatibility of deposit systems and curbside 

recycling efforts. 

I've set myself four bases. Actually, I initially 

said I wanted to cover three bases this morning; I've just 

added another one after some of the c~mments from some of the 

people who testified before me. And I think what I'd like to 

do is just address four comments that were made just a few 

minutes ago, rather quickly, if I could. 

The question was asked of the gentleman that just 

spoke-- I think the question was asked what the prices were 

for plastics. And I would like to address the issue of PET, 

because I had a conversation with Mr. Dennis Sabourin, who's 

Vice President of Wellman, Inc., whose office is located here 

in New Jersey -- in Shrewsbury, I believe -- asking him that 

very question. And according to Mr. Sabourin, the going price 

for PET, the soft drink plastic containers in curbside 
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programs, is currently six cents a pound, or about $120 a ton. 
However, that rate is going down within the next couple of 
weeks to five cents a pound or $100 a ton. He indicated to me 
that there is a different price, however, for the PET bottles 
that are coming from deposit states, and that is eight cents a 
pound, or $160 a ton. The reason for that is because the 
containers that they get through the deposit system are clean, 
contaminant-free containers and that is of enough value to them 
to give it a higher price. 

I would also like to reiterate what the gentleman 
before me 3aid in terms of the markets for PET plastics being 
strong. They're exceedingly strong, and the problem is the 
supply -- not that there isn't enough PET out there, but that 
there are not adequate collection programs to get the product 
to the market. And, in fact, a couple of-- I think it was two 
years ago, Wellman indicated in a letter to a u.s. Congressman 
that 98% of the PET bottles were coming from deposit states. I 
believe as curbside recycling has picked up, that percentage 
has dropped somewhat, probably down to about 95%, but still the 
vast majority of these containers are coming through a deposit 
system. 

I would like to speak quickly to the County Executive 
-- from Metzer? 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Mercer. 
MS. FRANKLIN: Mercer -- who said that he wanted to 

see less government, and I couldn't agree more. One of the 
things a deposit system does is take those materials outside of 
the government, so that government is not responsible for 
recycling those materials, but instead, those who manufacture, 
distribute, and buy the product are responsible. 

I'd like to-- Someone mentioned a tax -- that the 

deposit system is a tax. I wish my other taxes were 
refundable. The tax or deposit that you pay on a returnable 
bottle is a tax that's refundable to you if you choose to take 
the container back. 
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And finally, someone mentioned that New Jersey is 

doing a good job, and I couldn't agree more with that 

statement. Obviously a statewide recycling rate in excess of 

40% has got to be about the best in the nation. And I was 

actually at the first annual EPA award ceremony when Mayor 

Sharpe James of Newark received the award for that City's 

recycling effort. 

That's the base four. I still have three bases to 

cover, so bear with me. 

I think it's worthwhile for a minute to look at the 

reasons why beverage containers are targeted for waste 

reduction and recycling. And for the purposes of this 

testimony, beverage containers are beer an:d soft drink 

containers, although there are deposit systems that include 

wine, liquor, and, in fact, juice containers. 

I would also like to make a public announcement- to 

Coca Cola. It was totally inadvertent that I picked up two 

Pepsi containers, and it was hardly fair -- and I think the 

people that testified earlier al·so had Pepsi -- but Coke, we 

love you, too. 

These containers are singled out over other cans and 

bottles because there's some significant differences between 

beer and soda containers and mayonnaise jars, shampoo bottles, 

and tuna fish cans. First of all, beer and soda containers 

hold a nonessential, nonfood product. They are almost 

·exclusively single-serve containers. I buy this container; I 

take it home; I slurp it down, and bang, it's in the trash can, 

like that. A tuna fish can at least serves more than one 

person, unless you're a very hungry person. Beer and soft 

drink contafners are worth far more than the product you buy. 

There's an interesting gentleman named Allen Hershkowitz, who I 

refer to as the guru of solid waste -- he's with the National 

Resources. Defense Council who has a rather technical 

terminology for it. I think it's "high packaged product 
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ratio." It's one of the things that NRDC is trying to change. 

But when you buy the beer or the soft drink that you consume, 

you are paying a lot more for the container than for what 

you're actually drinking. Beer and soft drink containers, as 

was pointed out earlier, can be packaged and refillable bottles 

that can be used many times. 

And finally, there are an estimated seven million beer 

and soda containers -- that's 2% of the total that are 

littered each year in the Garden State. They're a source of 

visual pollution, a safety hazard, and they're costly to New 

Jersey citizens. Putting a deposit on these containers has 

proven to be an effective litter reduction measure, and an 

energy and resource conservation measu~e, as well. But because 

deposits also ensure a high return and recycling rate, they are 

currently being reevaluated as a waste management tool, and I 

think that's really why we're here today. It's certainly why 

I'm here. 

The debate over the effectiveness of deposits as a 

waste reduction measure centers around the question of 

compatibility of BCDL, or deposits, with other recycling 

options such as curbside recycling programs, and I really hope 

that what I have to say wi 11 shed at least a 1 i ttle 1 ight on 

this controversial, complex, and somewhat confusing issue. 

I think if I don't even get to the rest of it, I think· 

what I really am intent on doing, or trying to do, is to dispel 

the great revenue myth. This is the myth: When glass, PET 

plastic, and aluminum beverage containers are removed from 

curbside recycling programs, the revenue used to offset the 

costs of the program are reduced and the programs economic 

viability is destroyed. This myth is perpetuated by the 

beverage and packaging industries, and many individuals in the 

field of solid waste management believe it, too. The fact is 

that both glass and PET plastic costs far more to remove 

through a curbside recycling program than the revenue that is 

generated from these containers. 
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Let's talk about glass. Glass is not a net revenue 

producer. Now, it is true that you get some money for glass, 

and it can range from $20 to, I think, $40 a ton, depending on 

where you are in the country and depending on how clean your 

glass is. But the price of glass is far less than the revenue 

that is generated. In Rhode Island-- Rhode Island has almost 

an entire state under a curbside recycling program. It's a 

very impressive program: 660,000 in their curbside program. 

It's big. 

Okay, the cost of collection alone, for glass -- I'm 

not even talking processing costs-­

is three times what the revenue 

The cost to collect glass 

is that comes into the 

program. An Associated Press story, last week, reported that 

half of all the glass collected in a curbside program in Miami, 

Florida, is being landfilled. I might tell you that the same 

is true in the State of Rhode Island. They're collecting 

14,000 tons of glass at the cost of about $82 a ton, which is 

two to three times what it costs to collect it for disposal. 

Over 1000 tons of the 14, ooo collected in Rhode Island are 

going in the landfill, depending on who you talk to. Some say, 

"Well, it's being sprinkled on top of the landfill as cover." 

I mean, the bottom line is, it ain't getting recycled -- half 

of it. What this means is the taxpayers in Rhode Island are 

paying twice. They're paying to have the glass picked up 

through an expensive curbside program, and they're paying again 

to have it landfilled. 

With a deposit system, most of the glass that is 

generated by a community is removed from the waste stream, at 

no cost to government, through a deposit. 

PET- plastic is not a net revenue generator. At a 

plastics industry conference in May, Jane Witheridge, an 

Executive Vice President -- excuse. me, an executive; I think I 

just elevated her with Waste Management, Inc. stated, 

"Plastics account for a 35 (sic) decrease in -efficiency in 
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curbside recycling programs, and collection costs for this 

material range from $100 to $500 a ton." And the reason is 

because -- again I'm using verbiage that hopefully isn't too 

much for you -- but it has a high volume-to-weight ratio. In 

other words, it doesn't take very many of these guys, 

especially the big ones, to fill up a truck, and you're not 

realizing efficiency when you put so many of these in a 

container. 

The cost for collecting plastics is high. And I might 

tell you that Seattle, Washington, which is the showcase of 

recycling in the nation -- you've all heard about how wonderful 

their program is -- they don't collect HDPE. They were not 

going to collect PET, but the people of the solid waste 

management -- I can't even think of the name of it -- utility 

said, "We're not collecting PET. It's going to cost too much 

money." The plastics industry came to them and said, "All 

right, we will subsidize it." So, in Seattle, they're getting 

twice as much per ton for PET -- I think it's something like 

$240 a ton -- than any other program in the country. But it's 

being subsidized out there. 

And that is, really, in reaction to Chairman McEnroe 

about, I think to Mr. Sudol; about you know, discouraging 

plastics. And it is a concern. I think the issue here is that 

if you can remove the majority of these through a deposit 

system, at least you have less to deal with through a curbside 

program. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: New Jersey-- I 'm sure you' re 

well aware of the fact that we transport our waste to other 

states for disposal which creates an additional transportation 

cost for containers such as that that are in our waste stream 

presently. 

MS. FRANKLIN: Exactly. What happens to these 

particular containers under a deposit system is that you have 

-- and this is a fairly conservative estimate, and it ranges-­

I mean, I hesitate even using statistics, although I do all the 
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time, knowing that there are three kinds of lies: lies, damned 
lies, and statistics. You're all aware of that. But in 
deposit states, about 85% of all these materials are just 
removed from the waste stream -- bam, like that. Additional 
materials can be removed through-- You know, what's left can 
also be removed through a curbside program. And if I ever get 
to that-- which I doubt-- I'll show you. 

Quickly, I would 1 ike to say that aluminum is a net 
revenue producer. Aluminum is definitely a net revenue 
producer. It has a high weight-to-volume ratio and it has high 
scrap value. But if you' 11 look on a little chart that says 
"The Great Revenue Myth" at the top -- the c)lart at the bottom 
-- there are five curbside programs down here. These were part 
of a study that was done by Gerschman, Brickner, and Bratton. 
They're a fairly well-known consulting firm in Virginia who did 
a study for the Aluminum Association, which found -- and I 
thought it was quite curious-- I mean, I actually could hardly 
believe it myself, but what you've got down here is the percent 
of aluminum beverage containers that could be captured -- in 
other words, that are available -- that are actually ending up 
in a curbside program. 

Anne Arundel County, Maryland; Dakota, Minnesota; and 
Rhode Island, do not have a deposit system, as you know. They 
are getting somewhere between 25% of the aluminum available 
which is what they're getting in Rhode Island -- to a high of 
about 60% in Dakota, Minnesota. But if you wi 11 look at Des 
Moine, Iowa, and Islip, New York, both are cities that are in 
states with deposit systems. They, too, are getting a 
significant portion of the aluminum in their curbside program. 

Now~ the bad news is there are some people that aren't 
taking the containers back. But the good news is they're 
putting them in their curbside program. You have two chances 

to_get the material. 
I hope that helps to dispel the revenue--
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ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Are, then, the deposits paying 

for the curbside collection costs in Iowa and New York? 

MS. FRANKLIN: None of these states-- Neither of 

these two states have a system where the unclaimed deposits 

help fund the curbside program. There actually is only one 

state that has a program like that, and that's California, 

which is 

program. 

a kind of different deposit system, 

But the scrap value, yes, is 

I mean, I guess the point is, you 

I guess. 

helping fund the 

do get revenue from 

all of these materials in a curbside :I?rogram, but the revenue 

you get from these materials doesn't come close to covering 

what it costs to collect them. I'm not saying don't do it, 

because I think we have to do it. We have to do it. You don't 

have a choice in New Jersey, frankly. 

One more quick thing: I'm going to skip over a whole 

chart that I hope you and your staff will look at on pages 2 

and 3, but I guess what· I would like to say is that in the 

study that the National Soft Drink Association did -- which was 

a study that wanted to, or tried to show that beverage 

container deposits are not compatible with a curbside program 

-- they found that using their statistics, and I would love to 

sit down with any member of your staff-- I'll pay to come back 

up here to sit down with a member of your staff and a member of 

the National Soft Drink Association, or the firm GBB, who did 

the study, and go over the figures with them, because I doubt 

them to the highest degree. I have no choice but to use them, 

and if I use them, I find that a combined program of deposits 

and curbside recycling would cost the taxpayers of Anne Arundel 

County about $1.65 a household more than it would if they just 

had the curbside program. In Islip, it would be about-­

Actually I think these are reversed. I think it's $1.65 in 

Islip and $1.29 in Anne Arundel. At any rate, when you 

consider that the average household in New Jersey and in every 

other state in this country ";pends about $700 a year on beer 

48 



and soft drinks, an extra $1.29 or $1.65 is a small price to 

pay for cleaner streets, cleaner parks, and cleaner beaches; 

fewer lacerations from broken glass, fewer tire punctures, and 

two options for recycling beverage containers. 

I guess the very bottom line in this National Soft 

Drink Association study is this, and it's on the last page of 

my testimony: If you look at what is being recycled in Islip, 

New York, a state with a deposit system which has a curbs ide 

program -- in Islip -- and Anne Arundel County, where there is 

a curbside program and no bottle bill, no deposit system-- The 

program in Islip is recycling 10% more than the program in Anne 

Arundel County. According to the figures, I mean it is the one 

undeniable truth in this National Soft Drink Association's 

study. It's on page I-1 of the study, and I have a copy of 

it. They're removing 10% more from the waste stream and they 

have a combined system. 

If you count mixed paper which is being recycled in 

their curbside program in Islip, but not in Anne Arundel, Islip 

is actually recycling 20% more than Anne Arundel. And I think 

the name of the game in New Jersey is not how can we recycle at 

a lower cost, but I think the name of the game in New Jersey 

is, let's get that stuff out of our landfills and get on with 

whatever else we have to do. 

So I think that when disposal recycling costs of 

beverage containers are internalized through a deposit system, 

the burden for collection and processing is shifted from local 

government to the manufacturers, distributors, retailers, and 

consumers. And we sometimes call this, "The polluter pays," 

principle. 

Chairman McEnroe, members of the Committee, it is not 

a question of which recycling mechanism is best for New Jersey 

-- deposits or curbside recycling. An integrated program of 

beverage container deposits and curb$ide recycling is a 

cost-effective means of minimizing waste reduction 
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minimizing waste, and minimizing -- excuse me, maximizing waste 
reduction and minimizing costs. A dual system is working in 10 
states and it can work in New Jersey. 

I thank you very much for the time this morning. 
ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much, Ms. 

Franklin. Any questions from members of the Committee? 
(negative response) Thank you again for your testimony. 

Can we hear from Mr. James Morford, New Jersey State 
Chamber of Commerce? Mr. Morford? 

We have quite a few individuals representing 
organizations around our State that have an interest in this 
discussion, so I would ask everyone, where possible, to 
capsulize your testimony, ·if you would. Thank you. 

Good morning. 
JAMES C. M 0 R F 0 R D: Mr. Chairman, thank you. I'm 
Jame·s Morford, Vice President for Government Relations for the 
New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce, and I will be brief. 

In fact, I do not have a prepared statement. Frankly, 
the legislative landscape has already been excessively littered 
with bottle bill papers, so I will try to make just a few 
observations. 

New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce has -- for over 
20 years I think now, or at least approaching two decades -­
led the fight against container deposit legislation being 
forced on the good citizens of New Jersey. The bottle bill 
wasn't needed 20 years ago; it wasn't needed 10 years ago; it 
wasn't needed three years ago; and it's not needed today. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I understand the intent of your 
testimony. (laughter) 

MR. -MORFORD: Therefore-- It's as simple as that. 

You have heard from a number 
you'll hear from some more. I'm 
hear from some of our visitors 
about some of the charges Pnd 
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certain that you are going to listen as intently to those who 

are charged with the responsibility for manufacturing, 

distributing, and retailing these consumer products, as you 

have-- You have been gracious, Mr. Chairman, as you continue 

to listen to this ongoing battle. 

I will say that it's nice to be back at a bottle bill 

reunion. Maybe some day the proponents of a bottle bill will 

really get behind the recycling efforts and recycling progress 

we've made in New Jersey. 

I was really delighted to hear Assemblyman Albohn and 

Assemblyman Shinn this morning. Because of their dedication to 

that goal, we're going to make these programs work in New 

Jersey. 

We thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. Any questions for 

Mr. Morford? (no response) 

If not, we will now ask Diane Ziegler, representing 

Clean Ocean Action, to address our Committee. 

Good morning, Ms. Ziegler. 

D I AN E Z I EGLER: Hi. How are you? 

My name is Diane Ziegler. I-- These don't work, I 

don't think, do they? (referring to recording microphones) 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Yes, they are working. They are 

recording your comments for the consideration of the public and 

the Legislature. 

MS. ZIEGLER: Okay. I thought for back to here. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Not for back there, so would you 

speak clearly and distinctly, if you would? 

MS. ZIEGLER: Yes. My name is Diane Ziegler. I'm 

Presentation- Coordinator for Clean Ocean Action. At Clean 

Ocean Action I'm involved in coordinating and conducting 

educational presentations and programs to schools and community 

groups throughout New Jersey concerning all ocean pollution 

issues. In nearly every presentation I have conducted, someone 

suggests that New Jersey should have a bottle bill. 
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I also help coordinate several statewide beach 

cleanups, as well as participate in them. Clean Ocean Action 

has been organizing beach cleanups since 1985, which is one of 

the longest running activities that we have been involved in. 

Over the past years we see a decrease in the number of 

bottles and cans on the beach due to mandatory recycling laws, 

and the New York bottle bills. 

I brought data from three beach cleanups: fall 1990, 

spring 1991, and I just called the office for Saturday's 

International Beach Cleanup. In the fall of 1990, the metal 

beverage cans found on the beach, 1006; plastic beverage 

bottles, 773; glass beverage bottles, 724. You need to know 

that in the fall cleanup data, the statistics are much lower 

than the spring for several reasons. One, the fall cleanup is 

held two or three weeks after Labor Day, and beaches are 

cleaned daily in summer months. Secondly, school participation 

is lower than spring because of the lack of time teachers have 

to organize the event, as 

slips. Third, Operation 

cleaning up the beach-­

the fall beach cleanup. 

far as transportation and permission 

Clean Shore, with the criminals 

They clean the beach daily prior to 

The spring '91 statistics are: metal cans, 

plastic beverage bottles, 5632; glass beverage bottles, 

1661; 

3871. 

Saturday's beach cleanup -- this is from Sandy Hook and Belmar 

only-- This is one week's worth of trash, the reason being 

that Operation Clean Shore cleaned the beach one week prior to 

this, and Sandy Hook has been cleaning the beaches everyday all 

summer: plastic soda bottles, 557; glass bottles, 706; aluminum 

cans, 867. 

Just to note, the Tampon applicators were collected to 

strengthen the reauthorization of the Clean Water Act. This 

data is our evidence for our need of a bottle bill in New 

Jersey. 
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I would also like to leave this 1990 "Beach Cleanup 

Results Report," conducted by the Center for Marine 

Conservation. You will see how states that have adopted the 

bottle bill and have participated in beach cleanups report 

lower quantities of bottles and associated goods on their 

beaches than the national figures. 

Clean Ocean Action wants to see a bottle bill adopted 

in New Jersey. On Saturday, I participated in the Ocean County 

Environmental Conference, and the President of the New Jersey 

Federation Sportsmen's Club wanted me to tell you that they 

voted Friday to support the bottle bill. That's George 

Howard. He's the President. 

Thank you for this opportunity to testify. 

Any questions? 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you for your testimony. 

Just a thought: When you established statistics for -the 

cleanup of Sandy Hook,· Belmar, whatever-- That is strictly 

containers that are littering the beach? This is not from the 

containers that are placed there for the consideration of the 

guests at the beaches? 

MS. ZIEGLER: Right. This is all that--

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: This is outside the municipal 

cleanup operation? 

MS. ZIEGLER: Yes. There are some areas that we clean 

up where there are recyclable containers there. They are 

probably just not used. But a lot of this comes up from-- We 

do both the bay side and the ocean side-on Sandy Hook. Belmar 

is all ocean. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. 

Mr.-Franks? 

ASSEMBLYMAN FRANKS: Mr. Chairman, I'm wondering: 

With things like medical waste we have a pretty efficient 

tracking system in place to know the point of origin of those 

materials. With things 1 ike beverage containers, there is no 
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easily accessible way to know the point of origin. How do we 
know that these bottles and cans and the various materials that 
have been collected on the beaches in New Jersey don't, in 
fact, come from New York? 

MS. ZIEGLER: Well, it's hard to say. I mean, it's 
hard to say where it comes from. You' 11 notice on the -- I 
think it's on the second page of my data, we found five bottles 
-- I think it was five bottles -- from New York. 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: First page. 
MS. ZIEGLER: What is that? 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRANKS: Five, yes. 
MS. ZIEGLER: Five bottles. They were doing some kind 

of a test out of New York where they put a note in the bottle 
and they-- Mostly from New York, the Arthur Kill area, they 
put the bottle in-- You know, it makes sense that it is going 
to come down to New Jersey. 

We don't really know. A lot of the Arthur Kill's 
waste comes down into the bay area of Sandy Hook. In Belmar, I 
would imagine that it comes from either people leaving it, or 
from people throwing cans or plastic bottles down sewer lines. 

ASSEMBLYMAN FRANKS: Right. But if it does come from 
New York, that means that those particular bottles have escaped 
collection under the mandatory deposit legislation. 

MS. ZIEGLER: Yes, possibly. 
ASSEMBLYMAN FRANKS: By definition, I guess. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Mr. Franks. And 

thank you, Ms. Ziegler, for your testimony. 
Could we now hear from Ms. Barbara McConnell, 

representing-the New Jersey Food Council. Ms. McConnell? 
BARB A R A M c C 0 NNE L L: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Welcome this morning. 
MS. McCONNELL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of 

the Committee. I repref~nt the New Jersey Food Council, which 
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is a trade association that represents supermarkets and food 
manufacturing companies. Our position on bottle bills is 
well-known. We are strongly opposed to forced deposit 
legislation for several reasons. 

Proponents of bottle bills offer them up as some sort 
of simplistic, cost-efficient system -- as perhaps the most 
cost-efficient system -- for cleaning up litter, and perhaps 
solid waste. The experiences that retailers have had in other 
bottle bill states and across the country show otherwise. 

Bottle bills are a nightmare to retailers. They 
impose an enormous cost on retail operations, which are passed 
on to consumers. It results in lost sales of product. As a 
result, that results in lost jobs. And it has been our 
experience that bottle bills don't work effectively in cleaning 
up litter, or in a comprehensive recycling goal. 

As you have heard here today, nine states do h-ave 
bottle bills; the remainder do not. And yet in those states 
that do not have a bottle bill, most of them have considered it 
either by way of referendum or through the legislative process 
and they have been rejected, as was done in a Mercer County 
referendum where the public defeated the question, three to one. 

For retailers, bottle bills are labor intensive. It 
causes us to have to do building renovations, build storage, or 
to utilize existing space for storage and for separation. It's 
estimated that just for start-up costs for every single 
retailer in the State, if we had a bottle bill, it would cost 
us $50,000 per store, just for renovations, for building 
additional space, or losing sales space that we would have to 
devote to a collection system. 

That $50,000 times 3400 food-related retail stores in 
this State would give you a figure of $375 million, the first 
year, start-up costs on a bottle bill. Additionally, in bottle 
bi 11 states where we have had experience, studies have been 
conducted to determine what it actually costs a retailer in 
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handling charges to handle each individual container as it is 

brought back, separated, and goes through the process. Studies 

have shown in New York that the handling costs range from 1. 2 

cents to 3.6 cents, depending on the geographic location, and 

also the magnitude of returns in that particular location. 

So, taking just an average of 2.6 cents per container 

handling charge that is going to be a cost in a bottle bill 

system right up front, the consumer gets nothing back. Nobody 

gets anything back; it's a cost. We estimate that the handling 

fee alone would cost $150 million in our State. 

These costs are passed on to the consumer. There is 

no free lunch in a bottle bill. The retailer does not eat 

this. The distribution system 

passed on to the consumer. So, 

does not absorb this. It's 

first year, you are talking 

about passing approximately $375 million in start-up costs, in 

addition to $150 million in handling costs, onto the consumer 

in increased prices. 

Mr. Sudol testified that perhaps it would be a new 

method of taxing, if the State could take unclaimed deposits. 

You also heard additional testimony that if you have -- as he 

said -- $115 million to $400 million in unclaimed deposits, 

then you have a failure of a system in a bottle bill. And 

additionally, Massachusetts and Michigan ruled that it was 

illegal for the state to take unclaimed deposits. 

The State of California was also referenced here 

because they have a different kind of bottle bill. What they 

do there is not a deposit, but rather a rebate to the consumer 

as an incentive to bring back bottles and cans. The retailers 

there were forced to set up the collection centers and rebates 

given back. -

Here is an article: California's bottle bill, $66 

million shortfall. That shows you some of the financial 

success of that system. 

56 



ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Excuse me, Ms. McConnell. In 

California, these redemption centers, are they a part of the-­

Are they located at where the retailer would do business, or 

are they separate? 

MS. McCONNELL: They are separate. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Are they identified strictly as 

a redemption center? 

MS. McCONNELL: They are separate. The retailer was 

made responsible for setting up those redemption centers. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: They are responsible for the 

construction and the operation of that facility? 

MS. McCONNELL: Right, right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. 

MS. McCONNELL: And the sta~e gives the rebate back to 

them. 

Proponents will argue that a bottle bill is the most 

effective means for litter cleanup in this State, although 

experience and studies have shown that this is not the case. 

In New York, three years after the bottle bill, there was a 

study done that showed that the results of the bottle bill with 

regard to its impact on litter were statistically 

insignificant. Other states show that the litter decrease has 

been minimal Michigan, 4.5% 

Mr. Chairman, some of you may know that since 1986·, 

when New Jersey passed the Clean Communi ties Act, which was 

offered as an alternative to a bottle bill for that specific 

argument, that the Clean Communities Act would serve as a more 

comprehensive program for litter cleanup and it would generate 

funds to go back to municipalities to enable them to conduct a 

more comprehensive litter cleanup program for the State. That 

law has been in effect since 1986. There were start-up 

problems in getting the money collected and getting the money 

back to the municipalities. 
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Since 1986 I've served as Chairman of the Advisory 

Committee of the Clean Communities Program, and on that 

Advisory Committee are representatives from various 

municipalities, county organizations, as well as environmental 

groups, and business and industry. So the Clean Communi ties 

Program is something that I am very familiar with. 

There is a lot of myth about what is going on with 

regard to litter, and what shows up in litter surveys. Perhaps 

you know that DEP had conducted by the Department of Geography 

at Rutgers University, a litter survey in the State of New 

Jersey in 1989. What that survey showed was that by i tern 

count, cigarette butts represented over half of what we find in 

the litter stream. By aerial count, it showed that paper 

just thrown away paper of all types -- represented 29% of our 

1 i tter stream. Plastic packaging -- not beverage containers, 

but plastic packaging of some sort -- 35%, and that beverage 

containers only represented less than 5% of New Jersey's litter 

stream, by aerial count. 

In our opinion, the Clean Communities Program has been 

successful. The latest report and executive summary, which 

I' 11 be happy to share with the Committee as a part of the 

record, shows that in 1987, the first year-- The law went into 

effect in 1986; in 1987 the disbursements were made. The 

following year there was $8 million disbursed. The subsequent 

year, $8 million, and $9 million was collected, but money has 

been carried over from year to year, so 1991, approximately $11 

million was disbursed, back to municipalities. 

As you know, that program sunsets in December of this 

year. The program came before this Committee and the Assembly 

again for reconsideration, and all of these points were brought 

to your attention -- both the success of the program and what 

we consider to be some areas that need to be fine-tuned with 

regard to the program. But overall we believe the program has 

been successful as a comprehensive method of addressing litter 
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in our State. Over 445 municipalities today receive funds from 

that program, and as Mr. Sudol pointed out, the City of Newark 

perhaps receives the largest grant for litter cleanup. 

Perhaps you also know that if a bottle bill were ever 

enacted in this State, that there is language in the Clean 

Communities Program that would automatically repeal that 

program, and those moneys would no longer be available to those 

communities. 

Mr. Chairman, to be brief -- and I do have prepared 

testimony that is more in-depth that I thought you might want 

for the record--

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: We'd like that very much. Thank 

you. 

MS. McCONNELL: --which I will submit for the record 

with details and statistics regarding our particular 

industry, the New Jersey Food Council and the food industry 

does not oppose a bottle bill simply because we would be the 

industry that would then become the collection centers or the 

redemption centers. That cost then would be passed on to us 

and then to the consumers. But more importantly than that, our 

industry has taken the position for the last 10 years, that the 

State needed a more comprehensive approach to solid waste, and 

to those solutions, and we have been instrumental in helping 

the State to achieve some of those goals. 

We believe that New Jersey's recycling program is a 

good one. We believe that we can continue to be successful, 

and we do not believe that a bottle bill and curbside recycling 

is compatible or cost efficient. If you are going to take 

valuable materials out of a curbside recycling program, and 

impose the ~ost on the consumer that would be imposed as a 

result of a bottle bill, it looks to me 1 ike you are giving 

them a double whammy, in terms of cost to the consumer and for 

solid waste collection in this State. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Any questions from members of 

the Committee for Ms. McConnell? (no response) We appreciate 

your coming before us. If you will leave that permanent 

testimony--

MS. McCONNELL: I will. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: --for us. 

MS. McCONNELL: Shall I leave this, too? 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: If you would. And we' 11 have 

that available for the members of the Committee. Thank you 

very much. 

WE CAN. 

GUY 

moment. 

aides) 

May we now hear from Mr. Guy Polhemus, representing, 

P 0 L HEM US: How are you? I'd like to-­

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Good morning, sir. 

MR. POLHEMUS: How are you, gentlemen? I come from-­

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: We are just digressing for a 

Just a moment. (Assemblyman McEnroe confers with 

Good morning. We're still in the morning part of our 

testimony. It's nice to see you here, and thank you for coming. 

MR. POLHEMUS: Nice to be here. 

I address a somewhat different part from most of the 

people who are fighting the bill. I'm from a state, New York 

State, that already has a bottle bill law, and the organization 

that I set up is one of the benefits that a bottle bill law can 

bring to a state. 

My name is Guy Polhemus and I am the Executive 

Director and Founder of WE CAN, a nonprofit organization which 

operates New York City's only two redemption centers. WE CAN 

exists because of the Returnable Container Act -- which is 

basically the bottle bill law -- which was enacted in 1983. I 

started WE CAN in 1987 in response to a growing number of poor 

and homeless people who were turning to this container 

col~ection to survive. 
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WE CAN opened its first redemption center in October, 

1987, and in the last four years has paid out over $4 million 

in nickel deposits to the poor and homeless, and processed over 

70 million containers representing 10,000 tons of solid waste 

which was diverted from the landfill. We employ 52 individuals 

full-time, and that includes 35 formerly homeless people. We 

pick up donated containers from over 2600 corporations, 

schools, and residences that donate their empties to WE CAN. 

The Returnable Container Act has been a very positive 

one for New York State and the City. The Rockefeller 

Commission conducted a study of the Returnable Container Act in 

1984, one year after its implementation. The Commission 

concluded that the positive impact of the bottle bill, that it 

had just on reducing street and roadway litter, ensured that it 

would never be rescinded. Furthermore, Jon Naar, author of 

"Design for a Livable Planet," estimated that New York St-at~ 

saved between $50 million to $100 million in energy costs, $50 

million in cleanup costs, and $19 million in solid waste 

disposal costs in the first two years of the bill's existence. 

New York's Returnable Container Act has not been 

without its problems, but they are problems other states have 

avoided and that states considering bottle bill laws can 

avoid. One is that the state designates a central deposit bank 

for all collected deposits. For example: WE CAN pays out an 

average of $15,000 a day to individuals who come to our 

redemption centers. In the beginning, bottlers and 

distributors refused to pick up those empties from WE CAN. It 

was because there wasn't a central deposit bank which really is 

sort of a disincentive for people to pay back that nickel. But 

a central deposit bank is one way for a state to do that. 

Another way is making escheatment mandatory of any unclaimed 

deposits, that can then be used by the state. 

I testified in February, 1990, at the Moreland Act 

Commission hearings, which were set up by Governor Cuomo to 
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look at the problems with the Returnable Container Act and make 

recommendations on improving it. Among the many 

recommendations that the Commission made were to increase the 

handling fee from 1.5 cents to 2 cents and create a fund -- as 

I mentioned before -- to avoid the type of problems that are 

inherent if you don't have the money going some•.o~here, and not 

just sitting in the bottlers' pockets. 

I see firsthand, as city services in New York City are 

cut, how the bottle bill law makes more and more sense. The 

deposit keeps a constant incentive to recycle present, 

regardless of the fluctuating prices of glass or plastic or 

whatever. 

Another recommendation of the Moreland Act Commission 

was to expand the Act to include juice and wine bottles. The 

Natural Resource Defense Council has stated that the Returnable 

Container Act, or the bottle bill in New York, is -the 

cornerstone of New York's Solid Waste Management Program. As 

recycling budgets are slashed or eliminated, it becomes more 

and more evident that the cries from bottlers to not enact 

bottle bill laws are baseless and self-serving. 

Bottle bill laws have proven to be a positive thing, 

and they are standing the test of time. As the capacity of 

landfills decreases -- which you see in this State greatly -­

bottle bills show that the payoff can be great for the 

environment and the creation of jobs. 

I was born right here in Trenton. This is a diverse 

and beautiful State. It's an honor to be here, and I hope that 

you adopt a bottle bill law. It's the right thing to do. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. I think you have a 

great story to tell. 

MR. POLHEMUS: Well, thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: It's very nice. We appreciate 

that. It's a story that touches on a lot of aspects other than 

what's before the Committee today. 
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I just have a question for you. On the-- In other 

words, without deposit legislation, you would have no project. 

You'd be--

MR. POLHEMUS: Yeah. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: It would be of no interest. 

Yet, you limit your activity to two particular areas of New 

York, or do your two redemption centers serve the entire 

Manhattan area? 

MR. POLHEMUS: No. Our activity is in upper 

Manhattan, and in midtown. We have on the drawing boards to 

open four more, and that will be happening. It's just that it 

takes time. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Very ambitious. Any questions 

for Mr. Polhemus? 

appreciate that. 

(no response) Thank you very much. We 

Can we now hear Mr. Jim Sinclair, representing the New 

Jersey Business and Industry Association? 

Mr. Sinclair, you're a familiar face. We've heard 

your testimony on various issues. Good morning. 

JAMES sINcLAIR: I'll have a very brief statement 

that I will make this morning because it's been a long 

morning. 

We oppose the bottle bill -- deposit legislation -­

and we have in the past, seven years ago, or the last time that 

we did this. I think that this is really a great opportunity 

to take a look at the real economics of what the proponents are 

saying, and the opponents. I'd be happy to come back and give 

you-- I don't know if you are going to keep the record open 

here. I don't know if you said that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: We intend to, at the conclusion, 

because-:_ 

MR. SINCLAIR: Great. I'm going to come back to you 

with the best economic figures that we have on this. But--
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ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: We'd like to 

comprehensive an analysis as possible. -We've had 

good testimony today and I think it will all be a 

review. 

wished 

We will allow, because there are 

to be here, but have not been 

other 

able 

have as 

some very 

part of our 

people who 

to be in 

attendance-- We want to allow the opportunity for those people 

to present testimony, also. 

MR.· SINCLAIR: Our basic concern about deposit 

legislation is: One, starting at the top, we have, in the 

business community, made a commitment to support recycling in 

this State. I think that we have been <jood helpers in that 

process. 

We support Recycle New Jersey, that encourages 

businesses to use recycled products. We have supported our 

solid waste policy in this State, even though it's changed. As 

it's changed, we have supported it. We have especially 

supported the recycling process, and in addition, the other 

component, the Clean Communities Act, which was to take care of 

highway litter. 

As a person who was involved in the original or 

last debate on the bill, I can tell you that it's my 

perception that our highways in our State are a lot cleaner 

·then they were before. I mean, noticeably cleaner. I heard 

the gentleman from Newark talk about the problems they have in 

Newark, but I think that Newark is a lot cleaner than it was 
before, thanks, in part, to that particular program. 

It's more than just spending money to clean up litter; 

it's a total education program. And I think that perhaps 

that's what we need to work on, also. 

We -have traditionally opposed deposit legislation 

because of the impact on jobs in the State and the impact on 

the glass industry. And it has been a declining industry, 

probably in part because of increased deposit legislation 

around the country. I mean, that's been part of it -- the 

process. 
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We have been strong supporters of plastic 

mandatory plastic recycling. I heard this morning 

the economic value, or the cost of doing plastic 

the municipal level. I think that that's probably 

ought to look at. That ought to be clear. We 

recycling 

questions 

recycling 

something 

ought to 

clear on what the bottom dollar numbers are in the equation. 

of 

at 

we 

be 

But the cost to the consumer in deposit legislation is 

far beyond what the cost is in having curbside recycling. 

Clearly, curbside recycling makes sense from an energy and a 

transport system-- Curbside recycling is a convenience for the 

consumer. It means they are not going to have to lug the 

bottles back to the convenience store that doesn't want to 

handle them; that has to do the storage. I mean, you've heard 

all the drills this morning on the disruption there. 

I think if we are going to look at this at a 

bottom-line basis, then we need to look at the total system.- I 

think that it's clear out there -- and the Mercer County vote 

is one indication of that -- that consumers don't want to do 

this. They probably join with the producers, the distributors, 

and the retailers in that regard. There is a special driving 

interest to do it, and I think it should be refuted not on a 

feeling kind of thing, but on a dollars and cents. I look 

forward to your analysis, and I look forward to contributing. 

It seems in retrospect that the groups that are here 

today to tell us about how they -- you know, their concern 

about the taxpayers paying money, are the same groups that were 

back last year costing us $3 billion more in the Clean Water 

Enforcement Act for local taxpayers. So it seems to me to be 

incongruous on that -- that we'd be doing that. 

That's all my testimony. We do oppose this, and 

strongly oppose it. The Business and Industry Environmental 

Committee met and went over the bills on Friday to reestablish 

that. We looked at it, and we see no reason to support this 

and have no support. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: 

questions for Mr. Sinclair? 

Thank you very much. Any 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Just a comment: From the Clean 

Communities Act standpoint, Burlington County has a program 

that involves Occupational Training people, to train the 

handicapped. They pick up litter ahead of the County mowing 

schedule; you know, when you get 20 pieces of paper, and the 

mower goes through it and turns it into 10,000. That's sort of 

the worst kind of litter. But that program has been very 

successful. 

ahead of 

difference 

Those moneys are used to keep 

the mowing schedule, and that's 

in our County roads in the County. 

a policing team 

made a major 

It really makes 

a lot of sense, and it's an ongoing program. It's been in 

existence for a couple of years now. It's been very, very 

effective, and has been supported by all the parties. 

MR. SINCLAIR: You know, my perception is that in -the 

rural and suburban areas we see a lot less 1 i tter. We see a 

lot fewer bottles discarded as beverage containers. 

In urban areas, my experience-- I loved the Safe and 

Clean Streets Program when Governor Cahill came out with it. 

That was a very good program that was designed to put walking 

patrolmen on the street, and then the "clean" component of it 

was street sweepers and special cleanup things in the urban 

area. It was a targeted urban thing for safe and clean streets. 

What has happened over the years, as the funding has 

gone to the municipalities, it has shifted more towards the 

"safe" portion as salaries have gone up, and the "clean" 

portion shrunk away. I think that is a wonderful program for 

taking on urban problems of special targeted things, and you 

ought to looK to reestablishing that in the Urban Aid cities. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. These are difficult 

times, moneywise. 

MR. SINCLAIR: I understand, but it was a good program 

I think. 

66 



ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: We appreciate that. 

Can we hear now from Reverend Robert Moore? As we 

move into the afternoon, good afternoon, Reverend. 

R E V E R E N D R 0 B E R T M 0 0 R E: Well, good 

afternoon. I am cognizant of your request to try to be as 

concise as possible. Thank you for the opportunity to speak 

with you, and I am speaking this morning in my capacity as the 

Pastor of East Brunswick Congregational Church. 

Mayor Sharpe James already covered the first two 

points that I was going to refer to, which is basi~ally that we 

have done beverage container deposits for a good many years in 

the past. As a youngster I had the incentive, just as he did, 

to go around and collect those. And I thought that was a good 

use of some economic incentives to get young people to help 

clean up the environment. And, of course, we got a few ice 

cream cones out of that money, too. 

Also, the point about it being factual, in place in 

New England and in a number of other places-- It's being done 

quite successfully as far as I can tell. 

So, I' 11 just go to my final point, which is a moral 

responsibility as human beings, and in particular my 

perspective as a person of faith. In the biblical book of 

Genesis, we are told that God put man in the b~autiful Garden 

of Eden to "cultivate and take care of it." One of the most 

basic responsibilities our Creator gives us is to be caretakers 

of His beautiful creation. Unfortunately, we human beings have 

messed up pretty badly in carrying out that responsibility. We 

have polluted and littered this beautiful creation with solid 

waste, including much that is nonbiodegradable. Over the past 

several decades, especially, we have adopted a throwaway 

culture. But the ·earth is not a throwaway, and the psalmist 

reminds us that it is not even ours to discard or pollute: 

"The earth is the Lord's, and the fullness thereof." 
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There are many rationalizations that are given to 

justify this behavior: convenience, maximizing profits, less 

clutter at home and in stores. If any or all of these are 

allowed to override our responsibility to be good caretakers of 

the earth, then in my mind they are a form of idolatry. For if 

anything is allowed to distract us from God's call and God's 

will, then it is a competing god. 

But even if one is not a person of faith, it seems to 

me that the moral imperative to minimize solid waste and 

maximize reuse and recycling is clear. For it is we, our 

neighbors, and our children who will suffer pollution and a 

littered landscape if we don't reverse our solid waste 

policies. Out of simple human responsibility, to ourselves and 

all future generations, we have an obligation to properly care 

for the earth. It is only by fulfilling that obligation that 

we can enjoy the beauty and the fruits which the Creator 

intends for us. 

Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Reverend, very much. 

We appreciate your testimony and the admonition you provide to 

all of us to be careful of the earth. It is fragile, and we 

appreciate that --we understand that. · 

Any questions from members of the Committee? (no 

response) Thank you, Reverend, very much, for coming before us. 

We have Diane Mensinger, representing Union Carbide. 

I would think you could provide perspective on the industry's 

position, if you waul~. We love visuals. 

D I AN E C. ME N S I N G E R: Oh, great. Sometimes I 

feel like a bag lady. 

Gooa afternoon. I am Diane Mensinger, and I am 

Procurement Manager of Union Carbide's ·Chemical and Plastics 

Recycling Plant in Piscataway, New Jersey. I appreciate the 

opportunity to comment. 
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Do you know what four-and-a-half million pounds of 

baled plastic looks like? Let me help you visualize it. That 

equates to two acres, 10-feet high, and that's the amount of 

materials and plastics that we will be recycling and not 

landfilling with all of the communities which are coming to us 

each month. 

Let me repeat that: That Is two acres, 10-feet high, 

every month. 

What I· would like to do is take a little bit of an 

opportunity to bring you up-to-date on our new recycling 

manufacturing plant, and to reiterate the kinds of plastics 

that we are taking and removing from the solid waste stream in 

New Jersey. 

Our plant is being implemented in stages over the 

course of this year. That gives us an opportunity to debug one 

section while we Ire implementing the next section. So far fhis 

year we have installed and are operating our sorting line, 

which is a 90-foot conveying system that utilizes up to 40 

people. For this we are using handicapped workers from both 

Somerset and Middlesex Counties, as well as nonhandicapped 

workers. This has been operating since May of this year. 

We have our grinders up and operating. These are four 

250-horsepower units, which grind polyethylene bottles and film 

and PET into half-inch flakes. These have been operating since 

August. 

Right now we are going through prestart-u) safety 

reviews for our washing and drying equipment. The blending and 

compounding equipment is also installed and is ready to operate. 

Finally, our pelletizers will be installed and 

operating in-December of this year. 

As you might suspect, we have invested heavily in both 

capital equipment as well as in the procurement side of our 

business. 
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We have designed our manufacturing plant to: 1) take 

the largest percentage of plastics that are available in a 

typical household and that is PET and HDPE; and 2) to 

utilize plastics that are generated from curbside programs. 

For example, we are accepting not only PET soda bottles, but 

also other PET bottles such as detergent bottles, vegetable oil 

bottles, water bottles, liquor and food bottles salad 

·dressing and pet food, those kinds of bottles. This makes up 

approximately 30% of the PET materials that are not targeted 

for recycling in these bills. 

By the way, this is an area that has been growing over 

the last three years. It now makes up about 30% of the PET 

volume. This can be readily attributed to consumer pressure to 

have products packaged in packages that are readily 

recyclable. 

All of the recycling programs that generate material 

for Union Carbide are curbside collection programs. We do not 

take material from bottle bill operations, since we built our 

system to handle the curbside recycling programs which include 

more material and are slightly dirtier. 

Finally, I wanted to mention that we have also worked 

very hard to assist municipalities and counties in implementing 

plastics recycling in their communities. This year, in fact, 

we will be purchasing about 18 million pounds of plastics, and 

about 11 million of those pounds are going to come from New 

Jersey. 

As a reflection of our commitment, let me point out 

that of those 11 million pounds that are going to be collected 

out of New Jersey, 9 

that Union 

million 

Carbide 

pounds are being generated by 

helped start in the last programs 

year-and-a-half. There is a lot of recycling that is going on, 

and a lot that is being implemented right now. 

That concludes my statement; short and sweet. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. 

Your operation would continue whether there would be a 

deposit law or not? 

MS. MENSINGER: Yes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: But you are functioning quite 

well, and have sufficient product under existing recycling 

agreements in New Jersey? 

MS. MENSINGER: We have gotten a tremendous--

Actually, I have been very surprised at the amount of curbside 

municipal programs that have started this year. We've just 

been inundated with the amount of recyclable plastics that have 

come in. I didn't expect it to start until about this time of 

the year. It actually started for us in, probably, February. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: How much of that percentage 

would be the beverage container in the plastic waste stream 

that finds its way to Union Carbide? 

MS. MENSINGER: It's about 39%. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Beverage containers? 

MS. MENSINGER: When we do our sorting, PET amounts to 

39% of what we get. It's consistent, over and over again. It 

can come from Atlantic County; it can come from Morris County; 

it can come from north Bergen County. It's consistent, the 

numbers. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: 

appreciate your testimony. 

Thank you very much. 

A question from Mr. Shinn? 

We 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: I have a couple of questions: 

What's 696028? 

MS. MENSINGER: That is the blend number of where the 

material came from. What these are-- These are dirty milk 

bottles. They get ground. Once they go through the washing 

system, they get to be cleaned up and that's what they look 

like. Then we blow bottles out of them. 
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This is a bottle made out of virgin resin; this is a 

bottle made out of our curbside blend. (displays bottles} So, 

it's slightly dirtier. It's a little off color, but it still 

works. 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: The end prod,uct you sell-- Can 

you describe the rest of this for me? 

MS. MENSINGER: Sure. If we recycle all of the soap 

detergent and cleaning agent bottles together, we make little 

chips out of them. First they go through the grinder and they 

get ground up into little chips like this. From here they go 

through the washing process, the drying process, and then they 

get made into bottles -- they get made into pellets. All of 

the colors together come out to be kind of a khaki color. And 

this is the color bottle that is made up. 

The problem with this color bottle is that when you 

put this kind of a bottle into the middle of a soap 

detergent/cleaning agent bottle, it shows up, particularly in 

this area, around the edges. So, you don't want-- If you had 

a white bottle, if you had a light yellow bottle, if you had an 

orange bottle, this dark color is going to show through. 

So, to get around that what we have done is, we've 

gone to color sorting. So, this is all the red, orange, and 

yellows -- which are these -- which make these color pellets, 

which make this color bottle. So this is going back into a 

Tide bottle. The blues, the blue-blacks, and greens, are going 

back into things like Downy Fabric Softener, or Final Touch 

bottles. The yellows can go back into the lighter yellow­

bottles. And these can, obviously, go back into any color -­

the milk bottle materials. 

ASSEMBLYMAN SHINN: Good. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. I appreciate that 

very much. 

May we now hear testimony from Mr. James Sidie, New 

Jersey Soft Drink Association? Mr. Sidie, we will be ready for 

72 



your testimony in half a minute. 

afternoon. 

(pause) Mr. Sidie, good 

J A M E S S I D I E: Thank you, Harry, for the opportunity 

to come here and perhaps dispel some of the myths about 

returnable, refillable bottles and litter. 

My name is James Sidie, and I am the Executive 

Director of the New Jersey Soft Drink Association. 

Originally, bottle bills were designed to clean up 

litter. In pursuing this objective, proponents were not 

concerned with solid waste. In fact, only a few short years 

ago they backed the bill of then Assemblyman Paterniti that 

prohibited the use of refillable bottles. 

Now we are told that a bottle bill will cut down on 

litter, conserve energy, improve the environment, and solve the 

solid waste problem. 

Let us examine the issue of litter. When the first 

bottle bill was passed in Oregon, we were told it cleaned up 

litter, but it didn't. An independent study by the 

state-appointed consultant showed that total litter there had 

declined by only 10.6%. Today, crews of young people, even 

now, pick up in excess of 50 tons of litter a week. 

When a bottle bill was passed in Michigan, we were 

told that 85% to 90% of litter disappeared. That was not so, 

either. When the legislature in that state authorized a litter 

survey, they found that total litter had actually increased. 

When New York State put a bottle bill to work, we were 

told that now New York City would shine. Not so. Within one 

year, Mayor Koch asked for $60 million in additional funds to 

clean up litter. 

How often have you heard that Vermont is such a clean 

state. because they have a bottle bill? It's true, it is a 

clean state, but not because of a bottle bill. They, too, have 

cleanup crews. And in adjacent New Hampshire, you will find a 
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state just as neat and clean, and they do not have a bottle 

bill. 

Let's look at New Jersey and 1 i tter. Examine the 

study by Rutgers University for the New Jersey Department of 

Environmental Protection. Thirty-seven sites around the State 

were thoroughly studied. The results showed beverage 

containers by count were 1. 1% of the total count, and 2. 2% of 

the littered area. 

This survey goes on to state: "Based on the 

compositional analysis, beverage container legislation would 

have little effect on the quantity and aerial coverage of 

litter." I brought a copy of that survey with me for your use. 

How about the environment? The number one objective 

of a bottle bill is the returnable, reusable bottle, the bottle 

that would supposedly be environmentally friendly. If, today, 

the beverage industry had in place the deposit system of- 40 

years ago, we would use in New Jersey annually: Over one 

billion gallons of water; hundreds of tons of caustic soda and 

other strong chemicals; millions of gallons of fuel oil to run 

the boilers, summer and winter, to heat the sterilizing 

solution; thousands of gallons of powerful insecticides to 

control the vermin that _came into the plant with the empty 

containers; and additional electricity to power the huge 

washing equipment, all of which would be washed down into the 

sewer. With the modern, well-designed, recyclable package, 

none of these is necessary. 

The foregoing would not be the only unfriendly act 

toward the environment. A return to a deposit system would 

place more trucks on the road. Under that old system, a driver 

was limited- to a load of 150 cases a day. More time was 

consumed in picking up and loading the empty cases on the truck 

than in delivering the product. That truckload held 182 

gallons of product and was contained in over 3000 pounds of 
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glass. By comparison, the same volume of product is contained 
in 40 pounds of recyclable PET containers. Today, one man on 
one truck delivers as much product as three or four men on as 
many trucks did under the old system. 

These figures are not hypothetical. They are very 
real. For 40 years from 1940 to 1980 I was Vice 
President and General Manager of a soda plant in Elizabeth, New 
Jersey, doing about 1% of the soda business in the State. I 
still remember ordering caustic soda by the carload, powerful 
insecticides in 60-gallon drums, and fuel oil by the tank 
wagon, 4000 gallons at a time. Before the lightweight, modern, 
recyclable container came into use, we operated over 24 
trucks. After the transition to one-use containers, we 
operated 12 trucks that handled about double the volume. 

Someone once suggested that since plastic uses 
petroleum, we use only glass containers because they are made 
only from sand. There is no free lunch here. Large quantities 
of petroleum or natural gas are required to melt that sand at a 
temperature of 2800 degrees. It is then fluid enough to be 
molded into a bottle, and then it is allowed to cool to 121 
degrees. At that point, it is reheated to anneal the bottle. 

Further, will a bottle bill help to solve the solid 
waste problem? Let's look at the record of solid waste 
disposal in some nearby bottle bill states: 

In Maine, with the most stringent bottle bill in the 
country, they recycle 16% of their waste; they incinerate 45% 
of their waste; and they land fill the other 38%. 

In Massachusetts, they also recycle 16%; incinerate 
47%; and land fill the balance of 37%. 

In -connecticut, we have no figures on the amount 
recycled, but we know they incinerate 59% of their waste. 

Compare that with New Jersey's record: 39% recycled 
-- I think it is now about 42%; 9% incinerated; and the balance 
land filled. It would appear that these deposit states are not 
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truly interested in comprehensive recycling, but are relying on 

bottle bills and incineration to handle their solid waste. In 

fact, there are only eight states that have more than 100 

municipalities with curbside programs. New Jersey leads them 

all, with 492. 

These forced deposit laws that are proposed are a 

relic of another era. They are piecemeal legislation that 

soothes public conscience, plays well in the press, and lulls 

us into believing that government is correcting the problem, 

when its actions are having just the opposite effect. 

Specifically, such laws remove the most valuable part of the 

recyclable stream -- beverage containers -- from that stream, 

thereby making additional funding necessary if comprehensive 

recycling programs are to succeed. While they represent less 

than 4% of solid waste, beverage containers provide as much as 

65% of the recyclable value. 

Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank 

appreciate your testimony. Would you 

available for us and the Committee? 

you, 

make 

Mr. Sidie. 

a copy of 

We 

that 

MR. SIDIE: I have the copies here. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: We appreciate it. Thank you 

very much. 

MR. SIDIE: And also the copy of the survey made by 

Rutgers for the Department of Environmental Protection. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: We appreciate that. 

Now, Mr. Kent -- Al Kent -- representing the Sierra 

Club? (no response) He is not present. Is there anyone here 

from the Sierra Club who wishes to testify? (no response) 

Marie Curtis, representing the New 

Environmental Lobby. Good afternoon. We are moving 

along. 

Jerse.y 

right 

M A R I E A. C U R T I S: Good morning. Good afternoon; 

good morning has flown by. 
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The New Jersey Environmental Lobby is here today in 

support of beverage container deposit legislation. We are, as 

most of you are aware, an organization of some 1200 other 

environmental groups and individuals throughout the State, who 

are all concerned with legislation· that is protective of our 

natural resources here in New Jersey. For almost a decade, we 

have been working toward a bottle bill deposit legislation 

-- to ensure recycling and reuse. 

The concept, as we all know, is simple: It is to 

encourage greater recycling of beverage containers than we 

currently experience under our own Mandatory Recycling Act. 

According to our own DEPE -- and these are figures released 

February 14, 1991 in 1989, New Jersey's recycling rate was 

39% for glass containers, 31.37% for aluminum, and less than 1% 

for plastic containers. Now, contrast this with state figures 

from the nine states which have enacted beverage deposit laws, 

and you will see that the rates there range from-- The lowest 

rate is 63% in New York for soda containers. Interestingly 

enough, they return over 90% of their beer bottles. I don't 

understand why, but-- In Iowa, there is a 95% return on 

aluminum, and there is an overall rate of 92% to 97% over the 

last decade in Oregon. 

Now, if other states can average, and they do -- the 

bottle states average 80% or better in container returns -- why 

should we expect less here in New Jersey? An 80% return here 

in this State would more than double the current level of 

recycling in these particular areas: Doubling the recycling 

rate for the containers would alleviate some of the pressures 

on our remaining landfills; would save in disposal costs 

avoided in tipping fees; and would serve to greatly diminish 

the amount of litter still found along roadsides, stream banks, 

and in our parks. 

We have had several previous efforts 

control, but they haven't been totally successful. 
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see the need for crews such as those recruited from our 

corrections population to scour the roadsides and pick up 

accumulated trash. If you have ever been part of a community 

cleanup operation -- I have and I think most of our membership 

has -- then you would know that most of the litter collected is 

old, discarded beverage containers. Again, we can avoid costs 

if we avoid, or lessen, the need for continued cleanups. In 

addition, we would beautify our communities as a side benefit 

along the way. 

The deposit is a double incentive. It flags the 

consumer with an added cost if that container is not returned; 

no cost if it is. In addition, however, it rewards those who 

seek to clean up their communi ties with a monetary bounty for 

doing so. In some places, college students have been known to 

clean up park and picnic areas for an added income boost 

between checks from home, and I am speaking here as a mother 

and the aunt of a medical student in New York State. He found 

this a very nice way to help himself. 

It is also interesting to note that in 1960, 95% of 

all soft drinks and 53% of all beers sold in this area were 

sold in refillable glass bottles. The bottles required a 

deposit. The "no deposit, no return" single-use disposable 

container did not come into preeminent usage until the end of 

that decade. Beverage container deposits are not a new idea, 

as we heard earlier today. 

We have also heard that raising the cost of a beverage 

via the deposit on its container will cause con,sumers to go 

out-of-state to purchase these items. That argument, in fact, 

was raised in the State of Maine prior to the passage of the 

legislation there. However, there has been no noticeable sales 

loss since the law was passed. In fact, the redemption rate in 

Maine is 95%, according to their Department of Environment. 

Even a 95% rate, however, allows a sum of deposit 

moneys to go uncollected. This uncollected deposit amount 

78 



could, and perhaps should, periodically be funneled into the 
county recycling programs to assist with waste reduction in 
other areas. 

This past summer we had an intern from Cook College 
working with us. I asked him to do some research into the 
other nine states which have beverage container legislation. 
Some of his information was compiled in a series of sraphs and 
charts, and I am going to submit that series of graphs and 
charts with this testimony at my conclusion. 

He found some very interesting bits of information. 
One was that in most of those states that have such 
legislation, the question was resolved at the polls through the 
use of public initiatives .. We have already heard from Mercer 
County that such an initiative here in New Jersey went down to 
defeat. I think that in my own organization we have a very 
heavy population from the Mercer County area, and I know there 
was great concern about implementing a bottle bill on a county, 
as opposed to the State level. So perhaps that vote in Mercer 
County .was not reflective of what the vote might be were it in 
the State as a whole. It would appear, at least in the other 
states, that the citizens viewed this as a commonsense approach 
to the problem. 

We have also heard that storage of used containers 
would result in an increase in vermin and unsanitary conditions 
in those establishments required to accept them. However, 
health officers in deposit states have denied those claims. We 
have some quotes from several. Charles Schade, Health Officer 
for the State of Oregon, stated: "I never observed any 
evidence of vermin around beverage containers. In my opinion, 
the vermin iSsue is a red herring being raised by the bottling 
industry." Likewise, Richard Wilberg, Principal Sanitarian for 
the City of Worcester, Massachusetts, stated: "There is no 
noticeable increase of vermin in retail or food establishments 
due to the bottle bill." So I think the experience in those 
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states which do have such legislation leads us in another 

direction. 

The experience of those states in which such laws 

exist shows us that it really isn't a measure to be feared. 

New businesses have sprung up, such as the drive-through soda 

and beer stores I don't know if you have ever seen one of 

those -- because of the deposits and the need to exchange empty 

containers for full. Jobs were created in those new 

endeavors. We heard from somebody in New York who has begun a 

new business because of this type of legislation. We have 

learned in our phone calls that in Iowa it was the farming 

community that pushed for a deposit law, because of the damage 

done to livestock from ingesting empty bottles. 

So, it would appear that bottle bills, far from 

creating problems, solve many that we already have here today. 

We firmly believe that beverage container deposits are in ~he 

best interests of this State. 

I would like to submit to you, along with copies of my 

comments and those graphs and charts, also a copy of our 

organization's 1989 "Position on Waste Disposal and 

Incineration Report," in which we again advocate the passage of 

a bottle bill. 

Thank you. Any questions? 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much for your 

very comprehensive testimony. We appreciate that. 

May we have Mr. Lloyd Curtis, representing the Pepsi 

Cola Bottling Company? Mr. Curtis, do you care to testify? 

L L 0 Y D C U R 'l' I S: Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the 

opportunity to speak. However, I feel that Jim Sidie spoke 

very eloquently and in great depth on the position of the soft 

drink people in New Jersey. As you know, all of the companies 

do operate here in New Jersey -- all the leading companies. I 
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think you probably would appreciate a little time being given, 

and I give you that time. 

I thank you for the opportunity. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, ··Mr. Curtis, for your 

testimony. 

Now we will have Jack Charlton, Monmouth County 

Friends of Clearwater. Mr. Ch~rlton? 

JACK C H A R L T 0 N: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I appreciate the opportunity to be here. I am a member of 

Monmouth County Friends of Clearwater, a local, all-volunteer 

nonprofit environmental group. 

Clearwater strongly supports a bottle bill for New 

Jersey, and we applaud your efforts to consider bringing it 

into being. Since mid-August, we have been collecting 

signatures on a petition for a bottle bill. To date we have 

collected about 400 of them. Even I was amazed that we nav~ 

encountered only three 

opposition to the concept. 

individuals who have expressed 

You have a copy of my testimony 

there. That says "two individuals," but we ran into another 

one yesterday, a gentleman who said ne was opposed to the 

bottle bill because he "didn't want the homeless rurrunaging 

through his garbage." I don't know, but presumably he would 

prefer that the homeless become so desperate that they might go 

rurrunaging through his house. 

I would like to raise three points this morning, and I 

will try to take as little of your time as possible. You 

mentioned that you love visuals. I don't think you are going 

to love these visuals. I have some snapshots we have taken 

around Monmouth County. They are, I think you will agree, 

rather horrible, and I have a very simple question: .What are 

we going to do about it? Can we expect New Jersey's 

billion-dollar tourist industry to continue to prosper if we 

permit these conditions to persist? Can we afford to wait. 

until we have reeducated the last of the litterbugs? Can we -
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afford to send the message that it is okay to litter because we 

are paying someone to clean it up? 

Obviously, we feel that a bottle bill must be a part 

of the solution. One simply does not see the conditions in 

these photos in the six states around us which have such 

legislation. New Jersey cannot afford to delay joining our 

neighbors in cleaning up. this most persistent type of litter. 

Secondly, I would like to introduce just a bit of 

information concerning the possible impact of a mandatory 

deposit law on New Jersey industry. The container industry, in 

particular the glass bottle manufacturers, have been outspoken 

in opposition, claiming various dire consequences, including 

substantial price increases and loss of industry jobs. I 

suggest to you, gentlemen, that after days of testimony, you 

are still not going to know exactly what the economic impact of 

a bottle bill would be, but I would think it might - be 

instructive to look at, at least a small free market example. 

Unfortunately, deposit bottles have become a rather 

rare commodity in New Jersey, but I did find a retailer up in 

Morris County which handles 11 different types of beer in each 

of three types_ of 12-ounce containers; that is, a returnable, 

reusable bottle, cans, and nondeposit bottles. If we average 

the 11 different types -- the cost per case for the 11 types of 

beer -- we get the following results: Deposit bottles, case 

average $11.15 -- and this is in my testimony, including the 
details; cans, $11.0a; nondeposit bottles, $12.44 the 

average of 11 different types. 

It should be noted that deposit bottles comprise a 

small fraction of total beer sales. Further cost reduction 

with increased volume could reasonably be expec~ed. From this 

admittedly very limited data base, it appears that in a free 

market situation, deposit bottles are cost competitive with 

cans, but nonreturnable bottles are not. This tends to confirm 

a conclusion that has probably been intuitively. obvious, that 
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the glass container industry is hemorrhaging basically because 

it is not cost competitive. It also suggests the possibility 

that a market shift toward reusable bottles might just benefit 

the glass industry by returning it to a competitive position, 

and hopefully a properly written bottle bill will have the 

effect of encouraging greater use of returnables or, 

refillables. 

I was recently over in Denmark, and throwaway soda and 

beer cans, or bottles, are virtually unseen over there, and 

that country is just infinitely cleaner than ours. 

The results also show that this particular retailer is 

able to handle deposit containers at a price that is 

competitive with throwaways. Hence it is hard to believe that 

a cost increase is a necessary by-product of a mandatory 

deposit. 

I believe my micro-example supports, and is supported 

by, the findings of the Rockefeller Report, which stated: "It 

is not correct to extrapolate from a publicly available price 

survey that beer prices have increased 18% post bottle bill. 

The 18% price increase in premium beer, as measured in the 

surveys, included some major delayed price adjustments by 

brewers. Also, the price surveys, being keyed to the premium 

beers, do not factor in smaller price increases at the 

important subpremium level in the recent strong price 

competition in that category. All evidence suggests that 

prices either stayed stable or declined post bottle bill. 

Finally, I would like to say a few words about the 

manufacturers' responsibility toward recycling. I am sure you 

are all familiar with the brick pack. It is a composite of 

three types of materials and, in spite of some industry hype, 

it is virtually nonrecyclable. You may be somewhat less 

familiar with a relatively recent development, which is the 

essentially monolithic plastic bottle which is actually a 

composite of different layers of different plastics. Some of 
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these consist of up to 12 layers of different materials, each 

tailored to provide properties such as: strength, low 

permeability, compatibility with the contained product, and 

external appearance. They are a marvel of engineering, but a 

recycling monster. 

I mentioned at the outset that only three people that 

we have encountered expressed opposition to the bottle bi 11. 

One was a woman who works for government in recycling·, who says 

we should expand our recycling program to take care of the 

problem. Gentlemen, I claim that no matter what government 

does to promote recyc 1 ing, the ingenuity of American industry 

will always cause, the problem to expand beyond the solution. 

If it is not the multilayered plastic or the brick pack, it 

will be something else. 

The only way to get this under control is to require 

the manufacturer to take the item back. Only then will the 

full life cycle cost -- production, distribution, and disposal 

-- be entered into the equation. The package manufacturer now 

has no economic incentive to concern himself with the cost of 

disposal. I agree with the gentleman from Mercer County. I 

also like the idea of less involvement of government in my 

life. I don't like my tax dollars spent to pull someone else's 

chestnuts from the fire. The problem is basically between the 

producer and the consumer. Let them solve it. Let us put the 

responsibility where it belongs, and put New Jersey with our 

neighbors in requiring a deposit on beverage containers. 

I thank you, gentlemen. Are there any questions? 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Mr. Char 1 ton. We 

appreciate your comments. Any questions from members of the 

Committee? (no response) Again, we appreciate your use of 

visuals, too. That seems to be a treat for the Committee. I 

appreciate that. 

Jean Clark? Jean is very active in recycling matters 

in our State, representing the New Jersey Rec~ cling Forum and 

the Essex County Solid Waste Advisory Council. Good afternoon. 
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J E A N C L A R K: Thank you for the opportunity to make a 

few comments on the several pieces of legislation you are 

considering today, and beverage container deposit legislation 

in general. 

Over the years, there have been too many arguments 

used by proponents. The first supports the use of container 

deposits as a litter reduction strategy. It is an emotional 

argument, because most of us find litter offensive and due to 

the laziness of others. Litter is particularly disturbing to 

our sensibilities when it occurs in parks and natural areas. 

This is the argument which spurred passage of the first 

beverage container deposit legislation in Oregon in :972, and 

which has been successful in other states since then. 

The second argument is that deposit legislation is 

also a good strategy to reduce the amount of solid waste. And 

until New Jersey passed its Recycling Act in 1981, it was the 

only statewide waste reduction strategy in use. Now the 

question for other states to answer is: Which strategy is the 

·most efficient and economical? For New Jersey, we must ask 

whether adding deposit legislation to our current 

comprehensive, mandatory system will hinder or help us to reach 

our 60% recycling goal, and at what cost? This is the question 

I wish to discuss with you today. 

Let's look at what we are doing now. The year 1990 

was the first full year of implementation of mandatory 

recycling 

expanded 

in New Jersey. During 1990, many communities 

their recycling programs to include curbside 

collection of glass and aluminum, while others added plastic 

and tin cans to existing curbside programs. Some preliminary, 

though unaudited, data from municipal tonnage grant 

applications is now available. I have used this data in an 

information sheet which is attached to this written testimony, 

but I would like to give you the highlights. 
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Parenthetically, there is no state which has worked 

more diligently than ours to come up with accurate and detailed 

data relating both to solid waste generation and disposal and 

recycling activity. While New Jersey data still may not be as 

complete as we would like, the data from other states is 

probably not comparable and considerably less reliable. 

Using preliminary, unaudited 1990 tonnage grant 

figures, plus the June update of the statewide Recycling 

Projections prepared by DEP and the Arthur D. Little Beverage 

Container Survey commissioned by the Office of Recycling in 

1989, we find that: 

1) All containers, i.e. 

aluminum,. including containers for 

New Jersey's total waste stream. 

glass, plastic, tin, and 

all uses, amount to 4. 9% of 

Of these, 48% are beverage 

containers, which is 2. 3% of the waste stream. "Beverage" is 

here defined to include all drinkable liquids, i.e. milk, soda, 

beer, wine, liquor, water, and juice, the same definition used 

in four of the bills we are discussing today. The fifth 

deposit bill -- A-90 -- sponsored by Assemblyman Albohn, limits 

deposits to soft drinks and beer and to glass and aluminum 

containers only. This is pretty much what happens in a lot of 

other states. It appears to be directed more to the litter 

problem than to solid waste. 

2) The 1990 recycling rate for glass and aluminum 

containers -- all glass and aluminum containers -- appears to 

be 65%. It is 20% for tin, and 5% for plastic. The combined 

rate for all materials -- all containers -- is 43%. While less 

than half the container material available for recycling is 

beverage containers, it is probable that a fairly high 

percentage of the container material going into recycling 

trucks is. My guess is 80% to 85%, although there is no data 

to confirm it. This is particularly true in the case of 

plastics, since the majority of programs which include plastics 

only collect soft drink and sometimes milk containers. The 
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recycling rates for all beverage containers would therefore be 

higher than the rates I just gave you -- much higher in the 

case of plastics. The amount of tin cans recycled is four 

times the total amount of tin or bimetal beverage cans that are 

even generated in New Jersey. 

3) If one assumes a 75% return rate under proposed 

deposit legislation, the yield would be only 36% of the total 

container stream. And in 1990, 46,000 tons less material would 

have been recycled than was recycled under our current 

program. I think a 75% beverage container return rate is 

extremely optimistic when you define "beverage" as broadly as 

these four bills do. The only deposit state to come close is 

Maine, which, however, joins all other deposit states in 

excluding milk. Incidentally, Maine's deposit law is under 

attack now because a new University of Maine study estimates 

collection costs to be 10 times greater than for a 

comprehensive recycling program such as New Jersey's. New York 

has a return rate of less than 75%, although only beer and soft 

drinks are covered. 

Would a combined system which adds container deposits 

to our comprehensive, mandatory one increase the amount 

recycled, while lowering costs as some have claimed? I don't 

think so. 

There seems to be a perception that container deposit 

system costs are qualitatively different from other costs. 

They are paid, after all, by the lazy, the uninformed, and the 

uncooperative who do not return their soda, milk, wine, and 

beer bottles, but prefer to strew them about the landscape 

instead; not by the conscientious, hardworking, responsible, 

all-around good citizen who is also a taxpayer. This can be 

enticing to elected officials because it avoids the dreaded "T" 

word. 

In New Jersey escape will not be so easy. The net 

cost of collection and processing of recyclables is in large 
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part a municipal responsibility. It is subsidized by the 

market value of the materials recycled. If this subsidy is 

reduced by removing a third of the container stream, but this 

third carries most of the market value, then the subsidy will 

have to be made up by the taxpayer. Many intermediate 

processors require a minimum percentage of aluminum cans in 

commingled loads. Don't forget the cost to the State to 

administer the program. Two of the bills -- A-2201 and A-3523 

-- would return unredeemed deposits to the State, but they also 

require monthly reports from every retailer accounting for 

these deposits and the number of containers handled. There is 

no estimate of the costs of this enormous administrative burden 

either to the State or to the retailer. It would certainly 

create a lot more paper to be recycled, however. 

New Jersey's recycling program is the best in the 

country. It will continue to grow. This year, it has been 

expanding from the residential sector to include more 

businesses, schools, and other institutions. Additional State 

efforts in market development are needed to absorb the greater 

quantity of materials being collected. Energies should be 

directed to the recycling of more types of materials. We have 

gotten as far as we have by not choosing the bottle bill 

approach, but by selecting a comprehensive program instead. 

A net gain in capturing recyclable materials by adding 

any bottle bill now is questionable. Containers returned for 

deposit will most likely be taken from municipal collections, 

but an increase in cost is inevitable and would be 

substantial. It is disingenuous to discount the cost to the 

public because the pocket it is paid from is not labeled with a 

"T" for taxes. To count the costs of this parallel collection 

system, start in the home with the added storage requirements 

to keep deposit containers separate from each other and from 

other recyclables. Add the cost to the retailer for storage, 

sorting, and accounting, and to the distributor for trucking 
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and processing, and to both State and local governments for 

inspections and administration. These are real costs and they 

are paid from the pocket marked "U," which stands for "Us." 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much. We 

appreciate your well-prepared testimony. Any questions from 

members of the Committee? (no response) Thank you, Jean, very 

much. 

We will now have Peter Furey, representing the New 

Jersey Farm Bureau. Mr. Furey? (no response) Oh, I'm sorry. 

We have Paul Bontempo -- pardon me -- of the Distilled Spirits 

Council of the United States. Mr. Bontempo, good afternoon. 

P AU L B o N T E M P 0: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. For the 

record, I am Paul Bontempo from Martin-,Bontempo, representing 

the Distilled Spirits Council of the United States. Mr. 

Chairman, Committee members: Thank you for providing this 

forum. Although it is quite out of character for me, I promise 

to be brief in the interest of time. 

The Distilled Spirits Council believes strongly, and 

we feel experience has shown, that the honorable goals intended 

to be reached by deposit bottle legislation are not attained 

and, in fact, that the legislation is ultimately 

counterproductive to the very goals it intends to reach. We 

would like to applaud Assemblyman Albohn for reassessing his 

position on deposit legislation, in light of the strong success 

of New Jersey's Mandatory Recycling Program. And, most 

importantly, we would like to applaud the New Jersey 

Legislature for enacting the most comprehensive and really the 

premier recycling program in the nation. 

Mr. Chairman, Committee members, let us not make the 

mistake of taking a however well-intended, but nonetheless step 

backwards. Let's continue to move forward and keep New Jersey 

out-front on this issue and set the pace for the rest of the 

country. 

Thank you. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Mr. Bontempo. Are 
there any questions for Mr. Bontempo? (no response) 

MR. BONTEMPO: I have prepared testimony for the 

record. 
ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: We have a copy of your prepared 

testimony, which we do appreciate. Thank you very much. 
We have, representing the New Jersey Glass Recycling 

Association, Mr. Mel Hintz. Good afternoon, Mr. Hintz. 

MEL H I N T Z: How are you, sir? 
Chairman McEnroe, distinguished members of 

Committee: 
opportunity 

Thank you for 
to appear before 

giving our 
the Committee 

Association 
today. In 

the 
the 
the 

intere'st of time, sir, I am going to eliminate -- or rather, 
skip over some of the information that is in this prepared 
text, because it has already been discussed very well by others. 

The New Jersey Glass Recycling Association is opposed 
to what is commonly called a "bottle bill." History has shown 
that forced deposit laws are a wasteful expenditure of time, 
money, and energy. That is why 41 states have rejected forced 
deposit bills over the past 20 years. No state has adopted 
deposit legislation since 1983. 

The legislative trends surrounding forced deposits in 
recent years have seen dozens of unsuccessful initiatives. 
Recently, a proposed forced deposits was defeated in Montana by 
four to one. This year, Congressman Paul Henry of Michigan is 
again sponsoring a Federal bottle bill, and although he has had 
two years to work on it, he now has fewer cosponsors than he 
had last year at this time when he offered the original bill. 

But let us look at New Jersey. Those New Jersey 
residents who have already had the opportunity to express their 

feelings about a bottle bill via the ballot box, have rejected 
it. Just three years ago, Mercer County residents defeated 

forced deposit initiatives by three to one. 
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With that, let us look at what is happening to glass 

recycling in New Jersey. According to the New Jersey Office of 

Recycling figures, in 1988, the first full year of mandatory 

recycling in this State, New Jersey residents recycled 33% of 

the glass containers in the solid waste stream. And I am 

talking about all glass containers, not just those that would 

be affected by a deposit bill. 

In 1989, our citizens raised this figure to 53%, and 

it appears that the figure for 1990 will climb to 65%. No 

bottle bill state can compare with that, including those that 

have been trying for years. It is inconceivable that one would 

want to interrupt a goose that is laying a golden egg. 

If the purpose of forced deposits is to reduce the 

volume of solid waste, it has proved inadequate. According to 

the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, beverage containers 

comprise only 3.5% of waste by weight, and only 2.5%- by 

volume. So the solid waste stream is minimally affected by 

deposit laws. 

Since New Jersey is already recycling two-thirds of 

that 3.5%, that brings it down to less than 1.2%, and as we 

zero in on the 90% recycling target for glass, we are talking 

about less than 1% of the glass containers that would be 

affected by forced deposits. 

State and local governments across the country, and 

indeed those from around the world, are looking at New Jersey's 

Recycling Program. It is interesting to note that no state 

that has a recycling program has elected to add a bottle bill, 

but there are states that have bottle bills that have seen the 

need to add recycling programs. Forced deposits also undermine 

recycling programs. The U.s. General Accounting Office study 

released last November concludes that a mandatory beverage 

container deposit law could hurt curbside recycling programs by 

reducing their overall operating revenues anywhere from 15% to 
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40%. It also states that curbside and deposit systems in 

combination are more costly than either one alone. 

In 1989, a study by Frankl in Associates, Ltd. noted 

that operating both a forced deposit law and a comprehensive 

recycling program in the same area can be significantly more 

expensive to taxpayers. Looking at two forced deposit states: 

In Vermont, the costs doubled, and in New York, the cost is 2.5 

times as much. One problem with the deposit law existing with 

a curbside recycling program is that the deposit law revenues 

remove a substantial portion of the recycling program 

revenues. Jean Clark and others have discussed this, so I 

won't go into that further. 

Is the argument that a bottle bill deposit will combat 

litter by cleaning up New Jersey cities, towns, and 

countrysides? If so, we must take a look at the comprehensive 

1989 New Jersey Litter Survey conducted by the Division- of 

Solid Waste Management's Clean Communities Program. It showed 

that as far as glass beverage containers are concerned, if they 

were all picked up and turned in for deposit, they would 

account for 0. 8% of the total litter out there. That is not 

0.8% of the solid wastes, but 0.8% of the litter. If that is 

the case, there would probably be more merit in imposing a 

deposit tax on candy bars, since their wrappers are among the 

paper products that make up 29% of New Jersey's litter. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, thank you very 

much for giving us the opportunity to appear before you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Mr. Hintz. We 

appreciate your comments on behelf of the Glass Recycling 

Association. Are there any questions? (no response) I don't 

believe there are. We have your testimony for the record. We 

appreciate your coming before our Committee. 

MR. HINTZ: Thank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: There are a few more people who 

wish to be heard. Eileen Kean, representing the New Jersey 

Licensed Beverage Association. Ms. Kean? 
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E I L E E N K E A N: Thank you, Mr. Chairman; thank you, 
members of the Committee, for allowing me this opportunity to 
speak today. 

My name is Eileen Kean, and I, too, will try to keep 
things as brief as possible. I am speaking today on behalf of 
the New Jersey Licensed Beverage Association, which represents 
8000 taverns, bars, cocktail lounges, restaurants, hotels, and 
bowling centers throughout New Jersey. 

The New Jersey Licensed Beverage Association has 
opposed, and continues to oppose, all legislation that provides 
for a statewide deposit and refund system for beverage 
containers. There is absolutely no reason to burden the 
public, retailers, and distributors with the enormous 
inconvenience and cost of a beverage container deposit law. 
Such a proposal is discriminatory in the sense that it 
penalizes the vast majority of our citizens who do not 
contribute to the litter scene. 

If forced deposit legislation were to go into effect 
in New Jersey, it is inevitable that the price of beer and soda 
would escalate. I think Chairman McEnroe referred to that 
earlier. The consumer would pay the cost of the deposit, plus 
the higher purchase price. The increased cost would be 
necessary to offset the doubling handling costs and labor and 
equipment costs experienced by the wholesalers and retailers. 
Such laws actually cost consumers millions of dollars every 
year in each state where they have been enacted. 

Furthermore, it will also hurt the State of New 
Jersey, because if a deposit law is passed and as I 
mentioned, beer prices will rise and soda prices will increase 
-- consumption will drop. It is inevitable. Ultimately, this 
is going to cost the State of New Jersey millions in lost sales 
tax revenues, which are derived from the sale of alcoholic 

beverages. 
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Litter can be stopped more efficiently through 

recycling. Our municipalities should continue to expand their 

recycling efforts. Furthermore, I would 1 ike to congratulate 

Assemblyman Albohn, because a bottle bill•, as he stipulated, 

will only partially attack the problem of the solid waste 

stream, and will still leave litter on our highways and in our 

public places. 

I can't help but bring up a story that Assemblyman 

Albohn reminded me of when he was referring to the type of 

waste that is on our beaches in New Jersey. I am a resident of 

Monmouth County, and I will never forget the day a few summers 

back when my daughters were playing on the beach. I thought 

they were coming up with shells while playing in the sand. 

Unfortunately, they filled their buckets with Tampon 

applicators, and those were the only things they had in their 

buckets. It is a scary reality, but that is what has happened 

to our beaches. 

From the standpoint of New Jersey's on-premise 

licensees, our fears concerning deposit laws are based on the 

certainties of the past, when returnables were the only 

containers. As a child I can recall going anywhere to find a 

bottle. These bottles were very dirty and obnoxious. Deposit 

laws would bring to the taverns a mess of unwashed, smelly, and 

partially filled containers, and I don't think that is what we 

want lingering in our restaurant and tavern establishments. We 

don't need dirty bottles around; in short, a perfect breeding 

ground for disease-laden rodents and insects. 

Furthermore, many establishments do not have the room 

to store these containers, as was mentioned earlier. The 

immediate problem would be one of sanitation. The immediate 

effect, because of the time and cost involved, would be a tax, 

a deposit tax on the public in the form of higher prices for 

both beer and soda. 
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I thank you for giving me this opportunity to speak on 

behalf of the New Jersey Licensed Beverage Association. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much, Ms . Kean. 

Does anyone on the Committee have questions for the person 

testifying? 

W I L L I A N J E R L A T: Mr. Chairman, I would just like 

to add one thing to that. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Yes, Mr. Jerlat? 

MS. KEAN: This is Bill Jerlat. He is with the New 

Jersey Licensed Beverage Association also. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Why don't you join us for a 

moment then and we will have your testimony for the transcript? 

MR. JERLAT: All right. I would just like to add one 

thing. I am Bill Jerlat, Political Action Director for the New 

Jersey Licensed Beverage Association. 

One of the programs we have been involved in as far as 

licensed beverage places -- that's hotels, motels, restaurants, 

bars, etc. is a recycling program whereby-- We have 

companies out there right at the present time that are 

recycling the glass. There are machines put into a bar -- on a 

licensed premises. The bottles are thrown down a chute; they 

are crushed; they are taken outside and put in the back. A 

company comes around and picks up all the glass. The 

municipality gets a fee for each ton of glass that is recycled 

that way. The program, right now, is working very well. It is 

running through different sections of the State, and hopefully, 

if this continues and is expanded, I think we are going to see 

one way of getting rid of a lot of this stuff that is being 

recycled. 

I tnank you. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. I appreciate both of 

you, and your testimony is important to us. Thank you. 

Is Audrey Winzinger, Association of New Jersey 

Recyclers, here? 
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AUDREY W I N Z I N G E R: Hello. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Good afternoon. 

MS. WINZINGER: Good afternoon. I am here today 

representing the membership of the Association of New Jersey 

Recyclers. Our Legislative Committee took a poll of our 

membership on all seven bills. There was strong opposition 

throughout our membership, which consists of both county and 

municipal recyclers recycling coordinators -- as well as 

recycling businesses throughout the State. The comments ranged 

from the fact that the bills would impede the outstanding 

progress we have made with our curbside collection programs, to 

the fact that we could possibly be inflicting some type of a 

waste flow regulation on recyclables, and that we are creating 

a nightmare for retailers, consumers, and the Office of 

Recycling alike. 

The members initially commented on Assembly Bill -No. 

281, commending it for putting the responsibility for the 

packaging on the manufacturer. However, the certification 

methods seemed as though they would be something that possibly 

is not able to be tackled by the DEP Office of Recycling at 

present. 

Also, there were complaints throughout our membership 

that the fund should be used as an incentive to the recycling 

of the materials, as opposed to the current proposition. 

Suggestions ranged from predominantly funding some type of 

source reduction to end product development. 

Lastly, our membership questioned the use of 

biodegradables. Basically, if it is biodegradable, couldn't it 

possibly be recycled, and who is going to decide about the 

percentage =- whether or not it is biodegradable and what 

methods are going co be used? 

Assembly Bill No. 1024 was not supported by anyone 

throughout our organization at all. As a matter of fact, there 

was unanimous op~osition. The feelings were, through the 

96 



Association of New Jersey Recyclers, that the Legislature 

should make the decision on the deposit bills solely based on 

merit. 

The bottle bills also were-- They were opposed by the 

majority of the membership. Basically, as an effective litter 

control, no one felt the percentages supported the fact that it 

was going to be that effective a litter control for that large 

a percentage of the litter. They overwhelmingly felt that the 

revenue source-- Although the revenue from the recycling of 

the bottles currently may not be the entire means of funding 

their curbside programs, it certainly is a cash cow for them 

and they are very, very reluctant to see that leave. 

So, for those reasons, we are certainly unanimously in 

support of opposing all of these bills. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Ms. Winzinger. There 

is one question I think has to be presented to you. -The 

membership of your organization-- Would you characterize your 

members as volunteers, or are you employees of recycling 

programs? 

MS. WINZINGER: I would say a variety. We have, 

certainly, a strong portion of our membership that does 

represent other recycling organizations glass recyclers, 

etc. We have private businesses, certainly which ours is, and 

then we do have a variety of both county and municipal 

recycling coordinators. So I think we have a pretty broad base. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: A fairly good cross section. 

Some of the peop 1 e the voting members -- would be just 

voluntary citizens interested in the 

should we have deposit legislation? 

MS. WINZINGER: I am not 

general question 

really sure. I 

of, 

think 

probably I would have to say the majority of our members, I 

believe, consists of paid coordinators. However, there 

certainly is a broad cross section. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENRO~: Thank you very much. We 

appreciate your testimony. 
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We have a few more people to hear testimony from. Mr. 

Peter J. McDonough, Sr., New Jersey Soft Drink Association, do 

you wish to testify? 

P E T E R J. M c D 0 N 0 U G H, SR.: Very briefly, Mr. 

Chairman. I am sure you will be pleased with that. 

I am Peter McDonough, representing the New Jersey Soft 

Drink Association. I am speaking to a release that appeared in 

The Courier-News, which is the newspaper in the Somerset, 

Middlesex, and Union Counties areas. They run a weekly poll 

putting out a pertinent question to the time. This week's 

was: Should Mr. Thomas be appointed to the Supreme Court? But 

back in August, they put out the question: Does New Jersey 

need deposits on its bottles? 

I read this, and was quite amazed by what I had read. 

I took it to a meeting last week, and asked all of those who 

were there -- these were all people who have something to· do 

with the soft drink industry or the returnable or recycling 

industries-- I asked them if they knew anybody who wrote any 

of these letters. They did not know anyone. I happened to 

know just one fellow. I went to school with him. I just want 

to get the idea across that this was not primed by us or by 

anybody else. It was run by The Courier-News. 

I called The Courier over the weekend and said-­

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Excuse me. Do you know the lady 

who wants to have a deposit on politicians? (laughter) 

MR. McDONOUGH: No, I don't know her, but I do want to 

meet her. She says, "If you don't keep your promises, you 

won't get your money back." 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I didn't want that for the 

record, but that's all right. It's in the record now. 

MR. McDONOUGH: I'm glad you read that, because I was 

going to read it. The one I had known here is Jerome Mendel, 

from Plainfield. In 1943 I went to high school with him. He 

took the West Point •xarn, and only MacArthur has outscored 

98 



him. Unfortunately, he couldn't pass the physical, so he did 

not go to West Point. 

However, I called The Courier-News yesterday -- day 

before yesterday -- to find out how they selected the letters 

they selected. Did they do it on a ratio of either fors or 

againsts? They told me, "Yes, that is the case." They will 

put in a proportionate number, and they put in those-- After 

they get the proportion out, they do the balance by the quality 

of the ·product. It turns out here that there are eight 

letters; seven against bottle legislation, and one slightly in 

favor. It amazes me how much this man knew, because he said, 

"Much of the recycling effort is not succeeding." He is not 

reading the same papers I am. 

I just want you to know that that is what this is all 

about. It hasn't been primed up by us or by anybody else. 

Apparently the public in our area is not favorable -- seven to 

one. 

Thank you very much. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: 

appreciate your comments. 

Thank you very much. We 

We have also, Sy Green, New Jersey Soft Drink 

Association. 

Association. 

SEYMOUR 

We have three gentlemen representing the same 

G R E E N: Good afternoon. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Good afternoon, Mr. Green. 

MR. GREEN: Mr. Chairman and members of the 

Committee: My name is Sy Green. I am employed by the Canada 

Dry Bottling Company of New York, and presently serve as 

President of the New Jersey Soft Drink Association, speaking 

for the thousands of New Jerseyans gainfully employed by our 

industry. 

My company maintains three distribution facilities in 

North Jersey for Canada Dry, 7-Up, and various other brands. 

Through a sister company, we also operate a Pepsi Cola bottling 
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and distribution franchise in Pennsauken and a contract canning 

plant in Paterson. 

One of our brands is Beverages by Hammer, a truly 

refillable, resealable bottle. Less than 1Q years ago, we sold 

approximately three million cases per year of this product. In 

1983, New York State passed forced deposit legislation. We 

thought that this package was in a position to skyrocket. The 

consumer, however, thought otherwise. Since it now was 

ma~datory to 

became too 

return beverage containers, 

cumbersome to handle. The 

this glass bottle 

consumer wanted the 

convenience of lightweight aluminum and plastic containers. 

The result is that sales of this product for 1991 will be less 

than 500, ooo cases; sales in New Jersey wi 11 be less than 

25,000 cases. 

In 1984, when Connecticut went to deposit legislation, 

one of the major chains approached us and asked us if we would 

be interested in selling this particular package in the State 

of Connecticut. Of course, we were interested in business, and 

we began selling the product in Connecticut. The bottle had a 

10-cent deposit; practically all other containers in 

Connecticut had a five-cent deposit. In less than eight 

months, we, as a company, had to pull out of the State of 

Connecticut because our glass loss was insurmountable. We 

could not afford to keep that package in business in the State 

of Connecticut. 

The City of Clifton had a major bottler, Brookdale 

Beverages, which produced the same type of refillable container 

as we did, and they also did approximately the same volume as 

we did. This company is no longer in existence. Again, 

consumer rejection of this package caused the demise. 

The proponents of beverage container deposit bills 

want us to believe that these containers are the chief 

contributor to our litter problems in New Jersey. In fact -­

and you have heard this before -- based on a recent litter 
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survey conducted by Rutgers University, beverage containers 

constitute less than 1.1% of the litter stream. The bulk of 

these packages are being voluntarily recycled. By forcing a 

deposit on these containers, we would be working in conflict 

with the Mandatory Recycling Act. We would be removing these 

valuable materials from what is probably the nation's premier 

recycling program. 

Our neighboring State of New York has deposit 

legislation. It has also passed mandatory recycling 

legislation, Forced deposits have not significantly impacted 

New York's waste stream. As a matter of fact, any day, if you 

would care to, there are a couple of stores in Elizabeth, on 

our side of the Goethals Bridge, in Bayonne, and on the other 

side of the Bayonne Bridge, where you will see that 90% of the 

cars parked out in front have New York license plates on them. 

They are coming into New Jersey to buy the beverages, and they 

are taking them back into New York, because they are saving a 

lot of money. 

In closing, I would like to point out that the Pepsi 

Cola Company is presently constructing a new facility in 

Piscataway. They will increase their work force considerably 

to operate this plant. Coca Cola recently built a new facility 

in Carlstadt. Our industry is investing in New Jersey because 

the business climate here is good. Let's continue to encourage 

this type of investment. Let's promote recycling. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Mr . Green. A 

question from Mr. Duch. Assemblyman Duch? 

ASSEMBLYMAN DUCH: Yes. You intrigue me, because I 

buy Hammer soda. 

MR.-GREEN: Right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DUCH: I buy it two blocks away from my 

house. I buy two cases at a time. 

MR. GREEN: At Whoopee Beverage. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN DUCH: You've got it, and I used to go to 

Brookdale Soda all the time. I will say this to you: Your 

problem is that the bottles are much bigger than this 

(demonstrates), and it is difficult to carry an entire case. 

That's the problem. The problem is not so much that it is a 

hassle to do. The problem is that it is hard to carry a full 

case of soda like that with bottles that are bigger than this. 

You have 24 to a case, I believe, and they are heavy. They're 

heavy. 

MR. GREEN: Twelve -- 12 to a case. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DUCH: You're right, 12 to a case, and 

they're heavy. If it was something like this (demonstrates), 

12 to a case, it would be a lot lighter. 

MR. GREEN: But in Connecticut when we experimented, 

it was sold by the individual bottle in the supermarkets, and 

again, not successfully. In New York, it sold both ways -­

individuals and by the case -- and it was still a rejected 

package. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DUCH: I am amazed, because--

MR. GREEN: As a matter of fact, the place where you 

are buying the package used to be a bottler. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DUCH: That's right. 

MR. GREEN: And he was forced out of the business, 

too, because the consumer did not want that package. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DUCH: Well, I will talk to you about why 

he was forced out of business later on, but-- I know a little 

bit more about the family and everything. But my question is: 

You honestly believe that the problem there-- I mean, these 

sell in other states -- bottles this big. Why can't they sell 

here? 

MR. GREEN: The consumer doesn't want it here. The 

consumer wants the convenience of the other type of package. 

ASSEMBLYMAN DUCH: All right. Thank you. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: 

thank you, Mr. Green. 

Thank you, Assemblyman, and 

We also have Nadine Antebi, representing the Morris 

County Office of Recycling. Is Nadine here? (no response) 

That is the last person who is on our list to. present 

testimony. Oh, I'm sorry, there is one other woman -- Joyce 

Goldsmith -- Office of Solid Waste Management in Burlington 

County. Joyce, would you please come forward? My personal 

apologies; I'm sorry. 

J 0 Y C E G 0 L D S M I T H: I knew I was going to be last. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Somehow we overlooked the 

opportunity of hearing from you. It is nice to see you. 

MS. GOLDSMITH: I am here representing the Burlington 

County Recycling Program, which is sponsored by the Burlington 

County Board of Chosen Freeholders. I, personally, have been 

the Recycling Coordinator for Evesham Township for five years, 

and the Clean Communities Coordinator since its inception. I 

just wanted to let you know that, because what I am about to 

read, which is representing the County, I agree with, with my 

experience in the municipality. 

The bills that are being discussed here today, I feel, 

are the efforts of the New Jersey Legislature to address 

certain problems; that is, trying to get a deposit on targeted 

materials, litter control, saving recycling costs, and source 

reduction. The Legislature is to be commended for its efforts, 

because these things need to be addressed. 

·On A-281, a fee on retail sales of containers may be a 

more reasonable method than dealing with the exorbitant costs 

of plastic container collection, because municipalities which 

collect plastic are losing money. At least in our town we are 

losing money. To put a fee on some of these materials does 

seem like a solution. However, if it goes back to consumers in 

the form of a Homestead Rebate, the incentive may not be there. 
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Perhaps the money should go to counties and municipalities 

which have to actually collect these materials. 

With respect to the conditions for exemptions from the 

fee, the term "biodegradable" must be more clearly defined. 

This term is used far too loosely in the industry. A product 

may be considered biodegradable over a 100-year period, and the 

natural place for it to degrade could possibly be a landfill. 

More incentive should be given for the use of containers that 

are reusable or recyclable. If the term is retained, the bill 

should incorporate a uniform standard or certification for 

determining that a product is biodegradable. 

On A-1024, there exists among the public a common 

misconception that deposit legislation will bring a return to 

the old days, when glass bottles were returned to the quiet 

corner market for refill and reuse. Back when most of us 

remember it, it was before the common supermarket, where most 

of us shop today. 

Prior to placing such an issue on the ballot, a major 

educational campaign must be undertaken to alert the public to 

the full implications of deposit legislation. Deposit 

legislation may result in the convenience of curbside 

collection being replaced by long waiting lines at supermarket 

redemption centers. I.n addition, the deposit legislation being 

considered does not require that the containers are actually 

recycled or reused. There are no guarantees built in. 

On the other bills: Deposit legislation benefits 

sqlely as a litter control mechanism, but does not solve the 

much greater solid waste disposal problem. Deposit legislation 

does not require that the containers be recycled, and will have 

a negative impact on current recycling programs in New Jersey. 

I would like to mention that back in 1987, when New 

Jersey mandated recycling, each county was to come up with a 

recycling plan. I believe all counties have, and they have 

invested millions of dollars in their plans. As I continue 
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with this, you will see that this may be counterproductive to 

moneys already spent. 

Revenues from glass and aluminum cans provide the 

major source of revenues in recycling programs. Aluminum, 

because it is small and lightweight, is the easiest container 

to return, so it will be the first to disappear from collection 

programs. Glass is heavy, so people may go away from glass, 

and things do taste better in glass. Glass beverage containers 

will then follow, even though these revenues cover 30% to 50% 

of program costs. The loss of these funds will jeopardize the 

ability of local governments to continue to operate collection 

programs. Local programs will still have to cover the same 

collection routes to pick up the nonbeverage container glass, 

tin cans, and plastic. Thus, program revenues will drop, and 

program costs will remain virtually unchanged. The taxpayer 

will be required to make up the loss of revenues, if the 

collection programs are to continue. 

So, in other words, you are still paying for your 

collection program locally countywide, as well as, you know, 

taking back your bottles if you choose to do that. 

In addition, counties have invested millions of tax 

dollars to construct processing systems for the separation of 

commingled recyclable materials. Deposit legislation will 

dramatically affect operating revenues, as well as production 

efficiency, since the facilities have been designed for a 

certain capacity, and processing costs go up as volumes go 

down. Again, the taxpayer will suffer. 

Many communities and towns deliver their commingled 

bottles and cans to a private processor, and are paid between 

$5 and $15 per ton. Most private operators require a certain 

percentage of aluminum in the load as a condition for 

acceptance, and are also likely to reduce the price paid if 

plastics are included. 
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Deposit legislation will remove from the collection 

program the materials that allow the private processor to pay 

municipalities for commingled loads. Rather, municipalities 

will be charged to deliver commingled loads to the processing 

facilities, and the charge will be passed on to the res·idents. 

The litter problem in the State is being adequately 

addressed by the Clean Communities Program, which derives its 

funding from taxes on litter-generating products, such as 

containers and packaging. Admittedly, the first few years of 

this program did not show great results, with more moneys being 

spent on vehicles than on actual litter pickup. However, with 

better program administration, the Clean Communities Program 

has proven to be a very effective means of managing litter. 

On the contrary, deposit legislation has not been 

found to be an effective means of controlling litter. Deposit 

legislation promoters often cite the effectiveness of bottle 

bills in the New England states. It must be noted that these 

states are far less populated than New Jersey, and still spend 

money to remove litter. Maine is considering repealing their 

bottle bill because its costs exceed $200 per ton. 

I would like to interject here, we have heard some 

comments on the Clean Communi ties Programs; some for them and 

some against them. It really depends on how you use the funds 

that you are given to deal with. In our town, we have an 

Adopted Roadway Program, as you see in some of the southern 

states. It has been extremely successful. What is happening 

is, we have 13 organizations that have adopted 17 miles of 

highway in our municipality. The county, through its OTC 

program, which Mr. Shinn mentioned earlier, is picking up from 

our county roads. What is happening is, the tax that is 

collected from litter-generating products-- We are, in turn, 

giving this money back to volunteer groups which are out there, 

you know, picking up this litter. 
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We have noticed that-- If I had had time, you know, 

to have prepared this, I would have, but each group, when they 

go out, must fill out a form for me that says how much is 

litter and how much is recyclable. By far -- at least two to 

one, and oftentimes three to· one -- there are more bags of 

paper, polystyrene, you know, that kind of litter, than there 

are bottles and cans. 

Another important point is that litter consists of 

more than beverage containers -- basically what I was saying. 

Based on one county's litter survey, roughly one-third is 

noncontainer glass; one-third is alcoholic containers; and 

one-third is nonalcoholic container glass. Given the extreme 

penalties in New Jersey for driving with an open container of 

alcohol in a car, it is doubtful that the person who drinks and 

drives will risk a $200 fine for a 10-cent deposit. 

The legislation being considered today proposes- to 

institute an extremely expensive and cumbersome deposit system 

to address only one-third of the 1 i tter on our roadways. We 

will still have to spend the same amount on litter removal and 

the same amount on recycling. However, recycling will cost us 

more, and the deposit system will also have a price. 

Efforts of the State, counties, and municipal 

government over the past 10 years have resulted in a rapidly 

growing recycling system and improvement of litter programs 

through Clean Communi ties. Deposit legislation is unnecessary 

and will significantly set back our recycling efforts. 

Moreover, the 60% recycling goal established by ·the Governor 

will certainly not be achievable by 1995, depending on how you 

call 60% recycling goals. 

As a final note, it does not appear that the 

legislation addresses drink boxes. The consumer wi 11 f aver a 

nondeposit container, so the legislation will drive consumers 

away from readily recyclable containers to ones that, despite 
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claims by the industry, will be difficult, if not impossible,. 

to recycle. Those drink boxes are what are littering the roads. 

My suggestion is that addressing these issues of 

trying for source reduction and putting the burden where it 

should be-- It is the· manufacturers and retailers which want 

to make money off of us, the consumers, who should be willing 

to bear most of the cost. Those of us consumers who insist on 

convenience should pay a fee accordingly, if we insist on the 

convenience, and let that money then go back to municipalities 

and counties to help with their recycling programs. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much, Ms. 

Goldsmith. We appreciate your testimony and your insight on 

the various questions before the Committee. 

I don't believe anyone else wishes to be heard, or to 

offer testimony this afternoon on this group of seven bills, 

all impacting on beverage container deposit legislation. So 

this, for the moment, concludes our hearing. 

I would invite the members of the Committee to provide 

comment for our staff relative to your response to today' s 

hearing. 

Assembly 

I want to prepare for our colleagues in the General 

a synopsis of today's hearing. Then, of course, the 

transcript will be availabl~ in a period of time of the exact 

testimony offered during today's hearing. 

This hearing really dissects a very important public 

policy issue. My position is really at this moment to listen 

to the testimony. I can say I registered disappointment with 

some testimony relative to the success of the Clean Communities 

Act. I don't think the Clean Communities Act has acted -- or 

has provided the kind of incentive that our communities need, 

nor the results that we had expected. This does remain an 

important part of the public agenda in New Jersey. We have 

states surrounding us where container deposit legislation is a 

reality. None of those have been repealed. So it remains a 

viable public question that responsible legislators must 
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address. I 

forthwith we 

legislators. 

think we wi 11 cent inue to do that, and I think 

will have information packets for our fellow 

I will ask our staff, and our membership 

certainly, to ascertain from our colleagues their position and 

their interest in this particular subject. 

With that, we will conclude our hearing. Anyone who 

wishes to offer additional testimony, please do it within the 

next five days. Provide it to Leonard Colner, our aide on this 

particular issue from our Cornrni ttee staff. Of course he is 

here in the-- What are we calling this? 

MR. COLNER: The Legislative Office Building. 

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: He is here in the Legislative 

Office Building, which is newly decorated and ready for action. 

We appreciate everyone's attendance. That concludes 

our hearing. Thank you. 

(HEARING CONCLUDED) 
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FACT SHEET 

Reaeone For MuntclpalltiM To Support A National Bottle Bill 

. . 

• According to a poll conducted by the U.S. General Accounting Office in 1990, the vast 
majority of Americans • over 70% • support a national deposit law. 

• Over 40 million people in 10 states. or 30% of the people in the United States. now live in 
deposit law states. 

• Only about 2 percent of New Jersey's plastic is recycled, despite the fact that it is acclaimed 
for its stateWide mandatory recycling law. Other bottle bill states. such as New York. are 
recycling over 60% of their plastic. Bottle bill states are aJso recycling SO percent of their 
glass, as opposed to 35 percent in New Jersey. 

• Overall. more than 95 percent of all plastic collected and recycled in the U.S. originates 
from the 10 states with bottle bills. 

• Deposit systems in combination with curbside programs can remove between 16 and 35% 
more from the waste stream than a curbside program alone. according to a 1989 study 
perfonned by FranJdill aad Associates. This reduction in the waste stream would carry a 
corresponding drop in muaicipal collection and dispol81 cost. 

• Curbside Proaramt are difllcult aad expensive iD our imler cities. For example. Newark 
spends over S18 rm1Hm per ,ear for solid waste colledioa. A bottle bill would reduce solid 
waste coJieaioa COlt by over 69(,. Hence. a bottle bill would save Newark • a city with a 
population of appralimately 300,000. over Sl million per year. A city with a population 
of one mil6an could expect to save about S3.5 million iD collection alone. This does not 
even take into consideration dispol81 cost or the cost of Utter remoY81. 

New Jersey State UbraiY 



• The national bottle bill proposed by Congressman Henry would save our commumties 

millions of dollan in avoided costs. A new facet would provide actual revenue to cities. 
According to the Congressional Budget Office, estimate, S 1 to S 1. 7 billion a year could be 

directed into local coffen. To put it in more practical terms. a city with a population of 

one million could expect to receive up to S6 miJlion a year, from unredeemed deposits. 

• Deposit systems shift the costs of litter collection and disposal. shifting the burden from 

municipalities to those who produce and purchase the products that end up in our waste 

stream.' Newark. for example, estimates it spends approximately $3 million annually on 

litter collection. Deposit systems provide an economic incentive for people to avoid 

littering and also to pickup beverage containen. This reduces bottle and can litter and 

injuries resulting from broken bottles. Removing these containers beautifi~ our parks. 
reduces litter pickup and disposal costs and makes our streets, parks and playgrounds safe 

for our children. 



City of Newark Statistical Analysis of the 
NJ DEP Office of Recycling- 1989 Verified Tonnage Report 

Municipality & 
Material Tonnage %of Total MSW o"' of Total MSW I 

Lbs/Capita Population (Type 10) 

Newark aluminum 827.8 .2 .2 I 6.0 
275.221.0 asphalt I 1,873.0 .4 .4 

I 

13.6 I 
( 1 990 census 
population) auto scrap 7,415.0 1.5 1.7 53.9 

batteries I 92.6 I .0 .0 .7 

commingled 2,782.7 .5 .6 20.2 

concrete 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 

corrugated 6.481.1 I 1.3 1.5 47.1 

ferrous scrap 131,049.2 25.9 30.1 I 952.3 

food waste 1,399.7 .3 .3 I 10.2 -
I 

glass 8,781.9 1.7 2.0 I 63.8 I 

hi-grade 2.397.2 .5 .5 I 17.4 

leaves 4,097.0 I .8 .9 I 29.8 

mixed paper 36,341.0 7.2 8.3 I 264.1 

motor oil I 525.1 .1 .1 I 3.8 

newspaper 31,263.6 6.2 7.2 I 227.2 

non-ferrous 16,128.3 3.2 3.7 117.2 

plastic . 1 .0 .0 .0 

stumps 1,968.1 .4 .5 14.3 

textiles 9.5 .0 .0 I .0 

tires 3,300.0 .7 .8 I 24.0 

white goods 1,095.0 .2 .3 8.0 

woodchie_ 5,031.5 1.0 I 1.2 36.6 
• .. 

Total: 262,859.4 51.9°k 60.3% 1,910.2 

* . _ 262.859.4 total rec:tcled 
%of Total MSW - 243,641 total Newark MSW + 262,859.4 total recycled =52% 

** % ofT otal MSW (type 1 0) = 
262.859.4 total rec:tded =60%. 

173.224 total Newark MSW (type 1 0) + 262.859.4 total recycled 
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TESTIMONV OF JUDITH STEWART, NJPIRG, BEFORE THE ASSEMBLV WASTE 
MANAGEMENT, PLANNING, AND RECVCLING COMMITTEE, SEPTEMBER 23RD, 

1991 

Good morning, my name is Judith Stewart, I am a Program Associate 
for the New Jersey Public Interest Research Group. NJPIRG is a non-profit, 
non-partisan environmental and consumer group with over seventy thousond 
members. I am honored to be here today and thank you for your time. 

NJP I RG has 1 ong advocated deposits on beverage containers. The 

t1enefits resulting in states with deposits have been widely documented: 

decreases in container litter, decreases in overall litter, lower litter 

c 1 eon up costs, and f evr'er injuries to chi1 dren resu It i ng from broken and 

twisted containers. These observations are enjoyed by a third of the 

population of the United States, but are denied to residents of New Jersey. 

T~1e beverage industry, retai 1 ers of beverages and the New Jersey Chamber 

of Commerce have long opposed deposits. Their rational is simple. 

Why talce part in recycling efforts when I can charge th-e natve 
munic1pa1Hy for containers they don't want or need and charge 
them again for the costs of recycling the containers? 

The beverage industry would have you believe that deposit legislation 

will bankrupt their business, throw workers out of jobs and raise prices so 

hlQh that consumers will stop drinking their beverages. While none o' these 

scenarios have proven true in deposit states, the millions of do 11 ars spent 

Otlrer o!ftc~s 111 Nt'!mrk nnd Camdm 
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by the oeverage industry to spread these myths continue to defeat sensible 

deposit legislation. 

The numerous benefits of Beverage Container Deposit Legislation hove 

~?.merged r)Ver tlme Not only Bre they an effective Jitter control method, 

U1e'~ aiso reduce the amount of trosh going to londfills. Nowhere is it more 

important to get as much as possible out of our landfills as in New Jersey. 

Disposal costs top $1 00/ton at some landfills, leading to on increasing 

number of cases involving 111ega1 waste dumping. The time is now to adopt 

legislation wrricr1 will take some of the burdens of recycling off of our 

muni ci pa 1 it i es and put it on those who insist on using the throw-away 

container. 

Curbside Recyc11 ng 

r1any arguments surround the question of bot t 1 e deposits and their 

cornpetibility with curbside recycling. A study by the Te11us Institute for 

the Unlted States· Environmental Protection Agency, updated in 1990 points 

out lt11.:1t with oath systems in place. a higher total cost is recognized. yet 

the muni ci pa 1 ity's share of the cost goes down, with a greater percentoge 

of materiel being diverted from the \·Vasta stream. If New Jersey's goal is 

t.o recycle more and decrease their costs of do1ng it, and 1 believe that it is. 

Beverage Container Deposits should be adopted immediately. 
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As it stands now in New Jersey, municipalities provide either 

curbside pickup or recycling depots for their residents. While recycling is 

good for diverting valuable materiel from our landfills, the bottom line is 

that mun1c1polit1es lose money by participating in recyc11ng 

programs. These losses ore due to high collection costs, expensive 

equipment, manual labor to pick up end separate commingled recyclables and 

fev·t if any outlets 1tlihere they can get a good price for their recyclebles. 

Wh1le recycling 1s a necessary ourden we all have to oear, doesn·t 1t make 

sense that the industry who creates the waste help municip~:~lities absorb 

the costs of recycling and take responsibility for the containers they 

purposely design for consumers to throw out? 

Recyclers sometimes oppose deposHs because some of the valuable 

a 1 umi nurn Yvill be diverted from their operations. 'v'v'hi 1 e this is true, the 

aluminum cans they do receive will be worth substantially more. In feet, 

eccordi ng to the United States General Accounting Office study, 

·If only 10 percent of o community's beverage containers ore 
recycled. through o curbside program, the program could 
1 ncrease Hs revenues by about 32 percent after a deposit 
law is implemented if H redeemed the beverage containers 
1t collected rather then se11ing them as scrap: 



In an article rrom Ma1ne Times of August 16, 1991, Denise Lord, 

Director of Planning for the 11aine Waste Management Agency agrees that 

the scrap value of a 1 umi num is not going to make or break a recyc 11 ng 

program. Reports from the front lines of recycling, both in Maine and in 

states wltnout deposa laws, Dear out Lord's assessment, that no curbside 

recyciing system anywhere is supporting itself out of the resale of scrap 

materials. According to Bruce Walker, recycling manager in Oregon City, 

Oregon, quote, "!t's a myth that curbside programs need revenues from 

aluminum" 

Bottle Bills encourage recycling in low population density oreos. It is 

no surprise that Salem County has the lowest recycling rate of any county 

in New .Jersey. Curbside co 11 ect ion costs to muni ci pa 1i ties increase as 

p~opie become more dispersed. Saiem county has some curbside recycling, 

but does not collect os often os some other counties. This is due to the 

high cost of traveling long distances to reach residents. Depots are another 

WI3Y to handle recyclables. Although cheaper to operate, the facts are that 

peopie are iazy_ and won't take the time to travel to recycling depots which 

is Yv'l'"ly drop-off centers realize a lower recycling level than curbside 

programs. If people are given a financial incentive, such as is given with a 

Bottle Bill, people are more likely to recycle and at no cost to government. 



JOBS 

Opponents of deposits will tell you that glass workers will lose their 

JObs as a direct result of laws. Unfortunately, workers in glass plants have 

been losing their jobs. This however cannot be attributed to enactment of 

Bottle B1lls. The gless conta1ner manufacturing industry has been declining 

for years. As cited in the August 1991 issue of Resource Recycling .. Owens­

Brockvrey wDs one of the few glass plants in New Jersey untilll announced 

its c 1 osure in August of 1991. The company cited poor genera I business 

condit 1 ons as one ot its reesons for closure. I ·m sure that 1 f we Md a 

bottle bili in New Jersey, this company would be pointing fingers at it as 

tha reason for the plant closure. The feet is, some consumers prefer 

plastic's light weight end perceived convenience over glass. !f we enected 

leg1slat10n that. would put a lower deposit on refillables we could provide 

lhe now absent market incentive to consumers to buy glass and help the 

glass industry in Nevv Jersey. 

The dec 1 i ne of the glass industry in New Jersey has given way to en 

explosion of growth on the plastics industry. Wellman, Inc., located in 

Sr1rewsbury, New Jersey, is the nation's largest recycler of post-consumer 

plastics. V·/ellman relies on the nine states who have enacted deposit 

legislation for much of its plastic supply. 



In a recent conversation w1th Denms Sabourin, a Vice-President with 

'w'ellman. who .. unfortunately could not be here today, I was told their main 

source of PET plastic comes from deposits and deposit systems give them 

the best material because it is source separated and clean. 

Source separation makes their operations more cost effectlve. A 

Bottle Bill eliminates the need for costly separation measures, saving 

companies like Wellman money which can be put into operations that 

1ncre6se profits. According to a 1987 prospectus on Wellman, quote 

"The availability of used PET batt 1 es for recyc 1 i ng is dependent on 
deposit legislation. The continued and increasing availability to the 
Company of PET bottle material is key to the Company's present end 
future success." 

RECYCLING RATES 

Deposit opponents will cite wonderful national figures that a Tot of 

recycling is occurring. Anhueser-Busch tells us that 60~ of all aluminum 

cans and 20% of all plastic and glass bottles are recycled. Too bad 80~ of 

this effort comes from the 30% of residents who live in deposit states. 

Too bad AnhuQ.Ser-6usch can't brag about New Jersey specific rates and 

refuses to change them. 
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Despite the Deverege mdustnJs lack nr· pertic1pat1on 1n New Jersey·s 

recyciing efforts. NeYv' Jersey recycles more ttlan most other states at 43%. 

'/et 'Ne still recycle belo'N the national average of 58% for aluminum and 

1Qq> fnr nl,:,otic IA/hilc. it'c wondorflll "joiAJ lorc-oy roclll"lec at hinh level-:-
.., • .., I'_.. ,.., ..... _I o IIIII I- l'lo W I-· 1-1 ,._II ............ <oJ-. 1- :::;,-· -.J \.i'lo I I~ I I 'tV} 

let's step back and recognize that mumcipal recycling, the kind people like 

you and i do, is at 25% and only r1alf of the glass containers, less them helf 

of the aluminum containers, and practically none of the plastic containers 

are recycled. 

National Recyclfng Rates 

c.:ms 57.5% 
Gl o3:3 15.0% 
Plastic 19.0% 

Deposit 

50% 
40% 
67% 

Non-Deposit States 

48% 
4% 
r::::~ 
.J(Q 

And tr11H·s with 8 m8ndMory law A Bottle B1ll gJVes 8 financial 

ir1ct::mlive for people to lake some of tfle burden of recycling upon 

tt1emse1ves, freemg truck space up for the state to collect other 

recyclebles. 

Opponen!:: of deposits wiil say that a Bottie Biii will only target 2.5% 

bl..l v.;eiqr,t of municipal sold waste. Of course, landfills s11ould be measured - -

by •.;o1ume, and the truth is that closer to 8% by volume of solid waste is 

me,je up of beverage conte1ners. That's f3f taxpa~ers won't_ heve to pay 

outrageous fees to dispose of. 
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A 8ot.t le 8i II is not designed as a cure-a I I to our solid waste problems, yet 

people who operate landfills would breathe a sigh of relief if 8~ more 

space were r·reed up r·or other goods. 

CONSUMPTION 

Opponents of deposits will tell you that bottle bills lead to decreased 

consumption of beverages. The United States General Accounting Office 

found that consumption decreases cannot be fully attributed to enaction of 

deposlt. 1 aws Whife beer consumpt 1 on upon start of the deposit 1 aws 

decreased in 7 out of 9 states. beer consumption also decreased in 61 ~of 

the non-deposlt states. The US General Accounting Offices report credits 

outside factors such as increased drinking ages, greater health 

consciousness and chang1ng demographics as contributing to the fluctuating 

consumption pat terns. 

I NCREASEO COSTS 

The Beverage mdustry claims that a batt 1 e b111 wi 11 1 ead to increased 

costs to consumers. As Mr. Lomax pointed out with his example about New 

~tork, brewers may delay major price increases until after legislation 

passes in an effort to discredit deposits. In a Resource Recycling article 

from March 1991 about refil1ables in Canada quote M The Ontario Soft Drink 

Association and an employee of Pepsi-Cola in Canada. recently slated that 



one of the main seiling points of soft drinks sold in refillables was the 30% 

cost savings to consumers ... unquote Further in the same article, it was 

found in studies done by both Pepsi-Cola and Coca-Cola in 1969 in Canada, 

both found that 16 ounces of beverage averaged approximately 45 cents in 

non-refillables and 30 cents in ref111ables. 

In a quick price survey done by myself in New Jersey, I compared the 

cost of 16 ounce refillebles versus 16 ounce non-refillables. I found the 

non-refillables to be 29% more expensi11e than the refillables. 

-
i·lanufacturers of beverages are not going to sell a product they can't make a 

profit on. Pepsi-Cola is showing us they can sell us the equivalent amount 

of product for less money when bottled in refillable containers. 

·cost Comparison for 8 16-ounce containers of Peosi-Cola beverage: 

Volume 
Cost/ounce 
Total 
Deposit 

REF I LLABLES 

126 oz 
.028/oz 
$3 65 

.40 

Grand Total: $4.05 

Percent Difference 

ONE-WAY 

128 02 
.036/oz 
$4.65 

$4.65 

29% MORE EXPENSIVE (not including 
the deposit on refillables) 



A report done by the University of Maine on deposit legislation was 

sponsored by the Nation a! Food Processors Associ aU on. an opponent of 

daposit systems. Even this study notes that added costs from a deposit 

system hove not necessarily been passed on to consumers. Retail soda and 

Deer pnces are nearly identical in Massachusetts, a Bottle Btll state and 

Rhode Island .. where there are no deposits. 

LITTER 

Beverage Container Deposits were first enacted as a means of 

iitter controL They have been and continue to be an effective litter control 

measure. Again citing the United States General Accounting Office study, 

total reductions in beverage container litter ranged from 51 to 83% by 

piece, with a resulting 40~ reduction in total litter of 40~. On t.he average 

85% of all containers are redeemed for a deposit. Despite mandatory 

recycling, New Jersey's beaches are littered with cans and bottles. Despite 

the ban on bottles on New Jersey's beaches, two weeks ago in Point 

Pleasant, while the Governor wes speaking, people took bottles onto the 

beach. Trash can were full of bottles and no recycling receptacles were to 

be seen. It doesn't toke o genius to reallze some of these bottles will not 

land in trash cans and end up causing injuries, most likely to children. It's 

no wonder New Jersey exceeds the national average for container Jitter on 

our beaches; we don't have a bottle bill. 
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In closing, the beverage ir11justry will get up 1'"1ere and tell you the 

ci t1::ens of Ne··N .Jersey do not want a Bottle Bill, as evi de need by the 

out.come of the Mercer County Initiative in 1988. 

The quote "t1ercer Citizens for Recycling" raised over $545,000 dollars to 

daf eat thl s sensible 1 egis 1 at ion, over ha 1f of the tot a 1 coming from out -of-

state contributors. !t doesn't sound to me that ~Je 1N Jersey citizens oppose a 

ttc~tue t11ll1t"s tr1e -:;pecial 1nterests out to make municipalities spend more 

for· disooscJl and recycle less them vve could. 

lt·/hi1 e the debate rages. on, tr:e truths of deposits are c 1 ear. Under 

Beverage Container Deposit Legislation recycling rates increase, litter is 

controiied, and beverage consumption leveis and prices do not necessariiy 

increase. Regarding curbside recycling and deposits, indications are that a 

greater diversion of materiels occurs when a combined system is adopted, 

at no cost to municipalities. New .Jersey cannot afford not to adopt 

iegisiation which will save them money. The special interests must 

become involved in recycling if vve are to find an answer to our solid waste 

dilemma. 



EPILOGUE 

Isn't our ultimate goal to first reduce. tllen reuse. and lastly .. to 

·-"C""' I e'"' I\,··~'-' : 

Bot.tle B1ll sUHes Mve a h1gner percentage of the1r oevereges m 

refiilable botles, tbe uitirnate conleliners in reduction and reuse. In tr1e 

:ate 195o·s, trippage rates for refillable bottles 'Nere approximately 50 

t ,-, p~ T r'lr1"'11'~ ~\Jor~go i e R c:::; tripe per hott 1 o with QOOd progr""me h .. V; ng ·-•• -· ......... ~"::J._,w,·~•1ool.""" ,...,;....,,..., ... , v w ._ ... ,...,, r....... , w ,..,.w, 

thP same n.ottles reused 20x Why dld the!d decline? Two theones, a cMnge 

i u consumer pref ererrce occurred, and a concerted effort by i arger bot ti i ng 

cornpanies to dominate the market took place. 

The small, 1ocak bottler does not exist in New .Jersey today. But 

r-er·i li ab i e bott i e systems str-engthen 1 oca 1 economies .. Generali y speaking, 

nwst refillable bottle plants are located near u·,eir distribution areas .. thus 

... ,.;.-~; ..,,., +" + ~-,., '" ,....,'"'er c• 1 ""~ 1 ; o'"'s M .... re 1 ~,.,,....,.. 1· s ,..equ; ,..ed ~• ~ pi ~n+ tha+ I.,P,,,P....SIII~ '.V ._,IIC IIYIIILJ I IV'-·1....11 J U • I U IUUUI I II Y~ U Yl \. Ul,. 

'fo:lasr,es and refills containers than at a plant that uses one-way containers. 

New· Jer&efd needs stronger 1 ocal economies and more jobs. Anhueser-

Busch refilled 100 million bottles at its Ne·vvark plant in 1990. The 

tol''ht"tolngy 1·::- thore· Jet·~ u~e it ........... t U t ' I .._., I ..... .. I I._. } I ... OJ ..... I • 

A aeposit system encourages refi llables. The l ion·s share of the 

/6x 



n~tlllaDie market ex1sts 1n depos1t state, wMre m1cro-orewenes and 

A mer icon i ngenuil':J thrive. 

A return to a ref111able system in New Jersey, brought on by deposits, 

is one of the first steps our state can take in its transformation from a 

oisposabie society to a society with an environmentally sound economy. 

Nev·i Jersey needs to get to 60~ recycling. Ref111ables will encourage this 

~nd New Jersey can remain a leader in environmental progress. 

17x 



• Tabte 1 - EatlfNit8d draught 
and container share 
by state, 1989 
(In percent) 

MlllaJ On.way AeMible 
Slate ~ bonles bottles ~ 

Allblma 85 11 1 3 
AluQ 61 32 1 6 
Arizcna 60 27 4 9 
~ 79 15 2 4 
CMII:inia 53 35 c 8 
Cdorldo 53 25 6 16 
eom.:tia.c 56 15 15 14 0111wn -76 _____ -6----- 6-- -- 12 

D.C. 55 3C ···- · f 10 
Floridl 68 22 1 9 
Geor9a n 22 1 s 
... 63 31 1 5 
lcW10 S2 16 6 16 
lli1Di& 57 26 2 15 
~ n 12 1 9 
Iowa S4 11 11 24 
Krill 69 ,. - --3"--,.-.- -
Kenludcy 73 17 4 6 

' l..ouililna n 21 1 6 i IMine 56 18 19 7 

I =._ :-·-- --~ ~ ~~ 
I -==.--~---- -~:-:_-~-~~= -: -- }~ 
I ~ 75 22 1 2 
I lolislcM 67 19 3 11 
. Monllnl 68 15 4 13 

Nltnllll 64 17 4 1 5 
NeYida ca co 2 1 o 
Nft~ 63 29 2 6 
Nft Jerwy 45 37 6 12 
tW Mexico n 20 1 1 
NftYOIIt 40 35 __ ____ 12 ___ 1.3 ___ 
Nor1ll CM'Oina 67 28 1 c 
Nor1ll DliiDII 7 4 1 5 2 9 

I Ohio 57 28 5 10 
Oldftlma n 1 5 4 9 

1,1 Orlgon 52 ?;2. _ __ ... 7_ . . t~ .. 
Pen eytYwia CO 26 12 22 
Rhode llllnd ca 36 4 1 2 

I 
Soulh CMOinl n 22 2 c 

I 
Soulh DliiDII n 14 3 1 1 
T"'**lt S2 33 1 c 
Tnaa 70 22 2 6 
Ullh 65 22 2 11 

I ~= ~ -~ -2~ - - : 
Wllllinglon SO 27 4 1 9 

.I 

w .. v...,n. 72 18 1 9 
WISCOnlill 53 i 4 7 26 
Wyoming 61 27 1 11 

1 Swt:.: a.. lnllillll. 19110. -
A-t/' }-:;- -(. 7-f, < I .. · 
~ I / /\,;,;,....--
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National Environmental Law Center 

PERCENT OF BEVERAGE CONTAINERS 
RECYCLED IN DEPOSIT STATES vs. 

NON-DEPOSIT STATES 

RECYCLING RATE 
100~----------------------------~ 

80~~--~----------------------~ 

60 

40 

20 

0 1--'-----

DEPOSIT STATES ON-DEPOSIT STATE 

CANS 
GLASS 

PLASTIC 

80 
40 
67 

CONTAINER 

48 
4 

6 

I D CANS - GLASS - PLASTIC I 
Source: ENVIPCO '1989 DATA 
Compiled by NELC 



National Environmental Law Center 

THE BOTTLE BILL AND CURBSIDE - THE POWER OF TWO 
COMPLIMENTARY TOOLS FOR MAXIMIZING COST EFFECTIVE RECYCLING 

"The net benefit to the coamunity is substaritially higher when both 
beverage container deposit legislation and active recycling programs 
are in place. Thus, the two coapleaent each other and should be seen 
as coapatible tools both for aaxiaizing the . results of expenditures for 
municipal solid waste aanageaent and for iaproving litter control." 
(Journal of Environmental Systeas, 1985) 

* A coabined recycling strategy of the 
Bottle Bill and curbside results in 
greater total diversion of aaterials from 
landfills and incinerators. The result 
is greater savings to municipalities due 
to avoided tipping fees. 

* The Bottle · Bill results in hiEher 
levels of recycling without creating 
additional costs to state and local 
governaents. 

* The Bottle Bill can increase 
revenues to curbside prograas through 
container redeaption. The Director of 
Public works for the City of Cincinnati 
reported that the Bottle Bill would 
reduce the cost of recycling by 25,. 

* The Bottle Bill reaoves a high 
proportion of low value brown and green 
glass containers_ whi~h are provihg to be 
detrimental to curbside recycling 

PROJECTED IMPACT OF THE BOTTLE BILL 
ON THE COST OF CURBSIDE RECYCLING 

IN THE CITY OF CINCINNATI 

COST S PER TON RECYCLED 
$12~r-----------------~----------~ 

$201----

$0 <.::...,---.,...-

PROGRAM 

- ·cuRBSIDE ONLY - CURBSIDE/BOTTLE BILL 

programs. Consider that green bottles 
haVe n 0 V a 1 U e t 0 g 1 aS S p r 0 C e S S 0 r S i n the Source: City ol Cincinnati 

Compiled by NELC 
Northeast. 

* The Bottle Bill has been successful 
as a solid waste reduction method and as 
a method for changing consumer attitude• 
towards waste. 

~ox 



J. ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS, Vol. 14(3}. 1984-85 

AN ANALYSIS OF THE POTENTIAL 
EFFECT OF BEVERAGE CONTAINER 
DEPOSIT LEGISLATION ON MUNICIPAL 
RECYCLING PROGRAMS 

• 
W. B. CLAPHAM, JR. 
Cleveland State University 

ABSTRACT 

One argument used both for and against beverage container deposit legislation is its 
role in benefitting or retarding recycling. Using a computer simulation model for 
several model communities, this article analyzes the effect of deposit legislation on 
municipal recycling programs, with net benefit to the community's solid waste 
management system as the "bottom line." Deposit legislation does reduce the net 
benefit of recycling programs per se, but it is unlikely to cause severe damage to a 
recycling program with an adequate resource base. The net benefit to the community 
is substantially higher when both beverage container deposit legislation and active 
recycling programs are in place. Thus, the two complement each other and should be 
seen as compatible tools both for maximizing the results of expenditures for 
municipal solid waste management and for improving litter control 

One of the most confusing arguments in the controversy. over the role of 
beverage container deposit legislation (BCDL, more commonly known as the 
"bottle bill") is the effect of such legislation on recycling efforts. On one hand, 
opponents of deposit legislation point to the fact that the bottle bill has reduced 
the amount of material available for recycling in several voluntary recycling 
centers arouna the country and submit that it can undermine recycling programs. 
On the other hand, proponents of deposit legislation point out that experience in 
various states demonstrates that it increases tbe level of recycling, often 
dramatically. In fact, these two perspectives are not mutually exclusive, and 
both often apply. 

This article exr ·ores the effect of deposit legislation on municipal recycling 
and will attempt to resolve this paradox. It will do so using a computer model 
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THE STIMULATION EFFECT 
IMPACT OF THE BOTTLE BILL IN 

INCREASING OVERALL RECYCLING 

TOTAL RECYCLING 11. 

25r--------------------------------------, 

20 

15 ~--- ·-- .. 

10 ~-- - -

5 

0..__ __ 

TYPES OF PROGRAMS 

- CURBSIDE ONLY -CURBSIDE AND BCDL 

Source: GBB & NADA 
Compiled by NELC 

HIGHUGHTS FROM THE CllY OF CINCINNATI'S 
ANALYSIS OF A STATEWIDE DEPOSIT LAW'S IMPACT 
ON ntAT CITY'S CURBSIDE RECYCUNG PROGRAM 

The repott was issued on April29, 1S91 by Gecrge Rowe, Oire~or or PubUc Works 
for the City of Cincinnati. It has been approved by City Manager Gerald E. 
Newtarmer. 

1111550 .•• 

201,1 !:0 tons or waste were generated by Cincinnatl residents 

10,3!:0 tons of waste (Ot 5.1% or the total) were diverted by the city's 
curbside recycling program. 

8,660 tons of waste (Ot 4.3% or the total) would be diverted by a deposit 
law that recyded 80% of all cans and bottles 
sold in Cincinnati. Beverage containers 
account for 10,822 tons or waste (Ot 5.4%) 
generated by Cincinnati residentS. 

THEREFORE. ClnclnnaJI olflcials conclude lhat their curbside program - wfllch 
costs tupayets triOI8 /han $1 mi/Uon a year - 1$ only marginally more elfectJve In 
dlvelflng solid waste /han a deposit law - which would cost the city JJ!:2Jl1il1sl. 

Projecting the combined Impact of a deposit law and curbside recycling, Cincinnati 
officials condude: 

Assuming a worse-case scenario, the impact of S.B. 5 on the City of 
Cincinnati's sofid waste management program would: 

(1) Increase the amount ol material diverted from the lanc1llll by 60%.. 
The existing diversion of 10,350 tons per year (through curbside 
only) is expected to rise to 16,700 tons per year (through a dual 
deposit/curbside program). 

(2) Reduce the cast ol recycling by 25%. 

In 1S90, Cincinnati's existing curbside recycting program cost 
.$93.89 per ton recycled. 

II S.B. 5 is enacted, it is projected lhat a combined 
curbside/deposit recycling program would cost $72.78 per 
ton or recycled/diverted waste. 



THE GLASS INDUSTRY 
A HISTORY OF CONSOLIDATION 

NUMBER 
120~--------------------------~ 

COMPANIES 

PLANTS 

1967 

40 

112 

YEAR 

1991 

17 

79 

I - COMPANIES - PLANTS ~ 
Source: Resource Recycling 6/91 
Compiled by: NELC 

PACKAGING TRENDS 1986-1988 
CHANGE IN MARKET SHARE FOR VARIOUS 

SOFT DRINK BEVERAGE CONTAINERS 

PERCENT CHANGE 
8.------------------------------------. 
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National Environmental Law Center 

THE BOTTLE BILL: THE KEY TO AVOIDING UNNECESSARY COSTS 

The Bottle Bill creates opportunities 
for consumers to significantly reduce 
the price they pay for beverages . 
Disposable packaging costs consumers in 
their grocery bills and in the taxes 
they pay for waste •anage•ent (disposal 
and recycling) . If consumers were not 
paying for expensive throwaway 
packaging and instead could purchase 
refillable containers, they would 
realize about a 30~ savings in the 
price they pay for soft drinks and 
beer. 

The best way to pro•ote the use of 
refillables is to encourage consu•ers 
to return their beverage containers, 
which is exactly what the Bottle Bill 
does. The Bottle Bill creates a 
container handling system where bottles 
are consistently returned to retailers. 
In fact a refillable bottles are •ore 
co•mon in Bo~tle Bill states. On 
average, 15~ of beer sold in Bottle 
Bill states co•es in refillables 
compared to 3~ in state without a 
deposit law. In Oregon Blitz - Weinhard 
has refilled its bottles continuously 
since the Bottle Bill became effective. 

THE PRICE OF PACKAGING 
COST OF BEVERAGE CONTAINERS PER 

SERVING OF SOFT DRINK AND BEER -

10r------------------

CONTAINER TYPE 

- ALUMINUM 0 STEEL - PET 

- GLASS-NR - REFILLABLE 10x 

Source: Ruource Recycling 3/91 
Compiled by: NELC 

The costs associated with the Bottle Bill have historically been 
overstated. Opponents of the Bottle Bill would argue that the Bottle 
Bill results in decreased sales and higher beverage prices . However, 
research conducted by independent sources does not support such 
claims . 

'Although several studies observed sa.e declines in beverage consu•ption in states following the enactment of deposit 
legislation, lOSt of the studies concluded that the declines are short-tera and only partially attributable to deposit 
laws' 
(United States General Accounting Office, 1991) 

A 1985 ·report by the Rockefeller Institute of Govern•ent, frequently 
cited by the beverage industry, concludes the following in regard to 
price movements : 

'It is not correct to extrapolate fro• the publicly available price surveys that ' beer prices have increased 18 
percent' post-RBCL (Bottle Bill) . The 18% price increase in preaiua beer ~easured in the surveys includes some major 
delayed price adjustments by brewers . Also,the price surveys, being keyed to the preaiua beers, do not factor in 
saaller price increases at the important sub-pre•iu• level, and the recent strong price coapetition in that category. 
Finally, all evidence suggests that prices either stayed stable or declined post-RBCL.' 
(Rockefeller Report, 1985) 
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The Mercer County Improvement Authority is the solid waste 

planning and management agency for Mercer County. we also 

planned and operate the county's curbside recycling program, one 

of the most successful of its kind anywhere. overall, Mercer 

recycled 56 percent of its waste in 1989, by far the highest of 

any county in the state. This success can be attributed in ·good 

part to our curbside collection. our residents are required to 

recycle all metal, aluminum and glass food and beverage 

containers, PET and HOPE food and beverage and detergent product 

containers, newspapers, magazines and brown corrugated cardboard. 

All are collected comingled at the curb. 

The Mercer County Improvement Authority strongly urges you 

to carefully consider any bottle bill legislation and to resist 

its enactment. When bottle bills were enacted in other states 

years ago, there were no organized recycling programs. They were 

designed pri~arily to combat litter and, successful thouqh they 

may have . been, there is no need today tor a bottle bill i-n New 

Jersey toqether with mandatory recycling. 



consider the implications for New Jersey's ambitious 

recycling goals. The removal of the materials as described in 

the various bills before us would require a considerable 

revamping of existing and proposed recycling laws. The recycling 

percentages for municipal waste and for all waste in general 

would have to be significan·tly lowered. A lack of . recyclable 

material would adversely affect all ongoing efforts to open new 

markets for those materials and to brinq these markets, and new 

vendors, into New Jersey. The recycling industry could be 

crippled, not enhanced. This state is on the riqht track with 

its newfound en~husiasm for recycling and the benefits it holds 

for our future as part of an integrated solid waste management 

system. Don't derail that enthusiasm now. 

If your concern is to eliminate litter by our roadsides and 

waterways, remember that we have clean coJIIllluni ties proqrams to 

combat litter. In Mercer County, virtually all scouting 

organizations are involved in adopt-a-stream and adopt-a-road 

programs. The MCIA has recently established a "litter bounty" 

program which pays non-profit charitable organizations in the 

county for litter and recyclable containers collected from public 

access areas such as parks, roads, lakes and streams. This not 

only providQs for the cleanup of litter around the county, but it 

also provides a source of income for those participating non­

profit agenc~es. 

I! you feel you must do something, why not have all counties 

follow Mercer's lead? You will still be accomplishinq your goals . 

without causing a great deal of inconvenience to every retailer 



and every co.1sumer in New Jersey. Work to increase resident 

participation in county recycling programs. Increase the amount 

of Clean Communi ties funds to encourage more "litter bounty" 

programs and more community involvement in keeping our towns and 

counties litter free. 

A bottle bill in New Jersey will signal. the beginning of the 

end of our successful recycling programs. The removal of those 

materials addressed by bo~tle bill leqislation from the recycling 

programs around. the state would remove most of the economic 

incentive to recycle by eliminating the most valuable of the 

recyclable materials. Revenues from the sale of recyclable 

materials .would. fall dramatically and county and municipal 

programs will either become ·too expensive to operate or will 

impose an additional unnecessary b~den on our taxpayers. 

One final point. You will note that none ••• not one ••• of the 

individual pieces of bottle bill legislation before you provides 

that any of the containers addressed in those bills should 

ultimately be recycled or reused. 

We urge the withdrawal of all these bills. 

··--- ____ ... _, _ __...;._, __ .. ** TOTAL PAGE.004 ** 



EMPLOYMENT IMPACT OF MAINE DEPOSIT LAW 
*(Based on a Univ_ersity of Maine study by Dr. George Criner) 

Type of .lob ... J~o,..bo~~~os __.c_reiWa~t~e,.d 

Retail (Handling) 
Warehouse 
Processing & Admin. 
Collection 

Total 

RETAIL (HANDLING) 

762 
30 
85 

!RQ 
1,257 

Annual Gross 
(millions) 

10.3 
.5 

2.1 
llJl 
$24.9 

Income 

According to the report,. the labor costs for handling containers at the 
retail level ranges from $.016 per container in small and medium 
stores to $.02 per container in large stores. Gross wages range from 
$5.00 to $8.00 per hour with the average annual salary being 
$13,520. Assuming a 90% return rate for beer and soft drink 
containers and a 70% return rate for wine, liquor, and juice 
containers, the· annual labor cost for handling 645 million returned 
deposit containers would be approximately $10,300,000. Using an 
annual average wage of $13,520, Maine's deposit law has created an 
estimated 762 uew jobs in the retail industry. 

WAREHOUSE 
The study estimates that the Maine deposit law was responsible for 
creating "30 full-time equivalent posttlons in distribution 
warehouses" --at $8.00 per hour or $500,000 annually. 

PROCESSING & ADMINISTRATION 
The study estim::.tes that the Maine depo~it law created "85 full time 
equivalent processing and administration positions" at a gross salary 
of $25,000 or $2.1 million annually. 

COLLECTION -
I 

The study estimates the cost of collection to be $.025 per container. 
Assuming 645 million returned containers, collection costs are 
roughly $16 million annually. Attributing 75% of collection costs to 
labor, the total· annual gross income for collection is $12 million. At 
an av~rage hourly wage of $12.00, an estimated 480 jobs were 
creat~d. 

* Commissioned by the Nat'l Food Processors Association. 
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TESTIMONY 

BEFORE THE ASSEMBLY WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 

"FORCED DEPOSIT" LEGISLATION 

BARBARA McCONNELL 

PRESIDENT 

NEW JERSEY FOOD COUNCIL 

September 23, 1991 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, it is a 

well-known fact that the New Jersey Food Council and its 

members strongly oppose legislation that forces a deposit 

on beverage containers in New Jersey and requires grocery 

retailers to become redemption centers for this type of 

litter and solid waste. 

The food industry doesn't oppose this legislation because 

we don't have a social or environmental conscience, we 

oppose bottle bills because they are a nightmare to any 

grocery retailer, result in lost sales, higher prices to 

the consumer, and because bottle bills don't work 

effectively in achieving litter reduction and would prove 

counter-productive to New Jersey's municipal recycling 



program. 

Nine states have enacted bottle laws. Far more states 

have rejected such legislation overwhelmingly by either 

legislative action or by referendum. Legislatures and 

public officials across the country are all concerned 

about the issue of solid waste, diminishing landfills, and 

litter control, and all have concluded, as we have in New 

Jersey, that there are more effective and comprehensive 

ways to deal with these problems than through a costly and 

limited system of forced deposits. 

Costs to Retailers and Consumers 

Proponents assert container deposit legislation is the 

simplest, most efficient means of clearing litter from the 

streets and sidewalks of communities. But, testimonials 

from cities and states with deposit laws have exposed the 

huge price states pay for miniscule results. 

For retailers, the redemption of bottle and cans are a 

labor intensive chore taht requires the hiring of 

additional employees, or the shifting of employees from a 

productive t~ a non-productive position. In addition, we 

must make building renovations or additions for storage of 

empties, purchase new equipment such as cash registers, 

racks, shelving, pallets, storage bins and reverse vending 



machines; and incur various miscellaneous expenses that 

are related to sanitation, breakage and pilferage, and the 

use of third party firms to collect and sort containers. 

The initial capital cost investment for any retailer can 

run as high as $50,000 per store, not including the annual 

and on-going costs of handling the redemption of beverage 

containers. These costs, according to a study done by 

case and company for the Food Marketing Institute, as well 

as a study conducted by the Rockefeller Institute for the 

New York Temporary Commission, can vary depending upon 

geographic location, size of store, and type of beverage 

container. However, it is estimated that the average cost 

for handling in New York State is 2.64 cents per 

container. This study clearly points out that redemptions 

for small retailers is particularly costly and difficult 

because of limited space and sanitation problems that are 

incurred. 

Based on these figures, and the experience we've had in 

other states, it can be expected that a bottle bill will 

cost retailers and ultimately consumers, well over $150 

million. 

This cost will be passed on to the consumer in higher 

prices. 

Container deposit laws yield higher prices for consumers. 



Following the implementation of a deposit law in 

Connecticut, retail price surveys show a 51 cent increase 

in the price of a six pack of beer, and a 28 cent increase 

in a half-dozen soft drinks. In Massachusetts, beer 

prices increased by 75 cents. A recent publication 

reports New Yorkers are now paying 25% more on some brands 

of beer and list prices for canned soda in some parts of 

New York increased 10%, since the enactment of the deposit 

law. Iowa's Department of Environmental Quality has 

stated that Iowa's deposit law amounted to $36-46 million 

in additional beverage costs to consumers during its first 

year, and California just reported that their bottle law 

was causing an $88 million shortfall in their rebate 

program. 

Decline in Consumption 

Higher prices means a decline in sales. The consumer 

response to a deposit law is to either consume less or 

travel to neighboring non-deposit states to purchase 

products at lower prices. First year sale losses in 

deposit states read as follows: Beer sales down 9.1% in 

Vermont; down 11.0% in Michigan; and down 10.6% in 

Connecticut. No state has seen an increase in beverage 

sales after implementing deposit laws. 

Employment 



Higher prices and lower sales mean a loss of jobs. 

Beverage wholesalers and distributors are forced to lay 

workers off as demand for product decreases. 

State Revenue 

Higher prices, decreased consumption, unemployment: each 

of these factors add up to lost state revenue at the hand 

of container deposits. States loss valuable excise taxes 

when beer purchasers either drink less or make their 

purchases in non-deposit states. When soft drink sales 

decrease, state sales tax collections are forfeited as 

well. Any container manufacturing plant that shuts down 

produces revenue loss for the home community. The Can 

Manufacturers Institute sponsored a study on the impact of 

container deposit laws on state budgets and estimated the 

total revenue loss in the nine deposit states over a 

four-year period equaled approximately $28 million. 

Do deposit laws provide solutions? 

Despite inherent weaknesses in existing state laws, 

deposit proponents insist the good outweighs the bad. 

That is, the reduction in litter and beautification of 

communities is worth the price states pay in the long run. 

Simply not so. Container deposit laws produce no 



significant reduction in total litter and provide little 

incentive for voluntary recycling on the part of 

communities. 

An examination of the "results" in container depos'it 

states reveal two remarkable discrepancies in the claims 

of deposit proponents and what actually happens once 

deposit bills are passed: 

Container deposit laws do not significantly decrease 

total litter 

Environmental Action, a Washington-based container deposit 

coalition, claims "the results in deposit law states are 

impressive ... total roadside litter is reduced 30-60%." 

Testimonials from every single container deposit states 

say, "not true." In Michigan, solid waste declined only 

4.5% as a result of the state's deposit law. The Maine 

State Department of Transportation estimates a year after 

the container deposit law went into effect, 85% of highway 

litter remained. Roadside litter in Oregon was decreased 

by only 10.6% a year after the state's deposit law was 

enacted. TheRockefeller Institute gave its assessment of 

post-bottle law litter reduction in New York State, 

calling the change in total litter "statistically 

insignificant." 

'+3"' 



While there is an acceptable reduction in beverage 

container litter as deposit proponents promise, 

legislators and consumers should look closely at litter 

composition. A recent litter survey done by the 

Departmetn of Geography at Rutgers University, for the 

Department of Environmental Protection, showed that the 

single largest category of litter by item count was 

cigarette butts -- one-half of all littered items. 

The next most dominant litter type was paper packaging and 

paper pieces. By aeral coverage portrays a slightly 

different picture. Cigarette butts account for 5%; 

plastic packaging, 35%; followed by paper packaging, 29%. 

Beverage containers account for only 5% of the state's 

litter. 

The Clean Communities Act was enacted in 1986 to create a 

statewide litter abatement program through community-based 

programs of litter pickup and removal, enforcement and 

education, and a statewide education effort. Funding for 

the program is the result of a tax on "litter-generating 

products." Revenue from the tax has increased each year. 

In 1988, $8 million was distributed to municipalities; in 

1989, $9 million; and in 1990, $12 million. 

Local participation in the program has increased by 



approximately 60% since the inception of the program. To 

date, 445 municipalities and counties are implementing 

clean community programs, compared to 275 in the first 

year of the program. 

The food distribution industry is in favor of a clean 

environment. The industry abhors the accumulation of 

litter in all forms -- beverage containers included. 

However, we believe mandatory container deposit laws are 

the least efficient means of clearing neighborhoods and 

highways of litter. That's why we initiated the Clean 

Communities Program. 

You can't deal effectively with any problem by attacking 

only part of it. Our state's problem of solid waste, 

diminishing landfills and litter are only partially a 

matter of bottles and cans. 

The New Jersey Food Council and its members agree that 

there is a great social and environmental need to reduce 

solid waste and remove our litter, but we feel a bottle 

bill is an illogical solution. 

The New Jersey Recycling Act was the first of its kind in 

the nation, and not only is it a good example of 

cooperation among state and local governments, New Jersey 

citizens, industry, labor, and the environmental 



community, but it is a comprehensive system that is 

working pretty well. What impact would a bottle bill have 

on municipal recycling costs, markets and infrastructure. 

I believe it would take valuable materials out of the 

municipal programs, and would affect their ability to 

operate. 

Bottle bills don't come cheap. It is evident that the 

costs associated with the process of forced deposits are 

substantial. A bottle bill would cost the consumer at 

least $150 million in increased beverage prices; is 

inconvenient and inefficient; causes a reduction in sales 

which results in lost revenue, profits and unemployment; 

and impacts every industry in the beverage distribution 

system -- would have little impact on litter and would 

repeal the Clean Communities Act, and finally it would 

greatly impact New Jersey's present recycling system. 

To impose these costs and effects on the consumer of New 

Jersey, through a system that will deal with less than 7% 

of the solid waste, and less than 5% of the litter, seems 

ill conceived. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank you for 

giving me the opportunity to speak on this important 

issue, and I urge you to defer the notion of supporting a 



bottle bill in New Jersey and give Mandatory Recycling and 

total litter control a chance to work, and a chance to 

show the nation that there are more effective, creative 

and logical solutions to our solid waste and litter 

dilemma than forced deposit legislation. 

### 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This statewide litter survey was conducted during the 
summer of 1989 by the Department of Geography, Rutgers 
University under the directorship of Dr. susan cutter. The 
purpose of the project was to establish some preliminary 
estimates on the quantity, accumulation, and composition of 
litter at 37 sample sites throughout the state. 

A full-scale litter survey was conducted for a six-week 
period during the summer of 1989. Sampling sites were selected 
using a stratified random site-selection methodology, in order 
to insure the representativeness of each site. Twenty-one of 
the 37 sites (communities) were selected in this manner. · Of 
equal importance were specialized environments such as beaches, 
waterways, roads, parklands, and areas adjacent to landfills. 
Sixteen sites representing these specialized land uses also were 
included in the sample. 

For each site, a standardized grid (a geographic 
information system) was constructed in the field covering an 
area of 500 square feet. This GIS allowed for the spatial 
collection of data and facilitated the statistical analysis. 
At the first visit, litter was counted, categorized, and removed 
at each site. A second and third visit to each site permitted 
the analysis of accumulated litter since the initial visit. 
During each visit, the litter was counted, categorized, and 
removed. 

A total of 9,989 items of litter were found during the six­
week period at all 37 sites. By item count, the largest single 
category of litter was cigarette butts, accounting for almost 
one fourth of all littered items. The next most dominant litter 
type-was paper packaging, followed by paper pieces. The areal 
coverage of litter portrays a slightly different finding. While 
most numerous in counts, cigarette butts account for less than 
5 percent of the total littered surface. In terms of area 
littered, the most prevalent item was plastic packaging 
(covering 35 percent of total littered surface), followed by 
paper packaging (29 percent) . Accumulation rates for fresh 
litter average 1,249 pieces of litter per week for all 37 sites 
together. Paper packaging and cigarette butts accumulated the 
fastest on a_weekly basis. We found that 64% of the freshly­
littered area consisted of packaging materials made from either 
plastic or paper. 

Land use does make a difference in the accumulation of 
litter. Litter is more common in the commercial sites in our 
survey, particularly urban commercial areas. U~ban residential, 
road, and state parks also have relativ•ly high weekly 
accumulation rates, averaging 51, 37, and 40 pieces of litter 
per 500 square foot site per week. 

Demographic characteristics such as population density, 



road density, and per capita income have very little 
relationship to litter counts and accumulation rates in our 
survey. The most significant relationship is between commercial 
land use and litter counts and accumulation rates. Recycling 
and participation in the Clean Communities program also show no 
relationship with litter counts and accumulation rates in our 
sample. 

Because of the small sample size, these survey results 
cannot be generalized to the entire state. This study's utility 
is that it provides specific information on litter composition, 
accumulation, and item counts for a variety of different 
specialized environments as well as communities. 

In order to address some of the policy issues, smaller, 
more localized litter surveys should be conducted at the 
community level. These mini-surveys would provide local data 
by which to judge the effectiveness of any litter reduction 
program. Based on the compositional analysis, beverage 
container deposit legislation would have little effect on the 
quantity and areal coverage of litter. Also, litter-generating 
products, as defined by the Clean Communities Account are 
justifiably taxed based upon our survey. To reduce litte~ in 
New Jersey, more effective controls should be directed toward 
excess packaging (plastic and paper), polystyrene foam, and 
tobacco products. 

v 



My name is Guy Polhemus and I am the Executive Director and founder of 
WE CAN, a non-profit organization which operates New York Cities only 
two Redemption Centers. WE CAN exists because of the Returnable 
Container Act that was enacted in July of 1983. I started WE CAN in 1987 
in response to a large number of poor and homeless individuals who, in 
collecting containers for their very survival, were turning container 
redemption into a small industry. 

WE CAN opened its first Redemption Center in October, 1987, and over the 
past four years has: (1) paid out over $4-million in nickle deposits to the 
poor and homeless; (2) processed over 70-million containers, representing 
10,000 tons of solid waste diverted from landfill; employs 52 individuals 
full-time, including 35 formerly homeless persons; and, ( 4) picks up 
donated containers from over 2,600 corporations, schools and residences 
that set aside their empties and donate them to WE CAN to help the 
homeless and the environment. 

The Returnable Container Act (Bottle Bill Law) has been very positive for 
New York State and New York City. The Rockefeller Commission conducted 
a study of the Returnable Container Act in 1984, one year after it's 
implementation. The Commission concluded that the positive impact the 
Bottle Bill had on reducing street and roadway litter alone insured that it 
would never be rescinded. Furthermore, Jon Naar, author of 'Design for a 
Livable Planet' estimated that New York State saved between $50-$100 
million in energy costs, $50 million in cleanup costs and $19 million in 
solid waste disposal costs in the first two years of the Bottle Law's 
existence. 

New York's Returnable Container Act (Bottle Bill) has not been without it's 
problems, but they are problems others States have avoided and that 
States considering a Bottle Bill Law can avoid. One way is if the State 
designates a Central Deposit Bank for all collected deposits. For example: 
WE CAN pays an average of $15,000 a day to individuals who come to our 
Redemption Centers to redeem their empties. In the beginning, bottlers 
and distributors refused to pick up and reimburse WE CAN for the 
containers redeemed -- as required by law. This happened for two 
reasons: (1) beverage distributors, who initiate the the deposit in New 
York State, were allowed to retain "unclaimed deposits" as revenue, giving 
distributors and incentive to make redemption as difficult as possible; and, 
(2) enforcement of the law and designation of primary distributors 
(because the distributor not the manufacturer initates the deposit) was left 
up to an understaffed Department of Env· .onmental Conservation. 
Massachusetts has avoided both of these problems and the problems WE 
CAN had to face in New York are non existent for a similar program Boston 
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Can. By having a state pool where all the deposites go payment to retailers 
and redemption centers is guaranteed. Another way is making 
escheatment mandatory and any unclaimed deposits can then be used by 
the State. 

I testified in February, 1990 at the Moreland Act CommissionHearings 
which was setup by Governor Cuomo to look at the problems with the 
Returnable Container Act and make recommendations on improving it. 
Among the many recommendations were to increse the handling fee from 
1.5 cents to 2 cents and to create a state fund to avoid the types of 
problems that WE CAN ,consumers and some retailers had had in getting 
bottlers to comply with the law. 

I see first hand as city services are cut how a Bottle Bill Law makes more 
and more sense. The deposit keeps a constant incentive to recycle present 
regardless of fluctuating raw material prices. 

Another recommendation of the Moreland Act Commission was to expand 
the Act to include juice and wine bottles. The Natural Resource Defense 
Council NRDC has stated that the Retunable Container Act is the 
cornerstone of New York's Solid Waste Management Program. As recycling 
budgets are slashed or eliminated it becomes more and more evident that 
the cries from bottlers to not enact Bottle Bill Laws are baseless and self 
serving. 

Bottle Bill Laws have proven to be a poslttve thing, and they are standing 
the test of time as the capacity of landfills decrease Bottle Bills show that 
the payoff can be great for the environment and the creation of jobs. I was 
born in New Jersey right here in Trenton this is a diverse and beautiful 
state and it is an honor to give my testimony today . I hope that you do 
adopt a Bottle Bill Law it's the right thing to do. 
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I speak today in.favor of returnable beverage containers based 
on my experience, on common sense, and on my Christian 
convictions. 

In terms of experience, I grew up at a time when all beverages 
were sold in returnable containers. Since my father was in the 
Navy, I lived in communities all over the country. It was simply 
the norm and the expectation that we would save our soda and 
milk bottles and return them to the store when we were finished. 
If we didn't we lost the deposit, and we couldn't afford that. 

I never perceived that there was any problem with this system. 
In fact, we children were frequently the ones sent to return 
the bottles to the clerk when we went shopping, and in that 
capacity we felt useful and also got to know the busin~ss world 
in some small way. 

Moreover, we had an economic incentive to collect discarded 
bottles by the sides of roads, in vacant lots, on the beach, 
etc. We often spent our free time collecting such containers, 
and many an ice cream cone was bought with the money we got 
from returning the bottles. Of course, we didn't understand 
that we were also helping to alleviate the problem of litter 
and solid waste pollution, but that didn't matter. It seems 
to me to be a good use of economic incentives to use them to 
accomplish suchgood social ends, while simultaneously benefiting 
the individual who spends the time to collect and return bottles. 

As my wife's family lives in New England, we frequently travel 
there, and I notice that most states in that region require 
deposits on returnable bottles. It was done across the country 
in the past, and there is no reason the rest of us can't join 
New England in aaopting the sensible policy of returnable 
beverage containers. 

Finally, I want to.address our moral responsibility as human 
beings, and in particular my perspective as a person of faith. 
In the Biblical book of Genesis, we are told that God put man 
in the beautiful Garden of Eden to "cultivate and take care 
of it." One of the most basic responsibilities our Creator gives 
us is to be caretakers of His beautiful creation. Unfortunately, 
we human beings have messed up pretty badly in carrying out 
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that responsibility. We have polluted and littered this beautiful 
creation with solid waste, including much that is 
non-biodegradable. Over the last several decades, especially, 
we have adopted a throw-away culture. But the Earth is not a 
throw-away, and the psalmist reminds us that is not even ours 
to discard or pollute: 11 The Earth is the Lord's, and the fullness 
thereof. 11 (Psalm 24) 

There are many rationaliza~ions that are given to justify this 
behavior: convenience, maximizing profits, less clutter at home 
and in stores. If any or all of these are allowed to override 
our responsibility to be good care-takers of the Earth, then 
in my mind they are a form of idolatry. For if anything is 
allowed to distract us from God's call and God's will, then 
is a competing god. 

But even if one is not a person of faith, it seems to me the 
moral imperative to minimize solid waste and maximize re-use 
and recycling is clear. For it is we, our neighbors, and our 
children who will suffer pollution and a littered landscape 
if we don't reverse our solid waste policies. Out of simple 
human responsibility, to ourselves and all future generations, 
we have an obligation to properly care for the earth. It is 
only by fulfilling that obligation that we can enjoy the beauty 
and the fruits which the Creator intends for us. 
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GOOD MORNING, I AM DIANE MENSINGER, MANAGER OF PROCUREMENT 
SERVICES FOR THE UNION CARBIDE CHEMICAL AND PLASTICS 
RECYCLING PLANT IN PISCATAWAY NJ. I APPRECIATE THIS 
OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON THE ASSEMBLY BILLS CONCERNING PET 
RECYCLING AND DEPOSITS. 

I WOULD LIKE TO TAKE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO BRING YOU UP-TO-DATE 
ON OUR NEW RECYCLING MANUFACTURING PLANT IN PISCATAWAY AND 
ALSO TO REITERATE-THE KINDS AND AMOUNT OF PLASTICS THAT WE 
ARE REMOVING FROM THE SOLID WASTE STREAM IN NEW JERSEY. 

OUR PLANT IS BEING IMPLEMENTED IN STAGES DURING THE COURSE OF 
THIS YEAR. THIS GIVES US THE OPPORTUNITY TO FULLY DEBUG ONE 
STAGE WHILE THE NEXT STAGE IN BEING INSTALLED. THUS FAR, WE 
HAVE INSTALLED AND ARE OPERATING 

• THE SORTING LINE -WHICH IS A 90 FOOT LINE THAT CAN -
UTILIZE UP TO 40 PEOPLE FOR A FINAL QUALITY SORT OF 
THE BALES WE HAVE RECEIVED) FOR THIS WE ARE USING 
SOME DISABLED EMPLOYEES FROM BOTH MIDDLESEX AND 
SOMERSET COUNTY PROGRAMS AS WELL AS NON­
HANDICAPPED WORKERS 

• THE GRINDERS - FOUR 250 HORSE POWER UNITS 
WHICH GRIND .POLYETHYLENE BOTILES AND FILM AND PET 
INTO 1/2 lNCH FLAKES 

• THE WASHING AND DRYING EQUIPMENT IS INSTALLED AND 
GOING THROUGH PRE START-UP SAFETY REVIEWS 

FINALLY, OUR PELLETIZERS WILL BE INSTALLED AND OPERATING IN 
DECEMBER OF THIS YEAR. 

AS YOU MIGHTSUSPECT, WE HAVE INVESTED HEAVILY IN BOTH 
CAPITAL EQUIPMENT AS WELL AS IN THE PROCUREMENT SIDE OF OUR 
BUSINESS. 

WE HAVE DEVISED OUR MANUFACTURING PLANT TO 1) TAKE THE 
LARGEST PERCENTAGE oc PLASTICS THAT ARE AVAILABLE IN A 
TYPICAL HOUSEHOLD (PE • AND HOPE), AND 2) TO UTILIZE PLASTICS 
GENERATED FROM CURBSIDE PROGRAMS. 
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FOR EXAMPLE, WE ARE ACCEPTING NOT ONLY PET SODA BOTTLES BUT 
ALSO OTHER PET BOTTLES LIKE DETERGENT BOTTLES, VEGETABLE OIL 
BOTTLES, WATER BOTTLES, LIQUOR AND FOOD BOTTLES (SALAD 
DRESSING). THIS MAKES UP APPROXIMATELY 30% OF THE MATERIALS 
NOT TARGETED FOR RECYCLING IN THESE BILLS. BY THE WAY, THIS IS 
AN AREA THAT IS GROWING FROM 20% OF THE PET BOTTLE SEGMENT IN 
1988 TO 30% IN 1990. AND CAN BE ATTRIBUTED TO CONSUMER 
PRESSURE TO HAVE PRODUCTS PACKAGED IN READILY RECYCLABLE 
PACKAGES. 

ALL OF THE RECYCLING PROGRAMS THAT GENERATE MATERIAL FOR 
UNION CARBIDE ARE CURBSIDE RECYCLING PROGRAMS. WE DO NOT 
TAKE MATERIAL FROM BOTTLE BILL OPERATIONS SINCE WE BUll TOUR 
SYSTEM TO HANDLE THE CURBSIDE PROGRAMS WHICH INCLUDE MORE 
MATERIALS AND ARE SLIGHTLY DIRTIER. 

FINALLY, I WANTED TO MENTION THAT WE HAVE ALSO WORKED VERY 
HARD TO ASSIST MUNICIPALITIES AND COUNTIES IN IMPLEMENTING 
PLASTICS RECYCLING IN THEIR COMMUNITIES. IN FACT THIS YEAR, WE 
WILL BE PURCHASING ABOUT 18 MILLION POUNDS OF RECYCLABLE 
PLASTICS. OF THAT AMOUNT ABOUT 11 MILLION POUNDS (61%) WILL 
BE FROM N.J. 

AS A REFLECTION OF OUR COMMITMENT, LET ME POINT OUT THAT OF 
THE 11 MILLION POUNDS OF PLASTICS, 9 MILLION POUNDS WILL HAVE 
BEEN GENERATED FROM PROGRAMS THAT UNION CARBIDE HAD HELPED 
TO INITIATE IN THE LAST YEAR AND A HALF. 

ONE ADDITIONAL NOTE, ONCE WE ARE OPERATIONAL, EACH MONTH WE 
WILL BE CONSUMING AN AMOUNT OF PLASTIC THAT IS EQUAL TO 2 
ACRES 10 FEET HIGH. THIS IS MATERIAL THAT WILL NOT BE 
LAND FILLED. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND ATTENTION. 
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The New Jersey Environmental Lobby is here today in support of 
beverage container deposit legislation. NJEL is an organization of 
1200 individuals and groups working to promote legislation and 
regulation that is protective of New Jersey's natural resources. 
For almost a decade now we have been one of several groups seeking 
such deposits to ensure recycling and re-use. 

The "Bottle Bill" is a simple concept that would encourage greater 
recycling of beverage containers than we currently experience under 
our mandatory recycling act. According to our own DEPE, in 1989 
our recycling rate was 39% for glass containers, 31.37% for­
aluminum containers and less than 1% for plastic containers. 
Contrast this with state figures from the nine states who have 
enacted beverage deposit laws and you see a rate that ranges from 
63% return of soda containers in New York State to 95% return for 
aluminum in Iowa and an overall rate of 92 to 97% in Ore~nn. If 
other states can average 80% or better in container returns, why 
expect less of New Jersey? And an 80% return would more than double 
the level of current recycling in these areas. 

Doubling the recycling rate for such containers would alleviate 
some of .the pressures on our remaining land fills. It would save 
in disposal cost avoided in tipping fees and would serve to greatly 
diminish the amount of litter still found along roadsides, stream 
banks and in our parks. 

Previous efforts at litter control have not been totally 
successful. We still see the need for crews, such as those 
recruited from our corrections population, to scour the roadsides 
and pick up the accumulated trash. If you have ever been part of 
a community clea11.-up operation, then you know that most of the 
"litter" collected is old, discarded beverage containers. Again we 
avoid cost if we avoid, or lessen, the need for continued clean­
up. In addition, we beautify our communities as a sort of side 
benefit. 

The deposit, in fact, serves as a double incentive. It flags the 
consumer with ar added cost if the container is not returned. In 
addition, it re· .. ards those who seek to clean-up their communities 
with a monetary bounty for doing so. (In some places college 
students have been known to clean-up park and picnic areas for an 
added income boost between checks from home.) 
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added income boost between checks from home.) 

It is interesting to note that in 1960, 95% of all soft drinks and 
53% of all beers were sold in refillable glass bottles. These 
bottles required a deposit. The "no deposit, no return" single-use 
disposable container did not come into pre-eminent usage until the 
end of that decade. Beverage container deposits are not a new idea. 

We have heard that raising the cost of a beverage via the deposit 
on its container will cause consumers to go out-of-state to 
purchase these items. That argument was raised in the state of 
Maine prior to passage of the legislation there. However, there has 
been no noticeable sales loss since the law was passed. In fact, 
the redemption rate in Maine is 95%, according to their department 
of environment. 

Even a 95% rate, however, allows a sum of deposit monies to go 
uncollected. This uncollected deposit amount could, and perhaps 
should, periodically be funnelled into the county recycling 
programs to assist with waste reduction in other areas. 

This past summer a student intern with our organization researched 
the beverage container deposit legislation that had passed in other 
states. Some of his information was compiled in a series of graphs 
and charts which I will submit with this testimony. One of the most 
interesting bits of information secured, however, was the fact that 
in most so-called "bottle bill" states, the issue was resolved at 
the polls. Through the use of Initiative and Referendum processes 
the proponents had placed the proposal on the ballot, and the 
voters said "yes." It would appear that most average citizens view 
this approach as common sense. 

We have also heard that storage of used containers will result in 
an increase in vermin and unsanitary conditions in those 
establishments required to accept them. Health officers in deposit 
states have denied such claims. Charles Schade, Health Officer for 
the state of Oregon, stated "I never observed any evidence of 
vermin around beverage containers. In my opinion, the vermin issue 
is a red herring being raised by the bottling industry." Likewise, 
Richard \'hlberg, Fr incipal Sanitarian for the city of Horcester 
(~A), stated "There is no noticeable increase of vermin in retail 
or food establishments due to the Bottle Bill." 

The experience of those states in which such laws exist shows us 
that it is not ~ measure to be feared. New businesses have sprung 
up, such· as the drive-through soda and beer store, because of 
deposits and the need to exchange empties for full. Jobs have been 
created in such new endeavors. And we learned that in Iowa it was 
the farming community who pushed for a deposit law because of the 
damage done to livestock from ingesting empty bottles. 

It. would appear that a Bottle Bill, far from creating problems, 
solves many that are here already. We firmly believe that beverage 
container deposits are in the best interests of this state. 
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Table 1. Beverage Container Deposit Laws 

Date Deposit Containers Handling Redemption Reduction 111 Reduct1on m 
State Implemented Amount Included Fee Rates Botlle Utter Total Liller 

Oregon 10/72 ~¢. 2¢ on inter· Beer, mall, carbonated None 92·97% 83'% 47% 
changeable stubby and mineral water, soft 
bottle drinks 

Vermont 7173 5¢ beer and soda, Beer, mall. mineral 3¢ 85% 76% 35% 
15¢ lor liquor >so and soda water, liquor, 
ml soft drinks 

Maine ' 1178 5¢ beer and soda, Beer, soda, wine, wine 3¢ 95% 86% 40% 
15¢ lor wine and coolers, liquor. juice 
liquor 

Michigan 12/78 10¢ Beer, soli drinks, 25%ol 92·93% 80% 41% 
canned cocktails escheat 

monies 

Iowa 7179 5¢ Beer, soli drinks, wine, 1¢ 95% aluminum 79% 61% 
liquor 85% glass 

Connecticut 1/80 5¢ Beer, soH drinks, Beer, 1.5¢ 88% cans NA NA 

~ 
carbonated and min· Soda, 2¢ 94% bottles 
eral water 

4:: 
Delaware 6182 5¢ All non-aluminum less 20%ol NtA NA NA 

than 2 qts., beer, mall, deposit 
soft drinks, soda and 
mineral water 

~ Massachusetts 1183 5¢ Beer, soft drinks, all 2¢ 85% NA 30·35% 
carbonated beverages 

New York 7163 5¢ Beer, soft drinks, 1.5¢ 63% soda, NA NA 
carbonated and min· 80% beer 
eral water 
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Table 2: Comparison of costs and revenues, Rhode Island curbside recycling program 
versus estimated ligures lor combined curbside recycling and bollle deposit law 
program. 

Rhode Island CU1bs1de Program 
_ __jf'rowcted 1990 F1gures} 

Combined Curbside Recycling Bortle B11/ 
____ lcE'-'s'-'!tl'-'m,_,ated Figures)_ ___ _ 

Tons Cost of Tons Cost of 
Mateflal Removed Revenue CollectiOn (I} Removed Revenue Collecllon 

Newspaper 
Aluminum 
HOPE 
PET 
Tin 
Glass 
~sidue 

Totals 

27.800 
625 
725 
800 

2.600 
6,700 
7,500 

46,750 

Operating costs 
Collection costs 

Subtotal operating cost 

Revenue 

Net operat1ng cost 

Cost per ton ol 
material removed 

43,600 
599,000 
106,500 
125,300 

2,291.300 
51,500 
59,200 
65.900 

39.000 
322.700 

0 

214,300. 
552,200 
618,200 

$1,236,100 $3.853,400 

Curbside Program 
Without Bottle Bill 

$1,779,600 
+ $3,853,400 

$5,633,000 

- $1,236,100 

$4,396,900 

$94.05 

27,800 
2,666 

725 
1,562 
2,600 

22,605 (2) 
3,450 

61,408 

43,600 
0 

106.500 
0 

39,000 
147,936 

0 

$337,036 

Combmed Curbside 
Bonle Bill Program 

$1,779,600 
+ $3,087,874 

$4,867,474 

-$ 337,036 
-------·-·----

$4,530,438 

$73.77 

2,291,300 
0 

59,450 
0 

213,200 
252,724 
282,900 

$3,087,874 

( 1) $82 4<' was used as the average cost of collcctoon per ton, based on total collectoon costs of $383,500 
1n the Johnston MRF Financoat AnalysiS. Column may nol sum to total due 10 roundong 

(2) 19.523 tons collected through BCDL 3,082 tons collected through curbsode program. Assumes lhal 
46"/o ol the glass on lhe curbside program os non-beverage conlaoner glass (per "U 5 Industrial Outlook 
1990--Cans and Conlaoners," US Dept of Commerce) . 
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As ca~ be seen from the beverage container recycling recovery 
rates listed on the last page of the Appendix A·of this report a~d 
below, it appears as though a ••convenient and economically · 
feasible mechanism for the collection, recycling and marketing of 
plastic beverage containers" does not exist in New Jersey at this 
time. 

MATERIAL 

Aluminum 
Glass 
Plastic 
Bi-metal 

u.. 

k. :o.CLING 
RECOVERY RATE 

37.0\ 
15.9\ 
0.3\ 
4.1\ 

,,, 



~ 
oq 
~ 

MIHEIHAUi 

YARl> WI\STE 

FOOD LoiASTE 

NF.WSPAPER 

CORRU6A TED I 

OFFICE PAPER 

OHlER PAPER 

PLASTIC CONTAINEI~ 

OTIIER PLAST.lC 

GLASS CONTAINERS 

2 

·._ .. NJDEP DIVISION OF SOLIJl •lAS IE. MANAGEMENT 
1909· fONNAGE lil:CYCLED WY MATERIAL) 

f'EBRLIAI<Y 1'1, 1<791 

~ 4 
7. OF WI\STE 

STnEAM 
SOLID loJASTE 

GENERATEU 
SOL 11> NA5 rE 

HECYCLED 

9 r, 347,944. :r: 6'77' 093. 60 

.. 599 • (18lt. :w 63,346.53 .. 

4 599,08b.39 471_, 257.70 

6 8?9,629.58 415,932.70 

2 2'19,543. 19 57 .~•94.63 

13 1,947,030.76 151,587.50 

1 . 14 '1 1 77 1 . ltO 1,265.22 

4 5'i'1, 086. 39 4, 8(•5.00 

..,.. ... 
~.,.,. "194,246.2., 192,725.89 

:..i 
HECYCLltl& 

RATE 

51. 77"1.. 

1(1. 57iC. 

70.6/~'l. 

46.27"1. 

1'1.067. 

7.791. 

0.841. 

0.001. 

.30.997. 

AUJNINUH CONTAINEHS 0.4 5'1, 908. 6'\ 18,791.96 31.377. 

NON FERROUS 

AUTO 13ATTEHIES 

FERROUS CONTAitiE£15 

OTIIER FERROUS 

CONSTRUCT ION ~ 
DEMOLITION 

TIRES 

OTI-IEl' 

TOTALS 

s 

1 14'1,771.b0 65,874 • .2\) 43.'10:£ 

0.3 44,931.48 36,31.4.7'\ 80.02% 

l 149,771.60 22,3::!9.69 14.?17. 

14 2,096,902.36 ::!,006,(150.80 95. 67''/.. 

32 4, 792,691. 10 2,064,788.78 43.0B:G 

1 149,77J.60 17,394.20 11.6l:l 

'I 59'1, OBb. 3? 27_,162.21 4. !:)~(. 

=~=====~====-=~-====~==~~=======~=~==?=======~~======~= 

100 14,?77,15?.70 6,314,::105.35 

;:::.===.:==::.:=::.::1::::.===:=====-==:=-::=:====.:==:.:.c=====::.;;::-=-:;==:::=::.::.=.=-:======== 

COLUMN 2 
COLIJHU 3 
COLUMN 4 
COLUMN !:i 

PF.Il CENT OF l'OTAL IIUmTE STI~AH 
SOLI I> WASTE Jl lf>POSED + RECYCLED 
l>OCUHENTED TONNAGE RECYCLED -~ INDU!HHY 
UECYCLED DIVIDED BY TOTAL liENERATED 

==:-:..=-=---==-==-==:C:.:::=::=:=:::=====-==:.:=:.:::::..:..:::.:::=::=..:.~::::::-:::::~====-==:::J:::::::o=======-...;=:.::=:= 

42.16'l. 
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I 
COUNTY 

ATLANTIC 

BERGEN 

BURLI NfJ TON 

CAt-10EN 

CAPE MAY 

tCUMDERLI\Nl) 

ESSEX 

Gl.OOCESTER 

HUDSON 

l·tUtHI!HODN 

MEUCEH 

MIDI>LESET. 

HONI'IOUTH 

NOf<RlS 

OCEAN 

PA!iS,'\1 C 

SAU::J'I 

S011ERSET 

SUSSEX 

UNION 

WARREN 

TOTALS 

j ''" ILHUUoi•L hl.L.tt_U.:U (tl¥ LLJlJNIY) 
FEE<HUARY 1.,, 1'191 

2 
SOL II> ·I·IASTE 

GENERATE I) 

676,035.20 

1,610,541).41) 

616,920.00 

926,779.(10 

2'17,273.60 

312,015.90 

1,384,588.80 

414,431.00 

1,296,917.90 

l49, 540. B•l 

B?5,0Ht. 40 

L, 489,453. 4fJ 

J • 00 1 • 321 • 20 

720,359.'i'O 

876,879.10 

756,350.80 

144.551.00 

:W6,4b5.70 

167, 2:tJ9. {,(, 

741,765.00 

162,6?h.IO 

3 
SOLID I•IAST£ 

RECYCLEU 

273,590.20 

707,810.40 

250,485.51) 

377,153.50. 

0'7. 5b·1. [,Q 

129,990.40 

~78,562.80 

191>,74'1.50 

4:-lO I 096. 9(1 

54' 066. :!.4 

503,BS4.1JO 

53?,626.40 

416,190.20 

324. ~·46. 40 

420 1 Ml3.60 

284, 167. 3(.1 

33,448.00 

135,2~4.21) 

"18,434.60 

:s2.J, 5.J5. eo 

39 1 68R , (,r) 

. 

4 
SOLID WASTE 

DISPOSED 

402,445.00 

<702,700.00 

3:58,434.50 

549,325.50 

I 5'1 1 70'~. 00 

IB2,017.50 

706,026.00 

217,b86.50 

84b,821.00 

'JI\, 67'1. 50 

:::;91,132.00 

949,,827.00 

585,131.00 

3.96, 011.50 

451., 195.50 

'172, 183. 50 

111. 103. 00 

251,171.50 

88,815.00 

418,230.01) 

123,007.50 

5 
HECYCLING 

RATE 

40.477. 

43.951: 

IJ1.90'X 

'10.737. 

3::i.41'X 

41.66'l 

'19.017.. 

47. 47X 

34.717. 

36.691. 

56.30/. 

36.231. 

41.56/. 

45.03'X 

47.?8)(. 

-s7. 57"1. 

23.14% 

35.01:;( 

46.907. 

43.621. 

24.39>.: 
=c~:;~c==:=====~======-;=====:;=%~c=====ca===== ===~%~z=~~== 

14,977,159.70 6,314,504.70 B, 1:.62, 655. 0(• 42.Jh'l.. 

=-=-=-=~~:=~::=:..::=::~=:-:========:=-:;:=::.;==:=:.::=::.====:=======-==:::::=;:;:x:-:.==:!:===-:==::c======:=:.:=~== 

COLUMN 2 
couu·rN 3 
COLUI·IN 4 
COLLIMN 5 

SOLI U ~11\STF D I !:iPOSED •· RECVCLEU, 
SOU J> l•IASJE RECYCLED 
SOLID WASTE IJISPOSED 
SOLID 1</ASTE RECYCLE!) DIVIDED BY 5DLJD NASTE GENEI~ATED 

z.::;:~:..:~=====~=:::::;.======-;;-=.:::=::::::~::::==::.::=:.==:;;-...:::::.:.==:.==:::-===~==============:;:;;====-==; 
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Actual Tons of Glass Recycled as Verified 
by the New Jersey Oflice of Recycling 

in 1982 vs 1987 vs Estitnated Tons with a Bottle Bill 

Municipal Tons of Glass Population lbs of Glass per Capita 
1982 1987 1990(Boltle Bill) 1982* 1987* 1990(Bottle Bill)** 

Bellville 0 2 634 35,367 0 0 36 

Bloomfield I 155 285 857 47,792 6 12 36 

Caldwell 66 145 137 7,624 17 38 36 

Cedar Grove 35 41 226 12,600 6 6 36 

East Orange 60 24 1,381 77,025 2 1 36 

Essex Fells 57 26 42 2,363 48 22 36 

Fairfield 10 7 143 7,987 2 2 36 

Glen Ridge 22 19 141 7,885 5 5 36 

--J Irvington 40 0 1,103 61,493 1 0 36 

Livingston 60 75 503 28,040 4 5 36 

0 Maplewood 107 69 412 22,950 9 6 36 

)( 
Millburn 160 207 350 19,543 16 2t 36 

Montclair 1,011 968 687 38,321 53 51 36 

Newark 373 2,632 5,905 329,248 ' 2 16 36 

North Caldwell 47 0 105 5,832 16 0 36 

Nutley 13 209 520 28,998 1 14 36 

Orange 10 0 558 31,136 1 0 36 

Roseland 0 17 96 5,330 0 6 36 

South Orange 0 0 285 15,864 0 0 36 

Verona 41 0 254 14,166 6 0 36 

West Caldwell 0 205 143 11,407 0 20 36 

West Orange 192 498 709 39,510 10 25 36 

Total: 2,458 5,337 15,253 850,481 

Average: 6 13 36 

Population reported using 1980 census data. 

* Tons of material divided by the population times 2,000. (i.e. 2,000 pounds per ton.). 

** Beveradtf Container Rec~clin~- Recommendations to the Governor and LegislatuJe, page 14, 1989, New Jersey Office of Recycling 
{330,0 tons + 7.36 mi ion J population 1980 census) = 0.0448tons per capita per year 
x .701 (percentage of glass w ich is beverage container material) 
x .80 (percentage ol beverage containers historically returned in Stales with beverage container deposit legislation.} .., 
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NEW JERSEY ENVIRONMENTAL LOBBY 
POSITION ON WASTE DISPOSAL AND 

INCINERATION 

Because of ~ew Jersey's very serious solid waste disposal crisis, it is imperative that a 

comprehensive strategy must be implemented in order to contend with the State's growing 

problem. Specifically, the strategy should endorse a solution which establishes a hierarchy 

with priority emphasis on waste reduction first; reuse second; recycling and composting third; 

materials separation. fourth: incineration only after heavily relying on the first four strategies 

used only with controls nqted below, and landfilling of remaining, non-usable resi'dues and 

non-processibles last. It is critical to provide a coherent and practical strategy for immediate, 

intermediate and long term development. The State should redirect its focus away from 

incineration and place incineration at the end of the hierarchy. Additionally, it is imperative 

that the state actively promotes education and outreach to the residents of the state to explain 

the importance of the hierarchy. 

The hierarchy is an important concept in which the goal is to maintain or retrieve the value of 

the original product while maximizing both waste diversion and economic benefits. The 

. "higher" use options are generally more conserving of economically valuable resources. 

As quoted from the National American Lung Association 1989 fact sheet "The ALA recom­

mends that solid waste reduction, recycling and the use of more environmentally benign disposal 

technologies such as composting be given priority over incineration as solutions to our nation 's 

solid waste ciispQ1aJ problem. Resource recovery incineration plants are not an inherently safe 

solution to our last reson strategy, onJy stringenl pollution contra~ and equally stringent operating 

and monitoring procedwes, can reduce the public heallh threat from the emissions these facilities 

are capable of prodl.lcing." 

The recommended strategy is outlined below in order of the hierarchy described above: 

As approved by NJEL Board of Directors 
on July 20, 1989. 



I. WASTE REDUCTION 

It is critical that the following waste reduction measures are implemented. 

A. There should be a deputy commissioner and adequate staff within the :--;JOEP to 

actively promote waste reduction efforts, and to establish and implement a com­

prehensive education program. 

B. Legislation should be introduced and supported to require the Commissioner of 

the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) to establish 

standards to: 

1. Establish a goal of a 10% reduction in weight in municipal solid waste within 

four years. 

2. Reduce volume and weight of disposable packaging by providing financial 

incentives and disincentives to advance waste reduction and toxicity of waste. 

3. Encourage recycling by establishing a purchase preference for materials 

which can be readily recycled. 

4. Increase amounts of recycled materials used in packaging material. 

5. Require state agencies to develop plans to eliminate disposable and single­

use products from use in state, county and local government (exempting 

eenain medical uses), e.g. use coffee mugs instead of using paper or plastic 

cups. 

6. Establish a brain trust and clearinghouse to promote government and in­

dustry policies, practices, techniques and progress with regard to waste 

reduction. 

7. Organize "Design for Sou..rn Reduction" workshops for design and packag-



ing engineers, manufacturers, retailers, wholesalers and distributors. 

8. Require waste reduction plans from companies with more than 500 

employees by 1990, from companies with more than 200 employees by 1991 

and from companies with more than 50 employees by 1992 (as already 

adopted by the State of Rhode Island) and phase-in smaller companies over 

a five year period. 

9. Establish a corporate recognition program for companies and industries that 

have reduced the volume and/or toxicity of materials used in their products. 

10. Create a database to track source reduction-related activities, including 

educational and legislative initiatives. 

3 



II. REUSE 

A. It is essential to reuse items whenever possible . .As such, legislation is essential to: 

1. Require refillable and reusable beverage containers for at least 40% of all 

beverage containers sold in the state, as done in Ontario, Canada. 

2. Enhance services such as those provided by the Salvation Army, Goodwill, 

the Morris Mission and shelter workshops, etc., which will encourage the 

strategy of repair, remanufacture and reuse. 

3. Require DEP to establish a public education program to promote good and 

minimal packaging -- made of reusable, recyclable and recycled materials; 

and to discourage the use of virgin materials, and those materials wf1ich are 

non-recyclable, and difficult to recycle or dispose. 

4. 

6. 

7. 

Eliminate cadmium and lead used as stabilizers, pigments, inks or glazes in 

packaging and other products that end up in municipal solid waste. 

Encourage the use of water soluble inks that do not contain heavy metals. 

Encourage municipalities to organize "scavenging days." 

Encourage home delivery of reusable beverage containers by firms such as 

Lake Beverage in Rockaway. 

4 



Ill. RECYCLING AND COMPOSTJNG 

A. Recycling needs to be maximized and expanded beyond the strategy in ~ew 

Jersey·s Mandatory Recycling Act. Additional recycling measures which are 

necessary should include legislation to: 

1. Increase the statewide recycling goal from 25% to 50% by 1993. 

2. Require an "Advance Disposal Fee" (ADF) of one cent on any containers 

composed of glass, aluminum or other metals, plastic and plastic coated 

paper, or any combination thereof, which does not achieve a sustained 

recycling rate of 50% or more by 1992. All proceeds should be deposited 

into a fund to suppon container recycling programs. The State of Florida 

enacted such a law in 1988. 

3. Provide tax credit to in-state brewers and bottlers for investing in the use of 

refillable beer and beverage containers. 

4. Require a three cent per container fee on plastic single-use food and 

beverage containers. All proceeds should be deposited into a fund to support 

waste reduction. recycling and anti-litter efforts. 

5. Require deposits on beverage containers, tires and batteries. 

6. Ban problematic. halogenated plastics, that when disposed of create serious 

environmental problems. 

7. _Tax all plastics to encourage use of more readily recyclable materials such 

as aluminum and glass and utilize tax to fund additional recycling measures. 

8. Tax the use by industry of virgin materials in order to encourage the use of 

recycled materials. 

9. Enhanced recycling markets are critical. Expon promotion is essential, as 

are additional tax credits and exemptions. including investment tax credits, 

7' ~ 
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secondary materials use credits. and sales and propeny tax exemptions. 

10. Require a phased-in use of recycled newsprint for newspapers so that by 1991, 

90% of the newsprint used in New Jersey will have a minimum 40% recycled 

paper content. 

11. Require a phased-in use of recycled crushed glass ( cullet) by bottle manufac­

turing plants in the State. Only about 30% of the input of material in the 

glass beverage container manufacturing process is cullet. This quantity of 

cullet use can be significantly increased to at least 90%. 

12. Require a S 1.00 per ton assessment paid by solid waste facility operators to 

be deposited in a municipal solid waste recycling trust fund in the 

municipality where the disposal facility is sited. This shall be in addition to 

provisions in any host municipality agreement 

13. Require all recipients of DOT street paving funds to utilize recycled ag­

gregate additives such as crumb rubber from recycled tires, and glass from 

recycled bonles and jars. 

14. Compel retailers to offer consumers the choice of paper or plastic bags. 

15. Require DEP to conduct a study on recycling non-municipal solid waste (i.e. 

demolition waste) and repon annually to the Governor and Legislature on 

its findings. 

16. Require DEP to adopt and copyright official symbols which may be used on 

packages made of recycled or recyclable materials. 

17. Require the State to print all bil.ls, that are introduced into the NJ legislature, 

a well as the New Jersey Register, to be printed on recycled newsprint. 

18. Require use by state, county, and municipal governments of the 1976 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) guidelines calling for 

government offices to use recycled products, and establish penalties for 

non-use. 

77 y.. 
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19. Require businesses to similarly use the RCRA guidelines for the purchase 

of recycled products, and establish penalties for non-use. 

20. Impose a gross receipts tax on distributors' sales of packaging. Deductions 

would be allowed for certain types of packaging including that which is 

recyclable and composed of at least 50% recycled materials. The tax would 

fund recycling effons and market expansion. Such legislation has been 

introduced in Vermont. 

21. Require the use of a symbol on packaging such as West Germany's "Blue 

Angel" used voluntarily by industry to indicate products which meet criteria 

for environmental quality established for that product. A similar environ­

mentally friendly labeling program is being established in Canada. 

B. Composting (microbial decomposition organic material) needs to be enco_uraged 

and maximized. 

1. Require yard waste to be composted. 

2. Require food waste from restaurants to be composted. 

3. State should sponsor periodic workshops for state, municipal and county 

employees to learn the most cost effective composting techniques. 

7 



IV. MATERIALS RECLAMATION 

A. The strategy of materials recovery is a better option than incineration and is 

essential and needs to be expanded by amending the State's Solid Waste ~anage­

ment Act (P.L. 1975, c.326 as amended). This would place a higher priority in 

studying and approving alternate strategies to incineration. Solid Waste planning 

districts should be required to utilize an approach as outlined in Newark's bid 

specifications (Contract #89-19) for construction of a mechanized recycling facility 

to process mixed municipal solid waste into recycled materials (see attached). 

B. Legislation is necessary to: 

1. Amend the Solid Waste Management Act to require bidding for construction 

of material recovery facilities prior to bidding for construction of in­

cinerators. This will determine if vendors offering such technology can 

produce on their claims and also determine if markets for materials derived 

from mixed municipal solid waste exist. 

7'1X 
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V. INCINERATION 

Once all of the above strategies are followed remaining solid waste should be burned in order 

to recover fuel value of any remaining materials for which economically viable markets do not 

exist. Incineration should only be performed when the following measures are accomplished: 

1. Place a freeze on the issuance of new incinerator permits until a task force 

completes a study for the incoming Governor of the State of New Jersey to 

formalize a waste reduction; reuse; recycling and composting; materials 

separation; and an incineration strategy. The task force will establish an 

"emergency reassessment period" to determine the environmental, health, 

and economic impacts of incinerators, as well as alternative solid waste 

management strategies, and redirect the state's focus toward maximizing 

waste reduction; reuse; recycling and composting; and materials reclamation. 

During the reassessment period the following things would happen: 

a freeze would be placed on the construction of new incinerators; 

there would be a call to action for New Jersey citizens, businesses and 

public officials to maximize waste reduction, recycling and composting; 

the state would conduct a comprehensive assessment of the cumulative 

impact on New Jersey's air quality from incinerators; 

the state would conduct a comprehensive economic analysis comparing 

the short and long term costs of the various solid waste management 

approaches. 

2. Best Available Control Technology (BACf) is utilized. 

3. Legislation is implemented requiring a pound-for-pound plus 10 percent 

off-set emissions strategy. Such a strategy means, for example, that if an 

incinerator emits 3,000 tons of particulates annually into the atmosphere, that 

the owners of that facility must reduce emissions of particulates by at least 



3,000 tons annually from an area in immediate proximity to the site outward. 

This strategy would be required for every type of air pollutant emitted from 

the facility. The goal would be to offset all emissions to a point at or below 

the aggregate of emissions entering the environment of the community prior 

to construction of the incinerator. 

4. Legislation is adopted requiring the owners of any incinerator to fund and 

provide all emissions data to an independent committee to evaluate in­

cinerator emissions (see host municipality agreement between City of 

Newark. Essex County, and the Pon Authority of New York/New Jersey). 

5. Legislation is adopted requiring continuous monitoring of incinerators for 

the following emissions sen, NOx, CO, C02, 02, HCL, total hydrocarbons 

(THC) and particulate matter. 

6. Legislation is adopted requiring operator training and cenification of in­

cinerator plant personnel involved in facilities operation. 

7. If incinerator ash tests hazardous according to RCRA SubtitleD, it must be 

disposed of according to regulations. We oppose effons to establish a 

separate category. 

8. Establish regulatory restrictions on the use of lead, cadmium and other toxic 

materials which will contaminate the environment. 

10 



Jtllonmouth County Friends of aearwater 
Post Office Box 303 • Red Bank, New Jersey On40 

September 23, 1991 

My name is Jack Charlton - I am a member of Monmouth County Friends of Clearwater; a local 
all-volunteer non-profit environmental group. 

Oearwater strongly supports a bottle bill for New Jersey and we endorse your efforts in trying to 
bring it into being. Since our environmental festival in mid August we have been collecting signatures 
on a petition for a mandatory deposit on beverage containers. To date we have collected about 400 
signatures and we have encountered only two individuals who have expressed opposition to the 
concept. 

I would like to raise three points this morning and I will try to take as little of your time as 
possible. 

First I would like to give to you several photographs of litter in Monmouth County and ask you 
what you would propose to do about it. Can we expect New Jersey's tourism industry to continue to 
prosper if we permit these conditions to persist? Can we afford to wait until we have re-educated 
the last of the litter bugs? Can we expect volunteers to forever try to tum the tide against the 
damage inflicted by the uncaring minority? Obviously we feel that a bottle bill must be a part of 
the solution. One simply does not see these conditions in the six states around us which have such 
legislation and New Jersey cannot afford to delay joining our neighbors in cleaning up this most 
persistent type of litter. 

Secondly, I would like to introduce a bit of information concerning the possible impact of a 
mandatory deposit law on New Jersey industry. In the past the container industry- particularly the 
grass bottle manufacturers - have been outspoken in opposition, claiming various dire consequences 
including substantial price increases and loss of industry jobs. I doubt if you will ever know the true 
impact until after-the-fact, but I think it may be instructive to look at a free market example. 
Unfortunately, deposit bottles have become a rather rare commodity in New Jersey, but I did find a 
retailer up in Morris County which handles eleven different types of beer in each of three types of 
12 ounce containers; deposit bottles, can, and non-deposit bottles. If we average the cost per case for 
the eleven types of beer we get the following results: 

Deposit Bottles 
$11.15 

Cans 
$11.08 

Non-deposit Bottles 
$12.44 

It should be noted thatdeposit bottles comprises a small fraction of total beer sales. Further cost 
reduction with increased volume could reasonably be expected. From this admittedly very limited 
database it appears that in a free market situation, deposit bottles are cost competitive with cans 
but non-returnable bottles are not. This tends to confirm a conclusion that has probably been 
intuitively obvious - That the glass container industry is hemorrhaging basically because it is not 
cost competitive. It also suggests the possibility that a market shift toward reusable bottles might 
actually benefit the glass industry by returning it to a competitive position. The results also show 
that this particular retailer is able to handle deposit containers at a price which is competitive 



with throw-aways. Hence it is hard to believe that a cost increase is a necessary by-product of a 
mandatory deposit. 

Finally, I would like to say a few words about the manufacturer's responsibility toward recycling. 
You are all familiar with the brick pack - it is a composed of three different materials, and in spite 
of industry hype it is virtually non-recyclable. You may be less familiar with the recent 
development of extruded plastic bottles which are made with multiple layers of different plastics. 
Such bottles may consist of up to twelve layers, each tailored to provide properties such as; 
strength, low-permeability, compatibility with the contained product, and external appearance. 
They are a marvel of engineering, but a recycling monster. 

There are people who feel that a bottle bill is unnecessary and that existing recycling programs 
should be expanded to handle the problem. I claim that no matter what government does to promote 
recycling, the ingenuity of American industry will always cause the problem to expand beyond the 
solution. The only way to get this under control is to require the manufacturer to take the item back. 
Only then will the full life cycle cost - production, distribution, and disposal - be entered into the 
equation. The package manufacturer now has no economic incentive to concern himself with the cost 
of disposal. Let us put the responsibility where it belongs and put New Jersey with our neighbors in 
requiring a deposit on beverage containers. 

Thank you, 

Jack Charlton . 
Monmouth County Friends of Clearwater 



LAKE BEVERAGE, Rockaway New Jersey 
September 20, 1991 

Deposit Non-Deposit 
Bottles Cans Bottles 

Budweiser 11.99 11.99 12.99 
Bud Lite 11.99 11.99 12.99 
Miller 11.99 11.99 13.99 
Coors 11.99 12.99 13.99 
Coors Lite 11.99 12.99 13.99 
Strohs 11.99 12.49 11.99 
Busch 10.79 9.49 11.99 
Schmidt's 8.99 8.49 9.49 
Shaefer 8.99 8.49 11.49 
Pabst 11.49 9.99 11.99 
Genesee 10.49 10.99 11.99 

AVERAGE 11.15 11.08 12.44 
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COOT A.INEQ RECYCLING - 1 QOO 

ALL COOTAINERS (i nc ludes bever1ge. food. hOtJsehold chem1cal, pharmaceutical, paint . etc .J 

Material I 990 Containers I 990 Container~ 1990 

Generated Recycled RecyclinCJ 
Mlons( I ) Mtons(2) R•te 

Glass Contamers 366 238 
Plastic Containers 16g 9 
Tin &. BiMetal Cans 122 24 
Aluminum Cans 43 28 

Tot!lls 700 299 

Source: 

(I) OEP, Solid Waste Task Force Report -Statewide Recycling Projections as revised 0/27/91 

(2) DEPE, Office of Recycling, 1990 Preliminary Material ToU!Is, (from municipal tonnage grant 

applications- un.udilad - 9/S/91) 

BEVERAGE CONTAINERS ONLY (includes son drink, beer. wine, liquor, milk, water, fruit juice) 

65~ 

5~ 

20~ 

65~ 

43~ 

M•teri•l s.v. ..... Tot•l B.C. '90 c.t·rs '90 R..c. All Bewrege 

Colll.aiaers 6ononud Recycled •s s or BotUe Bill o 
s or Tot (3) ntons nt.ons(2) B.C. oaly 7~X Return• 

Glass ConU!iners 70.1" 257 238 93~ 

Plastic Containers 22.1X 37 9 24" 
Tin !. BiMetal Cans 2.3X 3 24 855" 
Aluminum Cans 93.lSX 40 2~ 09X 

Totals 48~ 337 299 89~ 

(3) ·aeverage Container Recycling·. OEP Office of Recycling, 1989 -Arthur D. Lillie Survey 

• NY Bottle Bill return rate 63~ for soda, 80~ for beer . Since NY bill covers only beer 
and soft drink. 75~ is probably v'!lry high when applied to all beverage containers . 

Pertinent Data from Arthur 0 :..ittle Survey C3 l: 
Total number of bever~ge conlamer5 3old in NJ in 1987- 1,089,251,800 
Po1rcent oi Cvnt..liners 1n W'asli Slream By Number By Weight 

Bever11ge Containers 62 . 9~ 48~ 

Non-Beverllge Contamers 

Percent of Total 1 ~QO W'a-;te Strum ( 1 l 

All Contamers -

Beverage Containers only -

Estimated Annual Deoosits 0 lOt/container-%$ 109.000 .000 

Oeoos1ts retained 0 75~ return rate- 1:$27.250.000 

37 .1 ~ 

compiled by Jean Clarlt - 9/23/91 

Cfl X 

52~ 

192 
28 

2 
:50 

253 

BotUe Bill 

Return IS~ 
or Total Cont. 

53 X 

17" 
2~ 

70X 

36~ 



MANDATORY SPIRITS CONTAINER DEPOSITS 

TESTIMONY 

PRESENTED BEFORE THE 

ASSEMBLY WASTE MANAGEMENT, PLANNING AND RECYCLING COMMITTEE 

BY 

Paul Bontempo 

Leqislative Aqent 

Distilled Spirits council of the United states, Inc. 

1250 Eye Street, NW, Suite 900 

washinqton, o.c. 20005 

september 23, 1991 

For the record, my name is Paul Bontempo of Martin-Bontempo, 

representing the Distilled Spirits Council of the United States, 

Inc. (DISCUS). DISCUS is a national trade association representing 

the manufacturers and importers of more than 90% of distilled 

spirits sold in the United States. I would like to thank the 

Chairman and the members of this Committee for the opportunity to 

discuss the pr~osed bills regarding mandatory container deposits. 

I wish to express that DISCUS would respectfully urge this 

Committee to reject, en bloc, any proposals to apply mandatory 

deposits to distilled spirits containers (A-1024, A-2201, A-2714, 

A-3120, A-3523). 



DISCUS and its member companies, however, support cost-effective 

comprehensive recycling strategies, including the development of 

community collections systems and commercial endmarkets for 

recycled materials as well as efforts to encourage positive 

attitudes toward recycling and source separation like the recycling 

program already proven to be effective in New Jersey at this time. 

DISCUS applauds New Jersey for having one of the premier programs 

in the U.S. 

Deposit systems divert recyclable material and thereby, potential 

revenues away from curbside recycling programs. History shows, 

when high-profit container materials are diverted from independent 

recycling centers, the latter can no longer afford to process low­

profit materials for which secondary markets are not as strong, and 

they may have to close down. Economies of scale are vital to a 

successful comprehensive recycling program. 

Besides the costs associated with adversely affecting comprehensive 

recycling systems, there are other associated costs and adverse 

affects of forced deposits. In Michigan, total non-beverage 

container litt~r increased by 10% and the state's litter control 

budget rose 30% in the year after deposits went into effect, 

according to the Michigan Department of Natural Resources. In 

- 2 -



Maine, total litter rose 5% the year after deposits were 

introduced. Oregon found higher litter rates than in neighboring 

Washington, which had no deposit law. In New York, overall 

packaged beverages sales decreased by 5.6% following the 

implementation of the deposit law. Also in New York, the 

Rockefeller report concluded that beer sales declined 7%. New York 

lost $1.5 million in lost malt beverage excise tax collections and 

$5.7 million to $7.7 million from lost soft drink sales as a result 

of the state's beverage container deposit laws. Within 18 months, 

New York accumulated $120 million in unredeemed deposits. After 

Vermont imposed beverage container deposits, 

12-ounce containers 

Vermont consumers 

purchased 

Hampshire. 

revenue in 

7.9 million, of beer in New 

New Hampshire netted an additional $510,480 excise tax 

the exchange. In the Northeast, the return flow of 

beverage containers in states with mandatory deposit requirements 

cost the consumer between 12% and 13.5% more for soft drinks and 

malt beverage purchases. 

Beverage containers comprise only 4.1% by weight of municipal 

waste, while liquor and wine containers together constitute 

significantly less than 1% by weight of municipal waste. 

Naturally, a rising percentage, now 25%, of beverage containers in 

the municipal solid waste are recycled by local government and thus 
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kept out of landfills. A further 12% is voluntarily recycled, 

never entering the municipal waste stream. And, as you know, our 

State is doing even better. 

Keep in mind too that, even returnable reusable containers have a 

finite useful life. What happens to the containers following that 

useful life in a forced deposit system? They will most likely end 

up as litter or in a landfill. In addition, such a system is a 

waste of valuable resources and associated costs. 

In terms of dealing with overall solid waste problems, strategies 

such as curbside collection, community collection and drop-off 

systems, or publicly controlled buy-back centers, where recyclable 

items are purchased from consumers, make far better sense. Much 

has been done in New Jersey already to provide for a successful 

comprehensive recycling system. We would be better served to 

continue in that success rather than taking one step backward. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, thank you for allowing 

me the opportunity to present our views. I will be happy to 

entertain any ~uestions you may have. 

0923test.dsc 

- 4 -



NEW JERSEY 
GLASS 
RECYCLING 
ASSOCIATION 

Post Office Box 8169 
Gien R1dge 1\lew Je:sei .J;-028 
Tel (201 ) 748-4855 

NEVI JERSEY GLASS RECYCLING ASSOCIATION 
Briefing by Mel Hintz. Executive Director 

before the 
NEW JERSEY STATE LEGISLATURE 
ASSEMBLY WASTE MANAGEMENT. 

PLANNING AND RECYCLING COMMITTEE 
September 23. 1 <)91 

Chairman McEnroe. distinguished members of the committee. thank you for 
gi\·mg the !\ew jersey Glass Recycling Association the opportunity to appear 
before this committee to discuss the New Jersey Glass Recycling Associations 
position on proposed forced deposit legislation in New Jersey. 

Merely by way of information. let me iirst say that the New jersey Glass 
f<.ecvcling Association is supported by the glass container industry, fun-ded 
by its union employees. and was founded in 1986 for the express purpose of 
promoting glass recycling in New Jersey. 

The New jersey Glass Recycling Association is opposed to what is commonly 
called a bottle bill. 

History has shown that forced deposit laws are a wasteful expenditure of 
time. money and energy. That is why 41 state.s have rejected forced deposit 
bills over the past 20 years. No state has adopted deposit legislation since 
1983. The legislative trend surrounding forced deposits in recent years has 
seen dozens of unsuccessful initiatives. Three years ago a proposed forced 
deposits was defeated in Montana by 4 to 1. 

This year Congressman Paul Henry of Michigan is again sponsoring a federal 
bottle bill. And although he has had two years to work on it, he now has 
fewer co-sponsors than he had last year at this time when he offered the 
original bill. 

But let us look at New jersey. Those New jersey residents who have already 
had the opportunity to express their feelings about a bottle bill via the ballot 



box have rejected it. just three years ago Mercer County residents defeated 
forced deposit initiatives by 3 to 1. 

With that. let us look at what is happening to glass recycling in New jersey. 
According to the new Jersey Office of Recycling figures. in 1988, the first full 
year of mandatory recycling in the state. New jersey resident recycled 33 
percent of the glass containers in the solid waste stream. And I am talking 
about all glass containers. not just those that would be affected by a bottle 
Jeposit bill. In 1989 our citizens raised this figure to 53 percent. And it 
appears that the figures for 1990 will climb to 65 percent. No bottle bill 
state can compare with that, including those that have been trying for years. 
It is inconceivable that one would want to interrupt a goose that is laying a 
golden egg. 

If the purpose of forced deposits is to reduce the volume of solid waste, they 
have proved inadequate. According to the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agencv·. beverage containers comprise only 3.5 percent of waste by weight 
and only 2.5 percent by volume. so the solid waste stream is minimally 
effected by deposit laws. Since New jersey is already recycling two-thirds of 
that 3.5 percent. that brings it down to less than 1.2 percent. And as we zero 
in on our 90 percent recycling target for glass. we are talking about less than 
one t.nird of one percent of the glass containers that would be effected by 
forced deposits . 

State and local governments across the country--and indeed from around the 
world--are looking at New Jersey ·s recycling program. They are turning to 
comprehensive curbside recycling rather than forced deposits as they 
combat the mounting solid waste crisis. I am taking the liberty of including 
with this written report a recent letter that is typical of those we receive. 
This one is from a james Dougherty, a Peace Corp worker from Rutgers 
l iniversity, ""·ho is working on a recycling program in Costa Rica. They want 
to knO\\' about recycling in New jersey . 

It is interestin~ to note that no state that has a recycling program has elected 
to add a bottle bill. But there are states that have bottle bills that have seen 
the need to add recycling programs. 

Forced deposits also undermine recycling programs. A U.S. general 
accounting office study released last November concludes that a mandatory 
beverage container deposit law could hurt curbside recycling programs by 
reducing their overall operating revenues anywhere from I 5 to 40 percent 
It also states that curbside and deposit systems in combination are more 
costly than either one alone. 

Cf7 X 



_; 1989 study by Franklin Associates. Ltd. noted that operating both a forced 
deposit law and a comprehensive recycling program in the same area can be 
significantly more expensive to taxpayers. Looking at two forced deposit 
states. In Vermont the cost doubled. and in :\ew York the cost was 2.5 times 
a~ much. 

One problem with a deposit law coexisting with a curbside recycling program 
is that the deposit law removes a substantial portion of the recycling 
programs revenues. In diverting valuable materials suCh as glass and 
aluminum. the backbone of recycling programs, deposit laws remove the 
ma1n revenue producers from the mandatory recycling program. Thus, 
either the municipal recycling program cannot be run as effectively, or local 
residents will have to pay higher taxes to operate the program. 

Is the argument that a bottle deposit will combat litter by cleaning up New 
jersey cities, towns and countryside? If so, we must take a look at the 
comprehensive 1989 New jersey Litter Survey conducted by the Division of 
Solid Waste Managements Clean Communities Program. It shows that as far · 
as glass beverage containers are concerned. if they were ALL picked up and 
turned in for deposit, they would account for 0.8 percent of the total litter 
out there. That is not 0.8 percent of the solid waste, but 0.8 percent of the 
litter. If that is the case, there would probably be more merit in imposing a 
deposit tax on newspapers or candy bar wrappers , since they are among the 
paper products that make up 2C) percent of New jersey·s litter. 

From an economic point of view. forced deposits in New Jersey would lay an 
J.ddttional heavy cost on the consumer. They raise the cost of beverages 
beyond the deposit amount. With forced deposits, bottlers and retailers. 
even small convenience stores, must clean, sort and store returned 
containers. The activities increase their costs both for storage space and 
employee help, and they naturally pass these costs along to consumers. And 
since not all containers are washed before they are returned. the store 's 
storage areas attract insects and bugs which create sanitation problems for 
the retailers and potential health hazards for their customer. 

We all know that New jersey residents set out glass containers along with 
their other recyclables for pick -up. Some towns put all of their recyclables 
in one container. Others source separate each of the recyclables in different 
containers. Some communities even .sort the three colors of glass into three 
additional separate containers. If we were to have a bottle deposit, residents 
will have to have still more containers in their home. Some for glass 
containers that are still to be recycled at the curb. Others for containers that 
are to be taken back to the store. A simple progam becomes complicated. 



One final point on behalf of the union workers who work for the glass 
industry. Forced deposits impact on glass industry jobs. Due to the ·decline 
in market share. glass plants are forced to eliminate jobs or close plants 
entirely. In New York alone 880 glass workers lost their jobs after the 
enactment of the forced deposits law. 

Glass manufacturing is New jersey's oldest industry. Once there were dozens 
of glass plants in New jersey. Now there are a handful left. Even at that, 
New Jersey has about 10 percent of the nation's glass plants. As long as they 
are here, they provide a market for recycled glass. 

Mr. Chairman. Members of the Committee, thank you very much for giving 
the New jersey Glass Recycling Association the opportunity to present this 
information at this hearing. 
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CUERPO DE PAZ • COSTA RICA 

New Jersey Glass Recycling Association 
PO Box 8169 
Glen Ridge, NJ 07028 

Dear New Jersey Glass Recycling Association, 

Aug •Jst 20, 1991 

I am currently serving as a United States Peace Corps v olunteer in San 
Jose, Costa Rica. My Peace Corps ser vic e is part of a joint program 
bet~een the Peace Corps and Rutgers University leading to a master's 
degree in Public Policy/Interrational Development. 

My Peace Corps service includes wo~king with a~ organization ~e~e in 
Co s t .a R i c a c a l ~ e d " Fund a c i o n ~J i no s en N u e s t r as 1'1 a no s " c C h i l d r en ' s 
Foundation in Jur Hands). This organization has a numter of ongoing 
pro j ects to help c~ildren who live or work in the streets of the 
capital c~t y . San Jose. These programs are funded through a glass 
recycling program that FUNENM ~ as. We currently have recycling 
collectior points, sim ilar to the one shown in the photo , in over 250 
locations throughout Costa Rica. !That's me in the photo. l 

My main tas~ with this organi:atio~ is to promote pa rt~ cipatian in 
t h e s e . g l a s s ,- e c 1 c : i n g e f f o ;- t s . n-.. e ;-' ,- : n c i p l e w a y .j c, ~ h i s i s t :--, ,- o u g h 
present~tions on rec~clinq Cr o~ solel y limited to yl ass r ec y cling), 
the en v i r·c .:m'?nt and r'=5ou··c'2 ~~.:.nage"'er~t in sc~ : oo ~ s. r~or:•m u n ~t y g :-cups 
and other organizations th~ou~hout Cost Rica. 

The purpose of this letter is t o request your assistance in the 
co:lec:icr: of :n~ormaticn for these ~ J r=sentcticns. .'~ c:....t~d !:e 
de::g t1 ted 1-f' ,-::u could send me ~ry ·nate1·ial ( Enq l'ish O!- S~>: :~i :", ;:::-:."~ 

or v isual ! v ou may have that ~auld aid me in givi~g interesting and 
i ."''fo ,-rati v e p:-e:oentat:ons or, r· ec·;cling :3.nd resource m.a n agement. In 
add : t i o ~-: , we e 1 e a 1 sa con~ i de r i n .; 2 · : ~ 2nd i n g o u - r 2 so G =- c E c G : l E c ~ i o :"' 
efforts to ircli:Kle the collection of other rec v clables l paper, •-net a l 
and plastics) as well. As sue~. an y information y ou could pro vi de 
r ega:-di ng the formation and m.anage~ent of a comprehen~i v e citv-wide or 
state ~Jide resource collection s yst em would be useful. Please send 
this information to me at the Peace Corps address highlighted below. 

/OO .X 
Than I< you for_ your help, 

.-/ '" / 
r _nr. / ).~ 

/ James J/ Dou~ty / 
Peace C..irps Voluntee1-

APnn POml l?M,. 1nnn ~AN 10~~ rn~TA RI(A n~l t:IIANA~IO NA(JQNAI. 150 MRRIX SUR THS. 31-41-27 31-44-73 FAX: 32 -9436 



F A c T s H E E T 

The GAO Report: No Support for Forced Deposits 

Congressman Paul Henry (R -Ml) and Senar.or Marie Haijield (R -OR) asked the General 
Accounting Office to srudy the economic benefits of a national forced deposit system. 
The repon, released in November of 1990, could nor idenrify clear ecoMmic benefits, 
a serious blow to deposit supponers. Among the key findings of the repon: 

A. "We believe that quantifying a national law's 
potenial costs and benefits with a high degree 
of confidence is unlikely." pg. 1 

Quantifying benefits is unlikely because they don't 
ex.isL The GAO spent ten months looking for the 
economic arguments to suppon forced deposits and 
could not find them. 

B. "Deposit laws reduce solid waste by about 
3 percent to 4 percent by weight." pg. 34 

"Beverage containers comprise about 
4.1 percent of the waste stream." pg. 34 

The EPA estimates that containers, packagings, news­
papers. disposable food service items, and yard waste 
make up almost 78% of the solid waste stream. Curbside 
programs pick up most of these marerials. Therefore 
curbside programs can be almost 20 times more 
effective at reducing solid waste going to landfills. 

C. ''Deposit systems divert valuable scrap 
materials and revenues away from curbside 
recycling programs." pg. 36 

"Beverage container scrap provides nearly 
half the scrap reYenue a curbside recycling 
program earns." pg. 36 

Deposit systems cripple curbside programs. By 
diverting scrap revenue fror · curbside programs, 
deposits would force municipalities to pay more to 
suppon curbside programs. 

D. ''Litter reduction is one of the few areas 
where the effects of a deposit law are 
documented." pg. 32 

Litter is a minor problem compared to the solid waste 
disposal crisis. We need comprehensive solutions like 
curbside collection or approaches like the Washington 
State legislation that reduces litter, promotes recycling, 
and doesn't cost jobs. 

E. '·The Yast majority of Americans support a 
national beverage container deposit law." pg. 2 

The GAO survey is flawed by bad methodology and 
leading questions. An October 1990 Gallup survey 
shows overwhelming suppon for curbside (51%), and 
weak suppon for deposits ( 19%) 

In addition, forced deposit legislation costs jobs. In 
New York and Michigan, forced deposit legislation 
cost 17 50 jobs in the glass industry alone, and the the 
U.S. Depanment of Commerce has estimated that a 
national forced deposit system would result in the loss 
of 82,000 skilled jobs nationwide. 

A broad coalition of manufacturers, retailers, unions, 
and recyclers opposes a national forced deposit system, 
but vigorously suppon comprehensive curbside recy­
cling programs. 

We urge you to do the same. S uppon curbside recy­
cling because this is a true solution to the solid waste 
crisis. 

/01 X 



Why Comprehensive Recycling is More 
Effective than Beverage Container Deposits 

Effect on the Municipal Solid Waste Stream 
U. S. Enviromnental Protection Agency SOJdies show 
that beverage (beer and soft drinks) containers are 
3.5% of the municipal solid waste (MSW) stream, 
after recycling, by weight and 2.5% by volume. m 

Beverage Containers in Municipal Solid Waste Landfills 

By Weight 

Beverage ---­
Containers 

3.5% 

Other 
96.5% 

By Volume 

Beverage ---~ 
Containers 

2.5% 

Other 
97.5% 

Beverage container deposits do not address yard 
waste, paper and other significant contributors to 
solid waste. (Yard w~te is 20% of MSW dis­
cards by weight and 10% by volume, and paper 

packaging and paper products are 34% of MSW 
by weight and by volume. C2>) All these other 
materials need to be recycled or otherwise 
disposed of. 

Yard Waste and Paper in Municipal Solid Waste Landfills 

Other 
46% 

ByWeight. 

)Vl. X 

Other 
56% 

By Volume 

Yard Waste 
10% 

Paper 
34% 



Recycling Rates in Deposit and 
Non-Deposit States 
On the East Coast. on the West Coast md in between. 
recycling rates are highest in non-deposit stales. New 
Jersey has an 18% recycling rate, Washington a 29% 
recycling rate and Minnesota a IS% recycling rate. C3> 

No stale which initially passed a Comprehensive recy­
cling law has passed beverage container deposit legisla­
tion. All deposit stares have been forced to pass more 
comprehensive recycling legislation. (4) 

Why Beverage Container Deposits are 
Confusing 1D Potential Recyclers 
Beverage container deposits send a confusing message: if 
a package has a deposit, it is worth recycling. If it 
doesn't, it isn 'L Deposit advoca1es insist that the financial 
reward of deposits is the reason people recycle. If that is 
the case, why not place deposits on all packaging, 
including food and milk containers. Why not place 
deposits on non-packaging products such as newspapers, 
magazines and phone books? 

Beverage container deposits combined with comprehen­
sive curbside recycling progr.um create two competing 
systems for recycling. Citizens must rerum beverage 
containers to retail stores and place other recyclables at 
the curb. This dual system wastes energy and resources. 

A 1988 srudy cited beverage container deposits as one of 
three reasons why curbside collection programs in 
Oregon have lower panicipation rates than similar 
programs in California. According to the study, "If a 
resident did not have any recyclables to set out other than 
deposit beverage containers (at a given time), that person 
was not likely to participate in a curbside recycling 
program at that time." C.5l 

The Economic Effect of Beverage 
Container Depo~its . 
Beverage containers are the most valuable recyclables in 
the municipal waste stream. They supply 11% of the 

For more information, conrac:t1tle Glass Plclcaging lnsti!W.I2D2l 887-4151 

Footnotes: 
111 - 0wxtmzauon of M11111CJl'AI Solid \1 . · le in 1hc Unucd Sl&les: 1990 Updalr-. US 
EPA. J11nr 1990. Tabk 44. Vol..- of l'nlducu Duanlrcl m MSW. 1988. paps 11· 
18. 

(;!) obid. 

••• Connrcucul. O.lawaR. Iowa. Maonr. Muuchuwns. M..:hoflll. N"' Yort.. 
Oreron and \lrrmono havr all puled m- com!"hrftllvr rec~chnr law• on addnoon 
to U\car brvn-afr con&.autC'r la•'· 
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recyclables processed a1 Rhode Island's Materials 
Recovery Facility (MRF) and 65% of the revenue for that 
facility. (6) An MRF is the facility dw processes the 
recyclables collected in a curbside recycling progmn. 

A company t.1al operates MRFs in both New Jersey and 
Connecticut reports thai the New Jersey MRF averages 
$30 more per ton in revenues for recyclables than its 
Connecticut MRF. Why the difference? The New Jersey 
MRF processes more beverage containers. m 
Connecticut taxpayers pay more to process recyclables in 
their dual system. 

In non-deposit stales, MRF operators expect the revenue 
from the sale of recyclables to cover their operating costs. 
In deposit swes, they receive much lower revenues and 
need a higher public subsidy to CXM:r their opemrional and 
maimcnance am. Cl> The result? Taxpayers in deposit 
states pay more for solid waste/recycling than in non­
deposit stales. Deposits are simply a hidden tax. 

Massachusetts, a deposit state, cancelled extensive plans 
for 11 publicly financed MRFs because they are too 
expensive to operate in a deposit state. Massachusens' 
f~nt MRF, in Springfield, cost state taxpayers $5 million 
to consouct, requires a tipping fee of $14.50 per ton and a 
subsidy of $6 per ton for all materials recycled. (9l 

Massachusetts taxpayers are footing the bill for a dual 
c.urbside and deposit system. 

In many states, deposit proponents argue that unclaimed 
deposits should be claimed by the state. "This gives the 
state no incentive to enforce the deposit laws. With great 
pressure to use state money to cover state deficits.linle if 
any of the unclaimed deposits will be used to suppon 
recycling. 

Is it any Wonder that Professional 
Solid Waste Managers and 
Professional Recyclers Consider 
Beverage Container Deposits to 
be Irrelevant? 

131 19&6·19&7 Orr,_Ctllif-.ltrlitlnuilll Cllrltlillr ltffYdlllfl Rrporr. Lanr 
Cowl!) Wille Man.qcmau Dovision. AuJIISI 1917. pa,. $7. 

161 "Rhode Island Voi..-/Rcvcnur Da&&. MRF: Ouobollnd Recyclablr Maomal. May 
1989-Drcembrr 1989. Avuap Monthly". unclllcd. Rlloclc bland [)qlanmcno of 
&.._w ,._,.._. 

lll"Anaoomy of a Plafto Cononco:· ~-.,,, ~tt. i'Oow<tftbl:r 1919. paf• 104 

191 Maomal Recowrf)· Facolooy Suoor-of·lhr·An Confft'mCr. May I . 1990 



Coalition Against Forced Deposits 

Adolph Coors Company 
AFL-CIO 
Aluminum Association 
Anheuser-Busch Company 
Ball Corporation 
Beer Institute 
Can Manufacturers Institute 
The Coca-Cola Company 
Council for Solid Waste Solutions 
Distilled Spirits Council of U.S. 
Food Marketing Institute 
Glass Molders, Pottery, Plastic, Allied Workers 
Glass Packa!Png Institute 
Heublin, Inc. 
ICI Fllms 
International Brotherhood of Teamst a~ 
Johnson Controls, Inc. 
Miller Brewing Company 
National Association of Chain Drug Stores 
National Association of Convenience Stores 
National Association for Plastic Container Recovery 
National Beer Wholesalers' Association 
National Grocers Association 
National Licensed Beverage Association 
National Liquor Stores Association, Inc. 
National Restaurant Association 
~ ational Soft Orink Association 
Pepsi-Cola Company 
Steel Can Recycling Institute 
Wine Institute 
Wine and Spirits Wholesalers of America, Inc. 
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The majority of the membership of THE ASSOCIATION OF NEW 
JERSEY RECYCLERS strongly oppose Assembly Bills 3523, 90, 2201, 3120, 
2714, 1024 and 281. The overall tone of our members' comments 
complained of these bills actually impeding the outstanding progress 
of the curbside recyclables collection programs, of inflicting a 
form of waste flow regulation on recyclables and of creating a 
nightmare for retailers, consumers and The Office of Recycling alike. 
We ask that you vote against these bills and avoid their potential 
negative impact upon recycling. 

The Association's members commended Assembly Bill 281 for 
placing responsibility for packaging on the manufacturer; however, 
they catagorized the certification of exempt packages as an impossible 
task for the understaffed and overburdened Office of Recycling. 
Additonally, they believe the monies from the "Solid Waste Reduction 
Fund" must be used to offer an incentive to recycle the targeted 
materials. The suggestions, for use of the Fund, ranged from being 
used as financial support to create reduction strategies to funding 
source reduction and recyclable end product development. Lastly, 
our membership questioned the standard for biodegradability; and, 
further questioned that if a material is biodegradable '"hY it would 
not be mandated that the item be recycled. 

No support was voiced for Assembly Bill 1024. None of our 
members felt that the general voting public would understand the full 
implication of the container deposit legislation. The majority of 
voters would not realize that the bills do not require the ultimate 
recycling of these containers. The Association of New Jersey 
Recyclers believes the Legislature should make their decision, on 
the deposit bills, based solely upon the merits of the proposed 
legislation. 

Assembly Bills 3120, 2714, 2201, 90 and 3523 were all deemed 
counterproductive to the current recycling programs underway in each 
of Ne'" Jersey's twenty one counties. Deposit legislation is being 
proposed as an effective means of litter control. Our membershi p 
views this proposed legislation as an extremely cumbersome and 
expensiv~ system which would only address a small fraction of the 
litter. These bills do not require that the containers eventually 
be recycled; therefore, it is not guaranteed that these containers 
will not end up in landfills. Also, the bulk of the revenues 
generated by trre county programs result from the sale of glass and 
aluminum cans. The imposition of a deposit system removes that 
revenue source. Unfortunately, collection expenses will remain 
constant; however, the self funding these programs now enjoy will 
disappear. 

It is for the afformentioned reasons that The Association 
of New Jersey Recyclers opposes this legislation. 



September 20, 1991 

Algis Matioska 
Assembly Committee 
Legislative Office Bldg. 
135 W. Hanover St. 
Trenton, N.J. 08625 

RE: DEPOSIT LEGISLATION 

Dear Mr. Matioska, 

JOSEPH S BENDER 
E.-:ecut•ve 0 1rec tor 

I understand that the State Assembly is considering several 
Deposit Bills. These proposals seem somewhat ill advised 
since Recycling and Clean Communities laws have begun to 
address landfill and litter concerns, and States such as 

- Maine are moving to repeal regressive (albeit nostalgic) 
deposit legislation. 

The Occupational Training Center of Burlington County (a 
sheltered workshop) is in a very unique position to offer 
insight into both litter and recycling issues. We are not 
only the long term operators of the largest comprehensive 

. (from curbside to mill) recycling program in the State, we 
also are responsible for roadside litter collection funded 
under the progressive Clean Communities Act. 

It is from this vantage point that we offer ari experienced 
opinion. Quite simply, litter can not be as well addressed 
by deposit legislation as it can be under the still 
expanding Clean Communities concept. Furthermore, the 
deposit approach does not dovetail well with recycling. 
This fact has already been established by studies 
originating from Oregon and Maine. 

Actually, deposit legislation may prove disastrous for 
curbside recycling of glass and cans in the State of New 
Jersey. 

For the past four years our facility has been defending 
itself against litigation which revolves around the specific 
definition of "Markets" as it appears in the Recycling Act. 
The case now resides in the State Supreme Court. 

Woodlane Road , Mt. Holly, New Jersey 08060 (609) 267-6677 /II 
MEMBER: ASSOCIATION OF REHABILITATION FACILITIES, BURLINGTON COUNTY UNITED WAY , MOORESTOWN UNITED FUND 

ACCREDITED BY THE COMMISSION FOR ACCREDITATION OF REHABILITATION FACILITIES 



Page 2 cont'd. 

During this period we have become experts on the economic 
test for the Market definition. I can unequivocally assure 
the State legislature that if aluminum and glass beverage 
containers are removed from curbside collection through 
deposit legislation, few, if any, will meet the Market test 
as defined in the Recycling Act. Curbside costs could rise 
to $200-$300 per ton if the bulk of recyclables, especially, 
income producers such as aluminum, are removed from fixed 
routes. 

The result? By law, curbside recycling programs can be 
eliminated. Does anyone believe that cash starved 
municipalities will continue to operate very costly curbside 
recycling programs if not required by law? 

Deposit laws are essentially anti-litter legislation. 
However, if a large percentage of roadside material is 
composed of material unaddressed by deposit legislation 
deposit laws will not achieve their primary goal. 

Although we have been unable to allocate sufficient time to ­
complete a comprehensive roadside litter composition study 
we have generated the thought provoking data which is 
enclosed. In comparing years 1990 to 1991 the survey 
reveals remarkable consistency, lending support to its 
statistical reliability. 

The attached surveys were developed by counting the pieces 
of litter ("picks") collected by litter abatement crews on 
the dates and times indicated. 

Before reviewing the data one point should be made. It is 
not only non-deposit litter that would be missed by deposit 
legislation. It can also be assumed that liquor containers, 
once opened, would be thrown from cars regardless of a small 
return deposit, due to very significant fines related to the 
possession of open liquor containers in vehicles. 

A brief summary of the data indicates that the average of 
all roadside litter subject to deposit is about 60-65% of 
the total, leaving 35-40% of non-deposit litter. If we 
remove alcoholic containers from the data we find a 
startling average of 70-75% of roadside litter that would 
not be controlled by deposit legislation. 

Although it can be argued that children, or scavengers, 
would pick up most deposit related litter, such armies of 
entrepreneurs would still not collect the 35-40% of non­
deposit material. 

II~~ 



Page 3 cont'd. 

Hopefully the Assembly Solid Waste Committee will look to 
the documented failure of deposit legislation in Oregon and 
Maine before proceeding with similar programs here in New 
Jersey. 

Instead, I suggest that we follow our Governor's call for 
increased recycling and expand the Clean Communities program 
to more effectively address litter which is, after all, the 
real impetus for deposit legislation. 

I would, add, however, that some system of taxation, fees, 
or whatever, be imposed on materials such as green glass 
(mostly imported from outside the US) and plastics which, 
due to their uniqueness, are costly andjor difficult to 
recycle. 

Joseph s. ender 
Executive Director 

JSB;db 
c.c. Marie Kruzan, ANJAR Executive Director 

Cliff Anderson, O.T.C. Board President 
Ann Moore, county Recycling Coordinator 

.. ,.~· 



' >. 

-+ 
~ 

LITTER COMPOSITION SURVEY 
6/22/90 - 7/19/90 

SURVEY WAS CONDUCTED 1 HR/DAY 
· ON 10 SEPARATE DAYS 

OTHER 4% 

PAPER 34% 

FERRIS 1% 
PLASTIC 6% 
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LITTER COMPOSITION SURVEY 
ALCOHOLIC VS NON-ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTAINERS 
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CLEAN OCEAN ACTION 
PO Box 505 • Highlands, NJ 07732 • (908) 872·0111 

BEN 

SUSAN FEIRING-Statewide 
CINDY ZIPF 

TIM MERKEL- Ocean County 
908-747-0306 North Jersey & 

Bayshore 

I CONTACT: 
I'. 

FOREST: 

For immediate release: 

. THOUSANDS TURN OUT TO CLEAN NJ BEACHES 

CLEAN OCEAN ACTION, American Littoral 
Society, South Monmouth Board of Realtors 
and many other school and community groups 
announced the results of the largest 
statewide Cleanup, saturday April 20, 
1991. 

Total Number of Participants: over 2,000 

Total Area of Beaches Cleaned: 33.5 miles 

Number of Communities Participating: 36 

Selected totals of debris categories: 
tNumber.s reflect data collected on 14 
cleanups.) 

Plastics: bags-7,688, bottles-5,632, 
diapers-96, six-pack holders-587, straws-
8,364, syringes-134, tampon applicators-
·2, 3.26. 

styrofoam (polystyrene) 

Glass: bottles-3,871 

, Rubber: balloons-272. 

Metal: cans-1,66~~ 

Paper: bags-455. 

Hard Hats: 17. 

cups-2,659. 



Interesting items: 5 NY DEC survey bottles from NY's 
floatables study. 2 Homeless people. Plastic santa Clause. 
"White Castle" fast food containers abundant in Ocean County. 
Animal trap. Muffler. Flying Bridge. Garter belt. Section 
of boardwalk. Money. A buoy from Delaware Department of 
Transportation. TV tube~. Car bumper. Wading pool. "dolls 
hand coming out of ooze. n' ,. Railroad ties. 

TRENDS: 

***Th~re was a significant decrease in the number of glass 
bottles and aluminum cans found which indicates that recycling 
and deposit programs are reducing these items. 

***There was an increase in the number of candy and snack 
wrappers, COA beleives this is because they are now made of 
plastic. 

***Fewer six pack holders. Many were cut into small pieces. 
COA beleives people are learning. 

***80 percent of the trash collected was plastic. 

***The beaches further north had a higher volume of trash. 

***More balloons were found in Southern Monmouth and Ocean 
Counties. 

***Huge chunks of floating styrofoam in Northern Jersey and 
Long Branch. 

### 



Items Classified as Bottles 
and Associated Goods 

(14.32% of total) 

• plastic beverage 
bottles (100,036) 

• glass beverage 
bottles (169,513) 

• metal beverage 
cans (168,779) 

• plastic six-pack 
rings (34,722) 

• metal bottle 
caps (96,528) 

• metal pull tabs (36,328) 
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The Dirty Dozen reflects meticulous data collection. The top five items 
reported are pieces or fragments of larger objects. Only volunteers dedicated to 
a cleaner environment would collect and record half a million cigarette butts or 
250,000 plastic pieces discarded by someone else. 

In addition, the Dirty Dozen highlights some obvious solutions to the marine 
debris problem. Several of our most prevalent items could be recycled after use 
and would then never appear on our beaches. Expanded community and marina 
recycling programs would reduce the number of glass beverage bottles, glass 
pieces, metal beverage cans, and plastic beverage bottles found in coastal areas. 

The Dirty Dozen also highlights the need to address other debris items on an 
individual level. For instance, since volunteers reported 140,843 straws to be a 
prevalent debris items found on our beaches, in some communities concession 
stands near waterways should discontinue providing straws. The next 13 most 
prevalent items were as follows: 

Rank Item 

13. plastic beverage bottles 
14 metal bottle caps 
15. plastic rope 
16. wood and lumber 
17. miscellaneous plastic bags 
18. plastic trash bags 
19 cloth and clothing 
20. foamed plastic packaging 
21. miscellaneous plastic bottles 
22. paper cups 
23. metal pull tabs 
24. plastic milk and water gallon jugs 
25. plastic six-pack holders 

A Word About Bottle Bills 

Total Number 
Reported 
100,036 
96,528 
93,736 
69,546 
66,4_08 
51,930 
48,424 
47,527 
42,481 
41,301 
36,328 
35,384 
34,722 

Glass beverage bottles, metal beverage cans, and plastic beverage bottles were 
all among the 12 most prevalent items found on U.S. beaches. These items, 
along with plastic six-pack rings, metal bottle caps, and metal pull tabs make 
up the category of bottles and associated goods. Nationwide, more than 14% of 
the trash was bottles and associated goods (Figure 6). States that reported 
percentages above this figure include the Virgin Islands (36.3%), the District of 
Columbia (28.6%), Georgia (25.5%), Maryland (23.0%), North Carolina 
(22.2%), Mississippi (20.8%), Florida (18.6%), Puerto Rico (18.4%), Alabama 
(<18.4%), Washington (18.1 %), Rhode Island (17 .5%), South Carolina (15.3%), 
Hawaii (15.1%), New Jersey (15.1%), and Alaska (14.5%). 

Nine states have enacted legislation to encourage beverage container recycling. 
These "bottle bills" require vendors to add a few cents to the price of the 
beverage as a deposit. An individual receives a refund for the deposit upon 
return of the container. Six states that participate in the beach cleanup have 
bottle bill legis~ation-Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, New 
York, and Oregon. In all of these states, the quantities of bottles and associated 
goods reported were lower than the national figure. None of the states that 
reported bottles and associated goods above the national figure have a 
beverage container law. 
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NEW JERSEY'S DIRTY DOZEN: 

Tot.1l Number Percent of ToU-1 
Rcporttd Dtbris Colloctcd 

1. plastic straws 2,348 11.85 
2. plastic pi.a:s 1_532 7.73 
3. y,tastic food bags/wrappen 1,442 7.28 
4. oamed plastic pll'<cs 1322 6.67 s. plastic ca~/lids 1,197 4.68 
6. dgarette ilten 1,184 5.98 
7. melal beverage cons I,D06 5.08 
8. plulic beverage bonles 773 3.91 
9. paper pieces m 3.90 

10. gloss beverage botdes 724 3.65 
11. miscellaneous plastic 628 3.17 
12. plastic cups/utensils 607 3.06 

TafAL 13,535 68.32 
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NEW JERSEY'S DIRT\' DOZEN: 

1. plastic straws 
2. plastic piece> -
3. plastic food bags/wrappers 
4. foamed plastic pieces 
5. plastic caps/lids 
6. cigarelle filters 
7. metal beverage cans 
8. plastic beverage botlles 
9. paper pieces 

10. glaoo beverage botUes 
II. miscella.neouo plastic 
12. plastic cups/utensil• 

TOTAL 

Toto~l Number 
Reported 

2,3-18 
1,532 
1,442 
1322 
1,197 
1,184 
1,006 
m 
m 
n4 
628 
6()7 

13,535 

Percent ot To~l 
Debris Collected 

1185 
7.73 
728 
6.67 
4.68 
5.98 
5.08 
3.91 
3.90 
3.65 
3.17 
3.06 

68.32 
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Natiot1al 
Enviro1unental 
Law 
Center 

27 September 1991 

~! r . H a r r y M c E n r o e 
Chairman Assembly Waste Management, Planning and Recycling Committee 
15 Village Piaza 
South Orange, New Jers·ey 07079 

0 e a r C h a i r m a n ~l c E 11 r o e : 

The enclosed analysis is in response to your question regarding the 
co s t s o f a B o t t 1 e B i 11 i n New J e r s e y . As I me n t i one d a t t he he <.1 t· i n g , 
there are various points where costs are a factor. I have attempted to 
i n d i c a t e t h o s e n r e a s \~ h e L' e t h e m o s t s i g n i f i c a n t a d d i t i o n a 1 a 11 d a v o i d e rl 
costs of the program would result. This analysis is not intended to be 
an ex h au s t i v e an u 1 y s i s but rather a f r a 111 e work for eva lu n t i n g t l1 e i r:: pact 
of the lE:glslntion. To the extent that information is available, more 
precise figures could be generated. 

The bottom line is that we believe that the actual cost of 
impleme11tation would be approximately $40 million. This figure is 
significantly lower than the numbers cited by Anheuser-Busch. Enclosed 
is a detailed analysis of why we believe their figures are inflated. 

I ·would hope that your Committee and staff would have time to consider 
these figures. I think you t~ould concur that the fiscal impact of the 
Bottle Bill has been overstated while the benefits of increased solid 
waste diversion have been largely ignored. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Geoffrey Lomax 
Staff Scientist 

Regi{)nat Office: 29 Temple: Place:, Boston, M.A 02111 (617) 422-0880 Fax: (617) 4:22-0881 
Other Offices: Bcrkdey, CA • Newark, NJ • Washington, DC • A.nn Arbor, MI 

lci¢K 



CRITIQUE Of ANHEUSER-BUSCH'S FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Ai';O 

ANALYSIS AND SUPPORT DATA TO APPROXIMATE THE FISCAL IMPACT OF 
NEW JERSEY BOTTLE BILL 

The following assessment ii based on the assumption that a 5 or 10 cent 
container deposit and a three cent handling fee would be applied to 
beer and soft drink containers. 

The analysis examines various private and public sector costs that 
would result from the enactment of a statewide Bottle Bill. Not every 
cost has been accounted for qualitatively; however, we have attempted 
to indicate where cost are incurred. The purpose of this analysis is 
to provide cost estimates for implementation of a statewide Bottle Bill 
and draw into question existing estimates that have overstated costs 
while not considering the benefits that would result from the law. 

I. PROBLEMS WITH ANHEUSER-BUSCH COST ESTIMATES 

Anheuser-Busch l1as in its fiscal analysis greatly over estimated the 
cost of implementation of a Bottle Bill in New Jersey. The ~nalysis is 
flawed for the following reason 

1'1 h e n c a l c u 1 a t i n g c o n s u m e r c o s t A n h e u s e r - B u s c h r !?. p o r t s t lt Ll t 2 . 8 8 !J i l l l o n 
be v e rage co n t u i n e r s n r e s o 1 d i n New J e r s e y . J e an c l a!' I< i n he r 9 I 2 3 / 9 1 
testimony reported that 1.10 billion beverage containet·s were sold in 
1987. The difference in estimates is very significant becc..use 
Anhe~ser-Busch uses the higher figure as its basis for calculating the 
cost of the Bottle Bill. Dased on 2.88 billion beverages sold, 
Anheuser-Busch estimates the cost to the consumer to be over $100 

'l million. 

We believe Anheuser-Busch's cost figures are incorrect because they 
have greatly overestimated the number of beverage containers sold in 
New Jersey. These figures are incorrect; because, they are based on 
one flawed assumption. Anheuser-Busch assumes that all soft drinks 
sold in New Jersey are in 12oz containers. In other words, they have 
assumed that arl soft drinks are in the smallest possible container. 

Not all soft drinks come in 12oz bottles. This is common sense. Based 
on beverage industry data, we know that 12oz cans, 16oz bottles and 2 
liter bottles represent approximately 44.5, 17.2, and 31.7 percent ·Of 
the market respectively. We also know that significant volumes of soft 
drinks are sold at soda fountains. When we account for larger 
pa ~aging volumes and fountain sales, we believe the correct figure is 
between 1.1 billion and 1.5 billion beverage containers sold. 

itf.J'K 



Taking a mid point value of 1.3 billion and u 3 cent handling fee (18 

cents I 6-pack) in the first year of implementation would be 
approximately $39 million. 

As mentioned in our testimony, we also believe that a deposit refund 
system would increase the use of refillable packaging whicl1 would 
reduce consumer costs since beverages sold in refill are up to 30~ 

cheaper. 

Anheuser-Busch has made the same assumption for beer sales as well. 
They have not considered the fact that beer is sold in 16oz and 32oz 
containers and that some beer is already sold in refillable bottles 
(approximately 6% o~ the market). While data limitations prevent us 
from making precise estimates of costs, we estimate that additional 
costs resulting from a 3 cent handling fee would be less that $40 
million a year. A more precise estimate would consider current 
packaging mix, amount of beer sold in refillable packaging, and 
potential ~or cost savings due to increased use of refillable 
packaging. 

Anheuser-Busch assumes that the Bottle Bill will result in a 10% 
decline in beer and soft drink sales and thus reduce revenues to the 
state. After reviewing studies relating the impact of the Bottle Bill 
on heverage sales, we concluded that the Anheuser-Busch estimated 
decline in beverage sales of 10~6 are greatly exaggerated, and that 21ny 
potential decline in sales would minimal and silort lived. 

The GAO revie~>ed studies and concluded that some declines irt sulcs 1vere 
observed, but most studies concluded that the declines are short-term 
and .only partially attributed to deposit laws. (GAO, 1990) 

T It e R o c k e f e l 1 e r I n s t i t u t e c o n c 1 u d e d t h e f o 1 1 o 1d 11 g : 

"The extent to which the packaged volume changes reflects absolute 
volume declines and volume shifts in ambiguous. This ambiguity is 
important because the recorded volume declines are relatively small in 
percentage terms (around 3%), and such data limitations can produce 
misleading impressions when dealing with such small changes. Ihus, we 
.f~lL.....QJl.U con c lld de that so f t.._ci.LiD.l<_ .... £1l_lll'Jd.!!LP. t ion _d e_gj. in e..Q...J!J.L...LQ ...... l.Lb out. 
2.5%, and that the decline waLQ.Q..§...§..i.Q~.£.ll· (Rockefeller Report p.47) 

The impact of the Bottle Bill on~ consuntption was also studied. 
There is evidence of a decline in beer. consumption of 7 . 9% in New York 
during the first year of the Bottle Bill, but study has concluded that 
s h a.r..12 p r ice i ncr eases by the l?$_u......f . .Ql!L.I2i!..!li e s u n daub ted 1 y p 1 ave d a 1 a r p; e 
part in consumption decline, and most of the price increase cannot be 
attributed to net cost changes under the Bottle Bill. (See Rockefeller 
Report p.53 and attached NY Times) 



A:1 Oregon study examined the Bottle Bill's impact on beer and soft 
drink sales and came to the following conclu~ions: 

''It can thus be stated that the Bottle Bill does not appear to have had 
any appreciable effect on beer sales in Oregon except that caused by 
reduction in average container size during 1973." 

~The ADS2 report detailed a shift from canning operations to francl1ised 
bottlers between 1972 and 1973. It concluded that there was probably 
no net change in packaged soft drink sales betto;een the two years." 

(Sec Oregon's Bottle Bill: "Two Years Later," 1975) 

What is important ~o note here is that the first year implementation of 
the Bottle Bill may have some impact on beverage sales if one 
extrapolates from New York data, but this decrease is short lived. The 
bottom line is that there is no data to support the notion that 
bev~rage sales would drop 10% in New Jersey. We would predict that 
under the worst case scenario first year implementation of the Bottle 
Bill might result. in 2.0% absolute decline in soft drink sales and a 
4.0% absolute decline in beer sales, but would not anticipate that this 
would necessarily be the case. 

II. SUPPORT DATA FOR OUR COST ESTIMATES 

Our basic finding is that the bottom line costs are about equal to the 
handling fee placed on beverage containers. In Lhis case, the cust is 
3 cents per container. 

Reta1lers incur costs because they .must sort, store, and account for 
redeemed beverage containers. A three cent handling fee should in most 
cases offset these costs. We feel the cost to retailers is about 2.8 
cents per container. This cost corresponds with research conducted by 
th~ Food Marketing Institute. 

There would also be additional one-time costs for capital investments 
at retail locations which needed to make create redemption areas. 

[2] DISTRIBUTORS AND BOTTLERS: 

Distributors and bottlers incur positive and negative costs from the 
bottle bill. There costs result from the following. 

Costs: 

Handling costs 
Handling fees 

Revenues: 



Retained Deposits 
Recycling Income 
Dcpusil Interest 

When these five factors are considered together, the overall impacts on 
bottlers are nominal. Consider the following conclusion: 

"Upstate soft drink bottlers' costs under the RBCL (Bottle Bill) were 
partly, but not compl~tely, offset by retained deposits and recycling 
interest income. Downstate bottlers overall "broke even" when retained 
deposits and recycling and interests income are subtracted from their 
first year costs." (Rockefeller, 1983 p.38) 

"For beer distributors throughout the State, in the first year of the 
RBCL, annualized, handling costs and handling fee payments exceeded 
retained deposits, recycling income, and interest on held deposits by 
around 1.8 cents per container." (Rockefeller, 1983 p.38} 

Based on our analysis, we would conclude that the additional costs to 
the consumer would under the worst case be roughly equal to the 3 cent 
handling fee. Over time distributors and bottlers would realize 
additional income from retained deposits and interest on funds_held. 
This additional income could potentially be passed on to the consumer 
through lower costs. 

Consider that a Michigan Department of Natural Resources study 
estimates distributors' costs of complying with the state's deposit law 
in 1988 was 570 million and revenues for unclaimed deposits totaled 
between $113 million and $118 million. These data are significant 
because they imply a net gain to distributors of between $43 million 
and $48 million. 

We bBlieve the Michigan data are significant becaus~ they point out 
that over time distributors will actually benefit from income generated 
from deposit laws. The beverage industry has been reluctant to revel 
the financial benefits of the Bottle Bill over time. They emphasize 
start up costs, but fail to account for tho long term benefits. 

Governor Cuomo of New York chatged a Moreland Act Commission to 
investigate the effectiveness of the NY Bottle Bill. Part of the 
Commissions mandate was to determine the cost of complia11Ce with the 
Bottle Bill. In 1990, the Commission attempted to determine industry 

.costs of compl-i-ance by doing a through financial revieh' of the law. 
The reported concluded: 

"Despite repeated promises to cooperate, both the soft drink and beer 
industries systematically failed to provide usable data. Moreover, 
neither the soft drink industry nor the beer indus~ry would permit Peat 
~arwick (Representing the Commission) to apply the procedures it deemed 
necessary to evaluate the data that was supplied." 

"Because of the beer and soft drink industries' failure to cooperate, 
the Peat Marwick and the Commission have no reasonable basis on which 
to determine the net cost of compliance with the Act (Bottle Bill)" 

1~fX 



MORELAND ACT COMMISSION REPORT ON THE RETURNABLE CO~TAINER ACT, MARCH 
15, 1990. p.7-8. 

(3] LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

Any consideration of the fiscal impact of a Bottle Bill should take 
into account avoided costs to local governments. A combined Bottle 
Bill and curbside program can divert a greater amount of material from 
landfills and incinerators which will save a community in avoided 
tipping fees. 

While New Jersey has attained commendably high recycling rates, one 
must be careful to consider what is being recycled. The level of 
residential recycling in New Jersey is around 25%. 

We submit that the Bottle Bill would serve to increase the total 
residential recycling in New Jersey 4-7% with no additional cost 
incurred by state. or municipal governments. If a local government did 
not want to collect additional materials, they could put fewer trucks 
on the road which would still result in cost savings. 

If the program decided to collect additional materials, we believe that 
the savings would be roughly equal to the avoided disposal costs of 
disposing of 5.5% of residential municipal solid waste. 

Based on statewide generation of waste we project tltat the Dottle Bill 
would result in a diversion of an additional 392,260 tons of municipal 
solid waste a year. Assuming it costs $100 ton to dispose of garbage, 
a Bottle could result in a net savings of up to $39 million. 

Additional costs for soft drinks: 
Additional costs for beer: 
Avoided costs for local governments: 

"t-39,000,000 
+40,000,000 
-39,000,000 

+40,000,000 



Newark 

920 Broad Slreet. 
Newattc. New Jersey 071 02 
(201) 733-8520 

September 25, 1991 

Mary Jane Zimpleman 

Alvin L. z.:t1 P.E., LS. 
Oirecb' 

Legislative Services (Hearing Officer) 
Hearing Unit 
Office of Legislative Services 
162 W.State Street 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

Re: Bottle Bill Hearing 

Dear Ms. Zimpleman: 

As a follow up to our conversation, attached hereto please find a 
copy of the industry projections for cumulative discretionary funds 
available from unredeemed deposits, which could be captured and 
utilized by the State of New Jersey, if the State adopts beverage 
conainter deposit legislation. 

Please note that with New Jersey's population of 7,730,188, 
utilizing a per capita consumption of 494 beverag~ containers per 
year, with a 90% overall redemption rate, by year five, will in 
five years generate a cummulative fund of $391,239,703. These 
figures do not include wine and liquor containers. The projections 
in the· attachment were made by ENVIPCO. 

Additionally, I am attaching a self explanatory letter, from Mayor 
James to Chairman McEnroe, for your information and use. 

S olJ.. Manager 
of Engineering & Contracts Administration 

FJSjcrc 

cc: Assembly of Waste Management, Planning and Recycling Committee 



I 
NEW JERSEY'S BEVERAGE CONTAINER RECYCLING SYSTEM 

Source and Use of Funds Projection 
7,730,188 Population and Using U.S. Average Container Consumption of 494/person. 

Overall Redemption Rate 
qedemption Rate thru Centers1Retail 75% 

~ONIES PAID IN TO FUND: 

- Deposits: 
Cans 2,596,724,753 at $0.10 

Glass: 840,116,832 at $0.10 

~lastic 381.871.287 at 0.10 

---------------
Total 3,818.712,872 

- Less Distributor 1% Administrative Fees: 

TOTAL MONIES PAID IN TO FUND 

'!ON I ES PAID OUT OF FUND: 

- Jperating, Admin., ~Start-Up Costs 

- Jeposits: 
;etailer/Redemption Centers at$ 0.10 

- Hand! ing Fees: 
Sum of Containers Redeemed 

By all Methods Times 

- Aaministrative Fees: 

$0.02 

?rocessors (2% of Deposits Paid-Out) 

:QT.\L MONIES PAID OUT OF FUND 

DISCRETIONARY FUNDS AVAILABLE PER YEAR 

CUMULATIVE DISCRETIONARY FUNDS AVAILABLE 

CUMMULATIVE PER CAPITA DISCRETIONARY FUNDS 

Year •1 fear ,z vear w3 Year 114 

70% 75% 
53% 56% 

S259,672,475 5259,672,475 

84.011.683 84,011.683 

38,187,129 38,187.129 

-------------- --------------
381,871.287 381. 8 71. 287 

(3,818.713) (3,818,713) 

80% 
60% 

5259,672,475 

84.011.683 

38,187.129 

--------------
381,871.287 

( 3,818, 713) 

-------------- -------------- --------------
378,052,574 378,052,574 378,052,574 

-------------- -------------- --------------

5,000,000 5,000,000 5,000,000 

200,482,426 214,802,599 229.122.772 

53.461.980 57,280,693 61.099,406 

4,009,649 4,296,052 -+.582,455 

262,954,055 281.379.344 299,804,634 

Sll5,098,520 $96,673,230 578,247,941 

85% 
64% 

5259,672,475 

84 • 0"11 • 683 

38,187,129 

--------------
381,871.287 

(3,818,713) 

--------------
378,052,574 

--------------

5,000,000 

243,442,946 

64,918.119 

4,868,859 

318,229,923 

559,822,651 

Year 115 

90% 
68% 

5259,672,475 

84.011.683 

38,187.129 

--------------
381,871.287 

( 3,818, 713) 

--------------
378,052,574 

--------------

5,000,000 

257,763.119 

68,736,832 

5,155,252 

336,555,213 

541.397.361 
~--··········· =············· ....•......... .............. . ............ . 

$115,098,520 $211,771,750 5290,019,691 $349,842,342 5391,239,703 
=············· =············· .••••••••.••.• ...•.••••..••• . .••••.•.•.... 

$14.89 527.40 $37.52 $45.26 550.61 



BEVERAGE CONTAINER RECYCLING ACT 
(dollar flow) 

Department of Waste Management 

Container 
Manufacturer 

Beverage 
Company 

• rllfllnd vaJue 1 

I 
Beverage 
Distributor 

T 
• r.tund value 

Retail Dealers 

• refUndvatue • clepowlt 

1 I 

State Recycling Fund 

- progrem ........ lion 
- ,...,.. ....... hllndllnt ..... ......... ........,. .... 
- progrwm r..w (12 million) 

- curbetde program ........,...... 
- reoycftng 11'81* to local 

jurtMictloM 

• a ot , •• t1nug11 ,..... ........ 

• r.runctvatue 

............... "-
Container 

ManufaCturer/ 
secondary 
Materials 

Manufacturer 

• hwndllng .. (zt) ............. - (2o) .,....,.,..... ., ............... 
• hwndllngfM (2t).--_ __;,!___ \ 

Consumers 

Redemption 
Centers 

., ..... 
! 

-Curbside 
Programs 

10C per container, with 1% discount to beverage 
distributor to cover administrative com 



BEVERAGE CONTAINER RECYCLING ACT 
(container flow) 

Container 
Manufacturer 

Beverage 
Company 

... Beverage 
Distributor 

A 

Retail 
Dealers 

Consumers 

Secondary-Materials 
Manufacturer 

B 

Proceaora 

Redemption 
Centera/Curbsidea 

A = Total number of beverage contain .. introduced Into the environment, by type of materials 

B = Total number of containers, by type of materials, purchased for reuse by contain• manufacturers or 
for recycling by secondary materials manufacturers 

Recycling Rata = I 



SHARPE JAMES 
MAYOR 

NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 

07102 

Se9tember 27, 1991 

Honorable Harry McEnroe 
Assemblyman - 27th District 
Chairman - Waste Management, 

Planning & Recycling Committee 
15 Villaqe Plaza, Suite lC 
South Orange, New Jersey 07 

Dear Assemblyman McEnro • 

Transmitted herewith a corrected copy of my 
statement, which was presented before the Assembly Waste 
Management, Planning and Recycling Committee on September 23, 
1991, as read into the r~cord by Mr. Sudol, Manager, Newark 
Division of Engineering and Contract Administration. 

I would a99reciate your utilizing this corrected co9y for 
attachment to the official record of proceedings. 

If you should have 
information please 
conveni nee. 

questions or need any additional 
to call me at your earliest possible 



STATEMENT BY HONORABLE SHARPE JAMES, MAYOR 
CITY OF NEW ARK BEFORE THE NEW JERSEY ASSEMBLY 

WASTE MANAGEMENT, PLANNING AND RECYCLING 
COMMITTEE IN SUPPORT OF 

THE PROPOSED BEVERAGE CONTAINER DEPOSIT BILL 
SEPTEMBER 23, 1991 

COMMfiTEE CHAIRMAN MCENROE AND MEMBERS OF THE ASSEMBLY WASTE MANAGEMENT, 

PLANNING AND RECYCLING COMMITIEE: 

I CAN THINK OF NO PROBLEM IN THE CITY OF NEW ARK THAT GIVES ME MORE DISTRESS ON A 

CONTINUING DAY-TO-DAY BASIS THAN THAT OF THE LITIER, WHICH BLIGHTS OUR STREETS, 

PARKS, BUSINESS PROPERTIES AND OPEN SPACES. MISCELLANEOUS JUNK, PLASTICS, BEVER­

AGE CANS AND BOTTLES, AND WORST OF ALL, BROKEN GLASS KEEPS US FROM HAVING THE 

KIND OF BEAUTY AND PRIDE THAT OUR CITY NEEDS TO MAKE PEOPLE GLAD TO VISIT AND LIVE 

HERE AND BUSINESSES EAGER TO LOCATE HERE. 

TO BE SURE, WE HAVE DILIGENTLY TRIED IN THE LAST FEW YEARS TO COMBAT THE LITIER 

PROBLEM AND HAVE TAKEN SIGNIFICANT STEPS FORWARD. OUR IMPROVEMENTS INCLUDE 

NEW STREET SWEEPING PROGRAM, THAT HAS BEEN EXTREMELY SUCCESSFUL. SO HAS OUR 

WORKING INMATE PROGRAM FOR LOT CLEANUP AND OUR VIGOROUS ENFORCEMENT OF 

ANTI-DUMPING LAWS. YET AS I TRAVEL AROUND THE CITY- EVEN WITHIN A FEW BLOCKS OF 

CITY HALL - MY EYES TELL ME THAT MUCH MUCH MORE NEEDS TO BE DONE. I AM SURE 

EVERYONE OF US FEELS THIS IS TRUE. 



THE CLEAN COMMUNITIES ALTERNATIVE TO A BOTTLE BILL, OFFERED BY THE INDUSTRY, IN 

NEW JERSEY HAS BEEN A FAILURE. FIRST, THERE IS SUBSTANTIALLY LESS MONEY TIIAN 

ORIGINALLY ANTICIPATED ACCRUING INTO THE STATE'S ANTI-LITTER FUND FROM THE LITTER 

TAX, WHICH WAS ADOPTED INTO LAW WITH PASSAGE OF THE CLEAN COMMUNITIES ACf. 

INDUSTRYREPkESENTATIVESPROJECTEDTHATTHETAX, WHICHTHEYLOBBIEDFORINPLACE 

OF THE BEVERAGE CONTAINER DEPOSIT LEGISLATION, WOULD GENERATE APPROXIMATELY 

$10-15 MILLION. ALMOST FIVE YEARS AFTER ITS ENACTMENT, THE STATEWIDE LITTER TAX IS 

GENERATING ONLY $7 MILLION A YEAR, ABOUT HALF THE OPTIMISTIC PREDICTIONS MADE BY 

THOSE WHO HAD TOUTED IT AS A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR CLEANING UP DEBRIS ON NEW 

JERSEY'S ROADS AND PARKS. 

APPROXIMATELY 558 MUNICIPALITIES ARE ELIGIBLE TO RECEIVE CLEAN COMMUNITIES 

GRANTS. BECAUSE OF THE LARGE NUMBER OF ELIGIBLE JURISDICTIONS AND BECAUSE OF THE 

UNACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF FUNDING AVAILABLE, THE CLEAN COMMUNITIES ACf IS CLEARLY 

NOT A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR LITTER CONTROL THE WAY IT IS STRUCTURED. 

ANOTHER, EVEN MORE SIGNIFICANT PROBLEM, IS THAT WHEN THE CLEAN COMMUNITIES ACT 

WAS APPROVED IN 1986, DISPOSAL COST WAS APPROXIMATELY $25 PER TON. TODAY DISPOSAL 

COST IS OVER $100 PER TON, OR ABOUT FOUR TIMES MORE EXPENSIVE THAN IT WAS WHEN THE 

BILL WAS FIRST SIGNEQ INTO LAW. YET, THERE HAS BEEN NO INCREASE IN THE AMOUNT OF 

REVENUE. THIS HAS RESULTED IN CONTINUATION OF A PROGRAM WITH ONLY ABOUT ONE­

QUARTER OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM FIRST ENACTED. 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY CLEAN COMMUNITIES ACf MONIES EARMARKED FOR THE CITY OF 

NEWARK ARE WELCOME BUT REPRESENT ONLY A SMALL PORTION OF THE TOTAL CLEAN-UP 



COST AND DO NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT ROLE IN THE CITY'S OVERALL LITTER ABATEMENT 

AND CLEANUP PLAN. IN FACf, WHILE NEWARK IS THE LARGEST GRANT RECIPIENT IN THE 

STATE, THEGRANTOF ABOUT$200,000IS EQUAL TO LESS THAN 3% OF NEWARK'S EXPENDITURE 

FOR ONLY ITS VA CANT LOT CLEAN-UP PROGRAM. NEW ARK, ESTIMATES, IT SPENDS APPROXI­

MATELY $3 MILLION ANNUALLY ON LITTER COLLECfiON. 

DEPOSIT SYSTEMS PROVIDE AN ECONOMIC INCENTIVE FOR PEOPLE TO A VOID LITTERING AND 

ALSO TO PICKUP BEVERAGE CONTAINERS. THIS PROGRAM REDUCES BOTH BOTil...E AND CAN 

LITTER AND INJURIES RESULTING FROM BROKEN BOTil...ES. REMOVING THESE CONTAINERS 

SIGNIFICANTLY CONTRIBUTES TO BEAUTIFYING OUR CITY, REDUCING LITTER PICKUP AND 

DISPOSAL COSTS AND MAKING OUR PARKS AND PLAYGROUNDS SAFER FOR OUR CHILDREN. 

THIS IS ONE OF THE REASONS WHY I AM URGING YOUR SUPPORT FOR THE ADOPTION OF A 

BEVERAGE CONTAINER DEPOSIT BILL, OR "BOTil...E BILL" TO REQUIRE A REFUND VALUE ON 

ALL BEVERAGE CONTAINERS SOLD IN NEW JERSEY. 

TEN STATES REPRESENTING 30% OF THE POPULATION OF THE UNITED STATES HAVE ADOPTED 

BOTil...E BILLS INCLUDING: NEW YORK, CONNECTICUT AND MASSACHUSETTS. THE RESULTS 

HAVE BEEN TRULY WORTHWHILE IN REDUCING BOTH LITTER AND SOLID WASTE. INSTEAD OF 

THROWING AWAY USED CONTAINERS, CONSUMERS RETURN THEM TO STORES OR REDEMPTION 
. 

CENTERS FOR THE REFUNDS. BOTil...ES AND CANS THAT DO GET LITTERED, SOON GET PICKED 

UP BY OUR YOUTH OR OTHERS FOR REFUNDS. 

I AM SURE YOU REMEMBER, AS I 00, HOW AS CHILDREN WE USED TO ROUND UP ALL THE SODA 

BOTTLES WE COULD FIND AND TAKE THEM BACK TO THE STORE IN OUR CARTS AND WAGONS 

3 

JS1'N 



FOR 1WO CENTS EACH. 1HE SAME SORT OF INCENTIVE WILL REAPPLY TODAY FOR CHILDREN 

AND ADULTS ALIKE WITH TEN CENT REFUND VALUES TO KEEP GLASS, METAL AND PLASTIC 

BEVERAGE CONTAINERS OFF OUR LANDS AND OUT OF OUR SOLID WASTE STREAM. 

THE CITY OF NEW ARK PRIDES ITSELF ON ITS TREMENDOUSLY SUCCESSFUL AND COST EFFEC­

TIVE RECYCLING PROGRAM. NEW ARK HAS EXCEEDED A 52% RECYCLING RATE OF ITS SOLID 

WASTE AND HAS JUST RECEIVED AN AWARD FROM THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

AGENCY RECOGNIZING NEW ARK'S RECYCLING PROGRAM AS THE MOST OUTSTANDING 

LOCAL PROGRAM IN THE NATION. TODAY'S PROPOSED LEGISLATION WILL GREATLY ASSIST 

NEW JERSEY MUNICIPALITIES TO REACH NEW JERSEY'S HIGH GOAL OF RECYCLING A MINIMUM 

OF 60% OF ITS MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE. 

WITHOUT A "BOTTLE BILL," IT WILL BE NEARLY IMPOSSIBLE TO MEET THE GOAL FOR RECY­

CLING BEVERAGE CONTAINER MATERIAL SPECIFIED BY GOVERNOR FLORIO'S EMERGENCY 

SOLID WASTE REASSESSMENT TASK FORCE (COPY PAGE 28 ATTACHED). THE REPORT CALLS 

FOR A 60% RECOVERY OF PLASTIC CONTAINERS, 90% RECOVERY OF GLASS AND ALUMINUM 

CONTAINERS, AND 85% OF ITS BI-METAL CANS. THESE HIGH RATES OF RECYCLING CANNOT BE 

ACHIEVED WITHOUT A BOTTLE BILL. 

ON THE OTHER HAND, A BOTTLE BILL, IF PASSED WILL PROVIDE RESIDENTS OF NEW JERSEY 

WITH AN ECONOMIC INCENTIVE TO RECYCLE AND THEREFORE RAISE RECYCLING RATES 

DRAMATICALLY. FOR EXAMPLE, LESS THAN 2% OF NEW JERSEY'S PLASTIC IS RECYCLED, 

DESPITE THE FACT THAT NEW JERSEY IS ACCLAIMED FOR ITS STATEWIDE MANDATORY RECY­

CLING LAW. STATES WITH A BOTTLE BILL, SUCH AS NEW YORK, ARE RECYCLING OVER 60% OF 



THEIR PLASTIC. THESE STATES ARE ALSO RECYCLING OVER 85% OF THEIR GLASS, AS OPPOSED 

TO ONLY 53% IN NEW JERSEY. 

ONE STATISTIC, WHICH MAY BE OF INTEREST TO COMMITTEE MEMBERS, IS THAT MORE THAN 

95% OF ALL PLASTIC COLLECTED AND RECYCLED IN THE U.S. ORIGINATES FROM THE 10 STATES 

WITH BOTTLE BILLS. 

SOME ARGUE THAT THE "BOTTLE BILL" WOULD BE DISRUPTIVE TO RECYCLING. IT IS NOT. 

DEPOSIT SYSTEMS IN COMBINATION WITH CURBSIDE PROGRAMS CAN REMOVE BETWEEN 16 

AND 35% MORE FROM THE WASTE STREAM THAN A CURBSIDE PROGRAM ALONE, ACCORDING 

TO A 1989 STUDY PERFORMED BY FRANKLIN AND ASSOCIATES. 

CURBSIDE COLLECTION PROGRAMS ARE DIFFICULT AND EXPENSIVE IN OUR MUNICIPALITIES. 

FOR EXAMPLE, NEW ARK SPENDS OVER $18 MILLION PER YEAR FOR SOLID WASTE AND RECY­

CLING COLLECTION ALONE. A BOTTLE BILL WOULD REDUCE SOLID WASTE AND RECYCLING 

COLLECTION COST BY ABOUT 8%. HENCE, A BOTTLE BILL WOULD SAVE NEW ARK- A CITY WITH 

A POPULATION OF APPROXIMATELY 275,000 - ALMOST $1.5 Mll..LION PER YEAR. THIS DOES 

NOT EVEN TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION DISPOSAL COST OR THE COST OF LITTER REMOVAL. 

JUDGING BY RESULTS IN OTHER STATES, SUCH A LAW WILL NOT ONLY ELIMINATE 90% OF 

BOTTLE AND CAN LITTER BUT WILL REDUCE OUR MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE BY ABOUT 8%. 

THIS WOULD MEAN A SAVINGS IN SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL COSTS OF OVER TWO M...LLION 

DOLLARS PER YEAR JUST FOR THE CITY OF NEW ARK. 



FURTIIER, SUCH A BILL COULD BE DESIGNED TO PROVIDE ACfUAL REVENUE TO TilE STATE. 

HUNDREDS OF MILLIONS OF DOLLARS CAN BE COLLECTED FROM UNREDEEMED DEPOSITS. 

DEPOSIT SYSTEMS SHIFf TilE COSTS OF LITTER, COLLECTION AND DISPOSAL, BY REMOVING 

TilE BURDEN FROM MUNICIPALITIES TO THOSE WHO PRODUCE AND PURCHASE THE PRODUCTS 

THAT END UP IN OUR WASTE STREAM. 

IF TilE BOTTLE BILL CAN WORK IN NEW YORK CITY, IT CAN WORK IN NEW JERSEY'S MUNICI­

PALITIES. QUOTING FORMER MAYOR KOCH, JUST ONE YEAR AFI'ER ADOPTION OF 11ffi NEW 

YORK STATE "BOTTLE BILL," "Tiffi CITY IS CLEANER AND, THE SURVEYS SHOW, PEOPLE HAVE 

NOTICED TilE IMPROVEMENT." "MY PARKS AND BEACH SUPERVISORS REPORT THAT TiffiRE 

HAS BEEN A DRAMATIC IMPROVEMENT IN PARK CLEANLINESS IN 11ffi LAST YEAR. THERE IS 

ALSO MUCH LESS DANGEROUS BROKEN GLASS." 

I AM ATTACHING, FOR YOUR INFORMATION, A BRIEF FACT-SHEET WHICH DETAILS 11ffi REA­

SONS WHY WE NEED TO AGGRESSIVELY SUPPORT ADOPTION OF A BEVERAGE CONTAINER LAW. 

I RESPECTFULLY URGE1'HA T WE IN NEW JERSEY, WHO NEED THE BENEFITS SO BADLY, TAKE 

11ffi LEADERSHIP INITIATIVE AND PASS THIS PROPOSED LEGISLATION. WE NEED TO DO 11ffi 

RIGHT THING, IN THE RIGHT WAY. 

THANK YOU. 



SEPI'EMBER 23, 1991 

TESTIMJNY BEFORE THE NEW JERSEY ASSEMBLY CDMMITTEE ON WASTE MANAGEMENI' PLANNING AND 
RECYCLING 

Subnitted by Pat Franklin, Executive Director of the Container Recycling Institute 

Goa:l rrorning Mr. Chairm:m and members of the canmittee. My name is Pat Franklin. I 
am Executive Director of the Container Recycling Institute, a non-profit, research 
and public education organization located in Washington, D.C. au studies 
container arrl recycling options, arrl has done considerable research on the econan,ic 
impact of beverage container deposit systems on other comprehensive recycling 
efforts. 

It is worthwhile, I think, to examine sane of the reasons for targeting reverage 
containers for waste reduction and recycling. For the purposes of this testimony 
reverage containers will include only reer arrl soft drink cans arrl bottles although 
BCDL can and in some states does include wine, liquor and or juice containers as 
well. 

These containers are singled out over other cans arrl bottles, recause there are sane 
significant differences between beer and soda containers and mayonnaise jars, 
shampoo bottles or tuna fish cans. For example, 

1) beer and scda containers oold a nonessential, oon-food pra:luct; 

3) reer and soft drink containers are almost exclusively single serve 
containers; 

4) reer arrl soft drink containers are worth far more than the proouct 
they hold; 

5) beer and soft drink containers can re packaged in refillable bottles 
that can be used many times; 

6) the estimated 7. 4 million beer and sooa containers ( 2% of containers 
sold) that are littera:J each year in the Garden State are a source of 
viSlal pollution, a safety hazard arrl costly to New Jersey's taxpayers. 

f~IX 



TABLE 1. illS"!"-OF RD'OVING RECYCLABLES FRCM THE WASTE STREAM WITH AND WITHOUT 

OCDL - 'lliREE SCENARIOS 

' A. THE 1, 769 'IDNS OF DEPOSIT CDNTAINERS REMOVED THROUGH BCDL ARE NOr TAKEN 
ffiNSIDERATION 

'IDNS RElvDVED 'IDNS REMJVEO 

VIA CURBSIDE VIA BCDL 

'IDTAL 'IDNS 

RElvDVED 

'IDTAL CDST 'ID 

MUNICIPALITY 

msr PER 'IDN j 

REMOVED ! 
I 

! 
; With 8,844 0 8,844 $ 1,284,565 $145 I 
• OCDL 

Without 1 0, 601 

, OCDL 

0 1 0, 601 $ 1 ,235,199 $117 

I B. THE 1, 769 'IDNS OF DEPOSIT CDNI'AINERS REM)VED THROOGH EQ)L ARE TAKEN INIO 

I 
CDNSIDERATION 

I 
'IDNS RElvDVED 'IDNS REMJVED 'IDTAL 'IDNS 'IDTAL CDST 'ID CDST PER 'ION 

VIA CURBSIDE VIA BCDL REMJVED MUNICIPALITY REM)VED 

I 
With 8,844 1, 769 10,601 $ 1,284,565 $121 

OCDL 

I Without 1 0, 601 0 1 0, 601 $ 1 ,235,199 $117 

OCDL 

I 

! C. THE 25% OF DEPOSIT CDNrAINERS CDNSUMED AWAY FROM HCME ARE J)EDUCI'ED FROM 
'IHE 'IDNS REMJVED VIA CURBSIDE 

'IDNS REMJVED 'IONS REIDVEO 'IDTAL 'IONS 'IDI'AL CDST 'ID CDST PER 'ION 

VIA aJRBSIDE VIA BCDL REMJVED MUNICIPALITY REMJVED 

With 

OCDL 

8,844- 1, 769 

Without 10,170 0 

BCDL (8,844 + 75% of 1,769) 

10,601 $ 1 ,284,565 $121 

10,170 $ 1 ,235,199 $121 
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-· TABLE 2. THE DIFFERENCE IN THE NET PRCGRAM illSI'S OF THE 'IW) PRCGRAMS -
A DIFFERENCE OF 2.5% 

ISLIP ANNE ARUNDEL 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

$ 1,299,494 
$ 1 ,268,228 

$ 31,266 

Net Program Cost with BCDL 
Net Program Cost without OCDL 

$ 491,445 
467,015 

$ 24,430 

THE BOrrOM LINE - WHICH PRCGRAM IS RElvOVING THE r.osT FROM THE WASTE STREAM, a.JRBSIDE 
WITH OCDL OR CURBSIDE WITHC>Ur BCDL? 

The bottom line in this study, is the one urrleniable truth which is revealed on page 
I-1. The existing curbside recycling program with BCDL in Islip, New York is 
removing 1 0% rrore from the waste stream than the existing curbside recycling program 
without BCDL in Anne Arundel County, Maryland. In fact, because Islip's program 
includes mixed paper, the actual residential recycling rate in Islip is 21.5 
percent, or 20% more than the residential recycling rate in Anne Arundel County. 

zo,; 

10,; 

0" 

PERCENT OF WASTE STREAM REMOVED IN 
TWO COMMUNITIES 

Curbside Curbside w/ BCDL 
w/o BCDL 

10% More 

jl7.7% I 

Removed 

19.6% 
w/ combined 

curbside/BCDL 

I ~ . 

I l i 
Islip, NY Anne Arundel Cty. MD 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

When the disposal/recycling costs of beverage containers are internalized through a 
deposit system, the burden for collection and processing is· shifted from local 
government to the manufacturers, distributors, retailers and consumers. It is 
sometimes referred to as the "polluter pays principle". 

Mr. Chainnan, members of the CCITII\ittee, it is not a question of which recycling 
mechanism is best--deposits or curbside recycling. An integrated system of OCDL 
and curbside recycling is a cost effective means of maximizing waste reduction am 
minimizing costs. A dual system is working in ten states, and it can work in New 

Jersey. /~Jk 



THE !JREA T REVENUE MYTH 

THE ~1'1'TH: 'N't.~r. glass, PET pl.,;stic ar.d aluminum b~v~rag~ contai~rs ar~ r"'moved from curbside 
r0?¢1Jcli01 progr~ms, the rtonnuto used to offset the costs of tM proqram art' reduced and the program's 
c-c.vrovrr.iG ·viability is d~strvy~. This myth is perpetuated by the be'it't"age and packaging industriH, and 
ma01,1 individuals in the fiEold of solid waste manaqement believe it too. ThilL' fact is that both glass and PET 
plastic cc.st mvn to colJ..ct thar, they ge~rate irt rtnnu~s. 

GLASS: Glu; is NOT a net r~v~nue producer. The price for glass is far less than the r~venue ge~rated 
bf,1 the sale of the scnp collected in the curbside program. In Rhode Island, where there is a statewide 
curbside- r .. cycling prc.gram, ttofo cc.st of collection alo~ for glass, is three tim~s the amount of rever.UE­
'}('nerated b1J that material. ,i.n Associated Press story last week reported that half of all the glass 
Cvll~tc-d irt tt~ curbside program in Miami, Florida is beinglandfilled. In fact, ;,!most half of an~ glass 
collected in Rhode Island is also being landfilled. 'w'hen this happens 1 taxpayers t>nd up p.ayinq twice--once 
t.:.. t,;,·..-~ the- m;,tc-ri;,l collE-Cted tt.rvugh an exper.sive curbside r~ycling program, and again to haye it 
l~ndfille(i or burned. With a deposit systtom 1 most of thto glass generattod blj a community is removed from 
tt.c- ·w-;,ste stn;,m ;,t r.o cost to govc-rnrMnt. 

PET PLASTIC: PET Plastic is r.ot a net revenue produce-r. At a Plastics lr.dustry ConfeorH~Ce in May, J;,ne 
'w'ith('ridgto I an ~;oxt-c•Jt.ixto with 'w' aste M.anaqement, Inc., stattod that •p lastics account for a 35<Ri decreasto 
iro .. ffiG.i~r.c.y" ir. cu1·bside recycling programs, and that collection costs for that mate-rial rar.ge from $100 
to $500 per ton. The price for PET pl.astic is curn>ntly about $120 per ton. 

ALUMINUM: Aluminum is-. net revenuto productor 1 both because of its hiqh weight to volume ratio and 
bc-c..ouse of its high scr;,p ·.,..alu~. However, BCDL dots not rofoctss4rily remove all of tt.e 4''(4ilablt used 
aluminum beveragto containers from the curbside pro9"am. In fact, a report conducted for the Aluminum 
Association by Gershman, Brickn.r and Bntton (GBB) found that curbsi~ programs in deposit statu are 
collecting substantial amounts of used aluminum btoverage containers in their curbside programs. (SEE 
GRAPH) 

PERCENT OF ALU1·11NUI1 BEVERAGE COl-IT AINERS IN CURBSIDE PROGRAI1 

f 

100 i 

I 
75 

50 

~.,. m-.;,..; 

0 

ANNE ARUNDEL 
110 

~ ~ :~ 
DAKOTA RHODE ISLAND DES MOINES ISLIP 

11N lA NY 

CONTAINER RECYCLING INSTITUTE 
710 G STREET, SE 

WASHINGTON, DC 20003 

''t.f.X 



PREPARED REMARKS 

OF 
DAVID F. DUNNING 

MANAGING DIRECTOR 

SOUTHEASTERN PLASTIC INDUSTRY RECYCLING ALLIANCE 

SEPrEMBER 23, 1991 

Chairman McEnroe and members of the committee this submitted written 
/ 

testimony speaks for a number of industries presently using recycled materials 

in a number of products and exemplifies the need for more comprehensive plastic 

recycling programs. Our Alliance, only two years old, represents companies not 

only in the Southeast, but in the Midwest and other parts of the country as well. 

We believe the plastic recycling business to be a growth industry. Presently there 

is an increasing demand as markets develop for recycled plastic products but 

supply is constricted. New technology enables manufacturers to transform old 

plastic bottles into new ones at a price equal to, or in many cases, lower than 

making them from a raw source. There is an estimated 14 million tons of p~astic 

bottles discarded yearly and only one percent is recycled. Despite this, the small 

percentage is being usurped by our industry and demand is ever increasing. 

In our view, recycling should be a positive force. It should lower costs of 

materials and energy for manufacturers, thereby making this nations products 

more competitive in the international market place. Today, this industry uses 131 

million dollars worth of materials in application markets for recycled plastics. 

These applications include textile fibers, such as carpet, extruded filn which is 



Accounting Office with statistical information that up to 98% of their supply 

comes from states in which bottle deposit laws are in place. These ten states in 

which thirty percent of the population is centered supply roughly 98% of the 

plastic, two-thirds of the glass and 40% of the recycled aluminum material to our 

industry. Our view Mr. Chairman is quite clear: deposit laws do work. 

Last week, The Environmental Protection Agency presented testimony 

before the Senate Subcommittee on Environmental Protection on a vital piece of 

legislation: the Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA). When passed, this 

legislation will set policy on solid hazardous waste for many years to come. The 

administration of the E.P.A. warned Congress against "nationalizing the garbage 

problem." That is, leave it to the states and local governments to each come up 

with their individual solid waste plans based on their individual needs. Our view 

of this issue is that Congress will provide some regulatory/legislative guidance, 

but in the end it will be under state and local jurisdiction. 

New Jersey has set one of the most ambitious waste reduction goals of any state in 

the nation, a fact that should be applauded. In my own state of Georgia, our 

legislature set a five year goal of only 25% of our 182 licensed landfills would be 

closer or to capacity in five years. 

From purely a business standpoint, all of our companies are concerned with the 

environment, but we are in business to provide jobs and make a profit. We cannot 

depend on only one form of collection to gather valuable · ~cyclable materials for 



used in the production of blow molded bottles, wood substitutes and injection 

molded products such as drain pipes just to name a few. 

As you may be aware, the Southeast United States is home to mills which produce 

7 5 to 80 percent of the worlds carpet. Some of these mills are currently using 

technology whereby one mill alone is using 30 to 35 million pounds of recycled 

P.E.T. soda bottles per year. Plainly translated: exactly 36, 2 liter bottles make 

about one square yard of ca1·pet. The process in brief, is as follows. Bottles are 

reduced to uncontaminated flake and heated under pressure. After the mass is 

molted, it is then forced through a micro mesh screening process which produces 

thin, hair-like fibers. The fibers are then cut into 7-inch lengths and spun into 

carpet yarn. 

The manufacturing/operations manager of the mill which first started using this 

process has done extensive research on the after use of plastic bottles and found 

material suited for all the thresholds of carpet manufacturing. This particular 

company also looked into the future and saw that our country's landfills would be 

filling up and that legislation would some day be on the books which would 

encourage the separation of recyclable materials. 

This industry is heavily dependent on a New Jersey based corporation for that 

supply of recycled plastic. Wellman Corporation, not a member of our 

organization, is one to the world's largest plastic recyclers and a pioneer in this 

industry. They have supplied the United States Congress and the General 



after use in additional markets. 

In conclusion, if today, in 1991 the industry and waste management business 

indicates that we are discarding over 14 million tons of plastic and only 1 percent 

is recycled, I would say that we are failing miserably at recovering a very valuable 

resource. Our industry and others like ours could use every one of those plastic 

containers in production of an environmentally sound product. 







··---·-·-·-··-------------


	p7771991n-pt.1
	p7771991n-pt.2

