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ASSEMBLYMAN ROBERT P. HOILENBECK (Chairman): Ladies and gentlemen,
good morning. I am Assemblyman Hollenbeck., I am from District 36, which is the
Southern Bergen County area. I am the Chairman of the Assembly Energy and Natural
Resources Committee. As you are well aware, this is the second public hearing
dealing with, as generally known, "Bottle Bills". The leadership of the Assembly
has asked that I take the seven bills, with all'&aryiﬁq nuances, and have public hearings in reference to
the subject. Our first public hearing was held on July 14, 1982 in Morris County,
and the secord public hearing is being held in Cumberland County, of course, one that
could be most deeply affected by this legislation.

My schedule for today will be: I will keep the hearing going;

I will not break for lunch. I will go until 4:00. At 4:00, we will hear the

last speaker. We have had a great deal of testimony already. We have received

a great deal of information from various groups. Those who want to testify,

if you can bring up a new coin, we will ke glad to hear it, but to have redundancy,
we will be accomplishing nothing. No one will speak unless I recognize them.

I control who is going to speak. We probably have over 60 speakers listed, and we
are never going to reach them all. For your information, though, the record

of the hearing is kept open for 10 days after this hearing to give you time

to submit prepared statements and have them placed into the record. When the transcript
is completed, we will read through it to see what your opinion is.

I would like to open with Congressman William Hughes of the 2nd
Congressional District.

(Applause)

We are going to control something very fast, all right? Applause,
yells, boos, and cheers belong in football games, not at legislative hearings.
It is not too impressive. We would get more done without it. So, let's keep
it down, and we can move right along. Okay, Congressman, it is nice seeing you
again.

CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM J. HUGHES: Thak you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome
to "God's Country" once again. I appreciate your conducting this second hearing
in Southern New Jersey. We welcome you to South Jersey.

I am particularly pleased to have the opportunity to submit my
comments on various legislative proposals to establish a statewide system of
beverage container deposits, and to discuss the impact that enactment of such
legislation would have on the citizens of this State.

As you know, the issue of whether mandatory deposits should be
required on beverage containers has received considerable national attention
in recent years. Several states have enacted various statutes to control litter,
either by requiring mandatory deposits on beverage containers, prohibiting the
sale and use of certain types of containers, or by taxing the use of certain
materials which often end up as litter. At the same time, a number of states
and local entities have taken steps to encourage recycling of materials such
as glass, metal cans, and paper, to both further the reuse of these materials
in an economically efficient manner, and to reduce the nuisance of litter on our
streets and highways.

Supporters of the legislative proposals requiring a mandatory
deposit on beverage containers claim that mandatory deposits would discourage
the disposal of these containers and encourage their reuse. They claim that

the measure would also conserve energy and reduce litter and the amount of solid waste.



. These are, of course, valid economic environmental goals. The enactment of mandatory
deposit legislation, however, would have a far greater impact than merely encouraging
the recycling of glass and other beverage containers. There is often a price

which comes from mandating significant changes in manufacturing and distribution
systems, and it comes in the form of lost jobs and increased costs. The State

of New Jersey, for example, has already suffered a loss of some 4,000 jobs in

the glass industry since 1977. The passage of mandatory deposit legislation

will further endanger the jobs of an additional 10,000 men and women who are

directly employed in the State's glass industry. Many thousands more indirectly
associated with the glass industry would be adversely affected if legislation
requiring the return and reuse of glass beverage containers were to go into effect.

The situation in South Jersey is even more critical. In Cumberland
County alone, close to 2,000 jobs would be affected by the enactment of mandatory
deposit legislation. Cumberland County already has an unemployment rate of 17.6%,
the 5th highest rate in the entire nation. Any action which further jeopardizes
the livelihood of those remaining employed would be disastrous for the citizens
of this region. Before you enact legislation requiring mandatory deposits,
it is important to critically evaluate whether the proposal will actually achieve
the worthy goals which it seeks to advance. At the same time, it is important
to determine whether alternatives are open to us, which may be more effective
in achieving these objectives without jeopardizing the 1livelihood of thousands
of workers in these most difficult economic times.

Despite the fact that many of the litter control proposals focus
on controlling litter by requiring the recycling of beverage containers, only about
20% of our trash and 6% of all solid wastes is composed of bottles and cans
combined, while paper and paper products mcke up more than 60% of all litter.

Recycling is already encouraged throughout the State, with recycling
stations paying as much as $.02 a pound for bottles. Indeed, glass plants in
South Jersey are recycling tens of thousands of pounds of glass each year. I
am convinced that requiring mandatory deposits on containers will not solve the
litter problem or dramatically increase the incentive to recycle glass. As many
as 200 separate items have been identified as part of the litter stream, including
many miscellaneous items from food and hubcaps to old shoes.

If we are really serious about adequately addressing this large-
scale problem, we must take a much broader approach to reducing the amount of
litter along our roadways. The State of Washington, for example, has a Model
Litter Law that has achieved dramatic resu’ts in reducing roadside litter. It
is based upon public education, the widespread distribution of litter receptacles,
and severe penalties on those who litter. Washington's program is financed
through a small fee on those involved in the sale of materials that may end up
as municipal trash. The State's Department. of Ecology reported that litter was
redgced by 66%, four years following the adoption of their program. Considering that
only a small percentage of litter consists of beverage containers, I submit that
this approach would have a far more beneficial result in the long run at reducing
litter overall, rather than focusing on just litter from one source.

A second major concern is ‘vhether a state deposit on beverage
containers might help us save valuable ene’gy resources, an issue that certainly
needs a great deal of study and attention. Refillable containers must be made

of stronger and more durable materials, requiring more energy in the manufacturing

*.



process. Because they are also heavier, more energy is also required to transport
these containers. Returnable bottles going to the source of manufacture require
even more in terms of fuel and handling costs. Enactment of mandatory deposit
legislation in Oregon and Michigan, for example, resulted in significant increases
in the amount of fuel needed to handle beverage container distribution and return.
Beverage handling in Oregon requires almest twice the amount of fuel as that
required in neighboring Washington, a state which has adopted a broader, more
comprehensive approach towards litter control, which I have outlined above.

In addition to the increased manufacturing and transportation
cost, the mere conversion of manufacturirg, bottling, and distribution plants
to provide for the reuse of bottles, would require major financial expenditures
and additional energy costs in this capital star of environment of ours. Many
of New Jersey's glass producing plants are already only marginally competitive’
and would be unable to afford the cost of conversion as well as the tremendous
adverse economic impact of a severely reduced market for their product.

Enactment of this legislation would virtually shut down a major
portion of the glass industry in South Jersey, and severely impact the 15% to
17% of Cumberland County's workers who hold positions in the glass industry.

The industry cannot afford the cost of conversion to the slower and less efficient
processes required for producing heavier glass, as well as the equipment needed

to clean reusable bottles. More importantly, though, South Jersey Jjust cannot
afford to lose this industry.

Increased costs to wholesalers and retailers for handling, sorting,
cleaning, and transporting empty containers will only translate into higher costs
to consumers. In Iowa, for example, the estimated cost to consumers resulting
from the State's mandatory deposit law was recently estimated at more than $20
million a year. It is a "hidden tax," in essence. Experience from other states
indicates that bottle laws are having a devastating effect on area recycling
centers, some experiencing as much as a 40% to 60% loss in business because bottles
and cans are returned to the stores. Thousands of civic groups and individuals
have earned millions of dollars through these recycling centers, which have added
an estimated 15,000 new jobs to the economy.

Recycling and resource recovery should be encouraged, but mandatory
deposit legislation does not further that policy. It actually detracts from
the policy that we have to move in in thc years ahead - resource recovery and
recycling.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I submit that mandatory deposit
legislation is clearly not the answer to our litter problems. What is needed
is a legislative initiative pattenamﬁ.éffer the Washington experience, as well
as a stronger and broader commitment to resource recovery and recycling throughout
our great State. I thank you, and I will be very happy to respond to any questions
you might have.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Congressman, thank you very much for
your testimony. We are going to look for a little more detail, cbviously, when
we get the transcripts of the hearings. I want to thank you very much. I have
no questions.

CONGRESSMAN HUGHES: I thank you. And I thank you for allowing
me to testify today.

New Jersey State Library



ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Ladies and gentlemen, I would like to
introduce to you the people on the stage with me: Mark Connelly, Norman Miller,
and Denise Drace are members of Legislative Services; Peter Guzzo and Glen Beebe
are from the Minority and Majority staffs of the General Assembly; and, of course,
we have our reporters.

Our next speaker will be Senator James Hurley. I'm sorry Jim,

I just couldn't think. It is District 1, isn't it?

SENATOR JAMES R. HURLE ¥: District 1, that's right. That's
Cumberland County, and Cape May.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Assembly Committee: First of
all, I want to say that Congressman Hughes was glad you did not admonish the
audience until after he appeared on the stage, so he got the applause. (Laughter)
May I extend my personal appreciation to you, Mr. Chairman, and to the members
of your staff, for scheduling this public hearing on these very important bottle
bills in Cumberland County.

At 7:30 last night, I received a telephone call from Cary Edwards,
Counsel to Governor Thomas Kean. He #ad spent yesterday with Governor Kean in
his room at St. Barnabas Hospital, where he is suffering from a back ailment.
He had asked him for his feelings about the bills under discussion today. These
are Governor Kean's words, "As laudible as the purpose of these bills may be,
in these difficult economic times I cannot support legislation that would adversely
affect jobs." That is exactly where we are. After years of defeating forced
deposit legislation in Committee after Committee, we have again come down to
the very heart of the matter. Enactment of forced deposit legislation will cost
jobs, and when jobs are lost, people lose them. And in this case, it is not
some distant unknown person who gets hurt, it is the friend, the neighbor, the
relative, the husband, the mother, the sister, the people you have known for years
and years, hard-working, earnest, and eager craftsmen who have made this part
of the State well-known because of their glassmaking ability.

You are here uxbyihiatown where the first glass plant was created
in 1804, and where generations of workers have tended the lears, the furnaces,
and packed and shipped ware all over the world. Do you know why glass manufacturing
has thrived here? Some will tell you it is the proximity of the raw materials.
But, the real reasons are the legions of faithful, dedicated, honest, and talented
glassmakers who have lived, worked, and raised families right here for the past
178 years. Other speakers will undoubtedly recite the statistics from Oregon
to Michigan, to Vermont, to Connecticut, or to New York. They will tell you how
many jobs have been lost; how much havoc has been visited on families; how much economic
turmoil has been generated by forced deposit legislation; about how the legislation
doesn't really solve the litter problem; and, about how we haven't given the
Recycling Act a chance to work here in New Jersey.
7 All of these things are meaninéiéss. Let me tell you, as one
who represents the heart of the glass container business in this State, the decision
is literally in your hands. You can vote one or more of these bills out of Committee
and be remembered as a participant in an act that forced people out of work;
or, you can bury these bills in Committee, forget about them, defeat them, refuse
to let them come out, and, you can feel then that you did not, could not, and
would not be a part of ruining the lives of innocent people. I know you will
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make the right decision. These bills are not in the best interest of the people

of this State. As servants of the public, you must recognize the fact -- and

I am sure you do -- that Cumberland County already has an extraordinary unemployment
problem. I beg you, I implore you, and I urge you that the one thing you can

do today, before you leave Millville, is to tell all of the people gathered here

that you want to help them, not hurt them. You can tell them that by saying

to them, "We will save your jobs." Thank you. I thank you for the opportunity

to testify, and I would answer any questions you might have.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Excuse me for one minute. Ladies and
gentlemen, we are joined by the Vice Chairman of the Committee, Assemblyman Harry
McEnroe.

I have a question for you, Senator. We frequently hear about
the New Jersey Recycling Act. We know that New Jersey is now recycling glass
at an extremely high rate, and that glaés is coming back in the form of cullet,

I assume, to the glass industry. What has been the impact of that on employment?

SENATOR HURLEY: Pardon me?

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: What has been the impact of the Recycling
Act on the employment in the glass industry?

SENATOR HURLEY: You have to recognize -~ I am not an expert
in the manufacturing of glass -- that all glass made here in the container business
is made with a portion of cullet and always has been. The impact really hasn't
been totally felt in this area, although I was talking to the plant manager of
the Bridgeton Owens/Illinois plant this morning, who told me that he buys glass
from Woodbury. Woodbury is a municipality in Gloucester County that has one
of the first community-wide, curbside pickup recycling plans in New Jersey. In
Cape May County, I am sure you are aware that they have a county recycling unit.
Seven of the municipalities are already picking up at curbside. They have already
sold about a million pounds of glass, paper, and aluminum cans in that county.

The point I am trying to make is that it can be done. I think Cumberland County

is behind in its recycling efforts. It is behind in its resource recovery efforts.
In Cape May County, again, they are now studying-- They have a feasibility grant
study from the State, under the Recycling Act, to study the feasibility of resource
recovery producing energy from other waste, the waste that is left after the
recycling. I don't know what that study is going to show, but I suggest, unless
we move in that direction in the State-- that was the direction that the Recycling
Act pointed us to, number one, to recycling those materials that can be reclaimed,
and, number two, the resource recovery, we are going to have further unemployment
in our State. There is no gquestion about it.

These glass companies will buy the glass that is being collected
at curbside anyplace and everyplace in New Jersey. They can use it. I can say
that without a great deal of knowledge of the glass business.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: You really didn't get the point of the
question, Senator. The point of the question -- and, I guess, really when we get down
to bottle legislation -- is, if the Recycling Act is returning a great deal of
glass in the form of cullet to the glass industry, and it has had no major impact
on the employment, then deposit legislation -- which, by the way, is not refillable --
they are not talking about refillable bottles, they are talking tc come back
again for recycling in the form of cullet, WY would that amount of glass cause

unemployment?



SENATOR HURLEY: I am going to leave your question to the experts.
ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: You can't have it both ways and say
that the Recycling Act is good, when we know that the amount of tons of glass that
has been returned to the glass industry, which is good, but yet we take
a deposit where we are going to turn somé.more glass back in the form of cullet
--"not refillables-- and that is bad. That is going to hurt employment?
SENATOR HURLEY: You are dealing with a trade-off, and you are assuming--
ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I guess that is really where we are getting down
to, the crux of the issue. That is the one that is going to have to be answered.
SENATOR HURLEY: That is right. And there are answers here
today. There are people here today that can answer your question far better
than I can.
ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right. For the general audience--
SENATOR HURLEY: (Interrupting) I would hope that you would
ask that question of them.
ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: You heard the point that I have made,
and I wish that somebody who is going to testify could answer that particular question.
SENATOR HURLEY: I am sure they will. I know they will. I deliberately
stayed away from such questions because I am a legislator, I am not a glass manufacturer.
I'm speaking of the job loss.
ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much, Senator. Harry,
did you have a question?
ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: No, I have no questions. Thank you.
ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you.
SENATOR HURLEY: Thank you.
ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Next, we have Assemblyman Joseph Chinnici
from the first legislative district.

ASSEMBLYMAN JOSEPH W. CHINNTICI: Good morning, Mr.
Chairman and Assemblyman McEnroe. I noticed we have Assemblyman Tom Cowen from
Jersey City visiting with us tbday, and I am hoping he will testify. Before
I start, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hurley was right, you will get the answers to the questions that
you asked by people here who know the answers. First of all, I am very pleased
that you have scheduled this meeting in the heart of the glass industry
- Cumberland County. As you well know, Senator Hurley, Assemblyman Guy Muziani,
and myself, who represent District 1, are vitally concerned. I might add, before
I start with my statement, that this is not the first bottle bill that has been
introduced in the Assembly, during my six terms in the Assembly. Each of
them, Mr. Chairman, has been defeated by the Committee itself, and we are so
pleased about that. I am hoping that something is going to happen along those
lines.

My statement is going to be very brief. At this point in time,
South Jersey is in trouble employment-wise, with unemployment running as high
as 17%%. Be it known that the glass indusiry in this area employs approximately
20,000 people with the ancillaries, not to mention the thousands of others who
are affected. 1 believe that if any bottle bill legislation is passed, this unemployment
rate could climb as high as 253%.

The bottles that are being produced today must compete with aluminum

and plastic containers for the beverage market. In order to successfully compete,



their bottles have to be light in weight and made at very high speeds so that

the cost of production is kept down to a minimum. These lightweight bottles

are not able to be recycled because they would break during the process of being
washed and refilled. So, we are not talking about them being used as a refillable
bottle. Therefore, to meet the intent of the bottle bill -- this is included

in the bill -~ a heavier bottle will have to be produced. The present machinery
that the glass industry is using today w~will be absolutely obsolete. It will

cost the glass industry millions upon millions of dollars if they have to meet
this bill's requirement.

In addition to the cost of »>roducing such bottles, it would increase’
the cost to the consumer, making the gliss bottles unable to compete with the
aluminum and plastic containers. I thiik we will have to agree with that.

As a graphic example of what could happen, I am going to site
one state that adopted bottle bill legislation. One of the Owens/Illinois plants,
which is located about nine miles from here, ani which happens to be my hometown, Mr.
Chairman, temporarily closed its plant in Michigan because of a bottle bill and
never reopened it. This is the potential of a bill of this nature.

Bottle bills are not only opposed by the glass industry and their
workers, but the many other facets of tie community that would be negatively
affected. The small business beverage dealer, such as crocery stores and delicatessens,
would be hard-pressed to have to accept every glass container that is returned.
These retailers would have to make provisions for receiving and storing thousands
of returned containers. Teamsters are also concerned over the probable reduction
of the amount of glass containers to be transported and the job layoffs that
will occur.

The New Jersey Chamber of Commerce also opposes the bottle bills
for many reasons, but primarily for the loss of jobs. Reduction in sales and
tax revenues minimize litter reduction and their regressive effect on New Jersey's
growing recycling effort. However, the hardest hit of all will be the consumer,
because if this legislation is passed, "t will cost more to produce containers,
and this increased cost will be passed on to the consumer.

Also, there will be morc unemployment. There are even provisions
in A-78. Mr. Chairman, we talked very briefly about that in Trenton, if you
recall, when you were mentioning to Mr. Hurley, Mr. Muziani, and myself, that
this bill was turned over to your Commititee. A-78 is prdviding funds to deal
with the possible unemployment in the gl ass industry caused by this bill. If
we are not looking at the possibility of unemployment, why would the sponsor
of Bill A-78 try to even think of providing funds to deal with unemployed? We
cannot have this.

In conclusion, the thru:t of these bottle bills is to bring
about less litter on New Jersey's roadsides, and glass bottles are not the biggest
offender. More paper is found than anyithing else. Mr. Chairman, I hope you
would drive around the 1st District. You will see that bottles are not the
biggest offender; it is paper. Therefore, let us continue to put more emphasis
on our recycling program, because that would be beneficial for all rather than
costing people their jobs and consumers more money.

Mr. Chairman, we are truly concerned with this, and you know
that we are. Because the glass industry has been an industry which has been
the lifeline of Cumberland County, and parts of South Jersey other than Cumberland,



we are going to Gloucester and Salem also. Incidentally, the Assemblymen and
Senators from that area are truly concerned about this bottle bill also. We

ask you, please, before any action is taken, to reconsider seriously about not
letting it get out of Committee. I thank you very much. If you have any questions,
I will try to answer them.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Assemblyman, your testimony was basically
dealing with A-78, which deals with refillable bottles. Would that same
testimony be true if we were talking about recycling bottles which come back
in the form of cullet? Would the machinary have to be changed for that reason?

ASSEMBLYMAN CHINNICI: 1In a few different words, you are asking
me the same question you have asked Mr. Hurley. You are going to get the answer
to that, sir, today.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Would the same thing, in reference to
competitive cost-- If that glass came back .n the form of cullet to be recycled,
would you lose your competitive advantage, or any competitive advantage to the
aluminum can manufacturers?

ASSEMBLYMAN CHINNICI: It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman--

I don't want to dwell into it--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (Interrupting) Because you testified
that you would. That is why I am-- I am =rying to find out where that comes
around, of whether we are talking now with recycling and refilling as two different
things. Also, the legislation dealing wit) returning or recycling and deposit
also affects cans. Beverage containers include cans too.

ASSEMBLYMAN CHINNICI: Well, it is my understanding that the
recycling law that we now have in effect, wiich passed several years ago, during
yours and during my time, has caused more @mployment in some areas because of
the amount of recycling matter that has be3:n coming in. I truly ask you --
we are dealing with A-78, in my particular :ase, and 1 think that is the one that
is going to affect us most of all. I hope that before you make a final decision
on this bill, that you consult with Senator Hurley, Assemblyman Muziana, and
myself. Thank you so much, sir.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Taiank you very much. Next we will
have Assemblyman Guy Muziani from Districtl. We have been joined by Assemblywoman
Maureen Ogden, a member of this Committee.

AS SEHHP LYJ@AhI GUY F. MUZIANTI: Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members
of the Energy and Environmental Committee. I would also like to express my appreciation
on behalf of the constituency that we represent for your selecing this site for
this hearing today. ‘

I wish to go on record, of course, to support my colleagues, Senator James
R. Hurley, and Assemblyman Joseph W. Chinnici, in their opposition to the bottle
bill legislation that is being considered. If these bills wers to become law,
it would do immediate immeasurable, and irreparable harm to the leading industry
in our district, which employs approximately 25% of the total labor force in
Cumberland County. The impact of such législation upon the economy and unemployment
situation in our district could be very disastrous.

Furthermore, I seriously question the constitutionality of such
proposals. The authority for laws of this nature is found in the police power

and therefore must be based upon a reasonable and logical application of that power.



These bills are clearly and obviously an anti-pollution measure; and,
while their purposes are commendable, the content of the containers, in my opinion,
bears no reasonable relationship whatsoever to the litter power of the container
in which it is packaged.

Therefore, limiting these bills to beverages is highly discriminatory
and an unreasonable, arbkitrary, and unconstitutional exercise of that police
power.

To overcome that consti .utional barrier, these bills would have
to apply equally to each and every product packaged and sold in non-returnable
containers, including but not limited to foodstuffs guch as soups, pickles,
catsup, fruits, candy, cosmetics, medic nes, detergents, and cleaning supplies,
as well as the thousands and thousands of other products packaged in non-returnable
containers.

To broaden the scope of these bills to encompass all of these
items would be absurd and would throw the entire State and our industrial complex
into a state of turmoil and chaos. Considering the fact that non-returnable
beverage bottles represent less than 3% of roadside litter, passage of the bills
in their present form would legislate tlhem out of existence and leave 97%
of the problem unsolved.

The efforts, of course -- Everyone will be expressing their
problems and their considerations conce ning the loss of johs, T think I should
make reference to is particular problem more specifically.

Proponents ~- and I have read a number of periodicals concerning
this particular issue of forced bottle .egislation -- say that forced deposits
will create jobs. That may or may not bhe true, depending on the area of the
country. But think about the kinds of jobs that will be lost with a mandatory
forced deposit. There are tens of thousands of glass workers, for example, gainfully
employed in about 30 of the states. These are highly skilled workers, often
heads-of-households. If these people lost their jobs, entire families would
be aftected - in fact, many local economles would be virtually devastated. Hecause
of Oregon's deposit law, for example, about 450 such people were put out of work.
On the other hand, even if a bottle bill created jobs, what would they be? Low-
paying, part-time jobs, usually bottle and can sorters. A lot of these jobs
may more often than not be filled by students picking up some part-time money.

And that's fine, but not at the expense of veteran workers who are trying to

feed and educate their families. Depos.t proponents argue that a national deposit
law would create additional jobs. If that were really true, why is the American
labor movement so adamantly opposed to bottle bills? If there really were jobs

to be gained, wouldn't the AFL-CIO come out in favor of forced deposits? My
understanding is that the AFL-CIO is on record opposing the bottle bills.

In conclusion, I would suggest that the answer lies:

1. 1In educating the public and adopting and enforcing realistic
and practical laws against littering. The problem, in my opinion, is basically

a "people problem," not a "litter problem."

2. Improving techniques of solid waste collection and disposal.

3. Recognizing the potential and availing ourselves of the techniques
of the recycling process, with the State becoming more involved in assisting

and funding recycling projects.



Bach of us bejgan our conscious lives by belng exposed to the basic
"three R's." I think mankind has reached the stage in the history of the world
where the "three R's" should be increased to six, by the addition of reclamation,
recycling, and reuse. Perhaps therein lies the hope of our survival. Thank
you very kindly.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much, Assemblyman.

ASSEMBLYMAN MUZIANI: Thank you for the opportunity.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Next we will hear from Assemblyman Thomas
Cowan from District 32. He has come a long distance to be here. He comes from

Jersey City.

ASSEMBLYMAN THOMAS F. C OWAN: Good morning, Mr. Chairman,
members of the Committee, and staff. As the Congressman said, it is God's Country
here. This isn't my first visit. I happened to have had the pleasure a number

of years ago of visiting the Wheaton plants on a full-day tour with the present
Senator of our State, Mr. Bradley, when he was campaigning. I certainly enjoyed

my stay down here for the day.

I came this distance hecause of the area I reside in, Hudson County.

We have felt the affect of plant closings in the glass industry. I am here today
to urge you to reject forced deposit legislation, which would devastate New Jersey's
Recycling Act, and to reaffirm your support of the New Jersey Recycling Act,

which we unanimously passed last year. I relay my thoughts to you with some
factual experience of the competitive market that New Jersey's glass and plastic
industries exist in today.

The recent loss of approximately 900 jobs in Hudson County's glass
and plastic container industry, 500 jobhs lost with the closipg of the Owens/T1llinois
plant in North Bergen, and, over 350 jobs lost with the closing of the Ball Glass,
formerly Metro Glass, in Jersey City.

I think it is important that we focus our thoughts today on the employ-
ment needs of our constituents and how these needs would be affected by forced
deposit regulation. The number of jobs I speak of is not small. More than
9,000 New Jersey residents depend on the can and glass container manufacturing
industry for their incomes. That is 9,000 plus jobs, a great many of them
high-~paying, head-of-household jobs., In these difficult times, the can and glass
container manufacturing industry is a strong and long-term source of employment
for our constituents. These men and women earn more than $205,000,000 a year,
most of which is subject to State and Federal taxes.

- The adverse effects of a forced deposit measure would be great. For
example, more than 800 skilled jobs in the glass industry were eliminated in
Michigan and surrounding states as a result of Michigan's deposit law. Michigan
had one glass plant; New Jersey has 8. Five hundred and fifty-five workers in
neighboring Connacticut were thrown out of work as a result of that state's deposit
regulation. Can we afford to subject the people of New Jersey to such hardship
because of a law which only addresses 5% or 6% of our total solid waste problem?

A forced deposit measure is also inflationary. These laws always
lead to higher beer and soft drink prices. Under a New Jersey deposit law, a
six-pack of beer or soft drink would increase $.25 to $.30. That is not including
the minimum $.30 deposit. This increase is a direct result of the higher family

cost supermarkets and distributors incur, and in turn, pass on to consumers.
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The deposit law is a no-win situation. What kind of a law puts a
person out of a job and then asks that same individual to pay more for a product
he used to help make?

Our legislation and the glass container industry have both made a
commitment to recycling, the Legislature, by passing the New Jersey Recycling
Act, and the glass industry, by supporting projects such as the North Bergen
Glass Reclamation Center. Glass container recycling has increased more than 600%
this year, in North Bergen alone. The Reclamation Center is recycling at an
averaqge of 3.4 nillion pounds of used giass containers every month. As I mentioned,
the glass companies buy back the empty containers, thereby providing an additional
source of income for thousands of New Jersey's residents.

Statistics will be continuously heaped upon you during your deliberations
by proponents and opponents of various solutions to New Jersey's ever-increasing
litter problem. Specs that represent less than 6% of our litter mess cannot blind
reality. The 1981 report of the Michigan Department of Transportation, concerning
the continuing problem of increased litter three years after the enactment of
a forced deposit legislation acte=

New Jersey has enjoyed the benefits of being one of the leading producers
of glass containers in the United States. The industry provides jobs and more
than $6 million annually in tax revenue to our State. New Jersey deserves better
than an ineffective piecemeal solution.

This year, the Council of State Governments selected Ohio's Litter
Control and Recycling Act as a comprehensive alternative to forced deposit legislation.
I have had a bill drafted that is modeled after Ohio's statute, which I will
introduce at our first session next month. I am hopeful that your Committee
will give it consideration.

The glass industry has made a commitment to New Jersey, and we have
made a commitment to recycling. We should not destroy these commitments by adopting
a restrictive, inflationary forced deposit law. Instead, we should work together
towards the commitments we have made to achieve a cleaner and economically sound
New Jersey. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much, Assemblyman. Do any
members of the Committee have any questions? (no response) Thank you very much.

Is Assomblyman John Hendrickson? (no response) 1 didn't see him. Next we will
hear from Freeholder Edward Solomon. I hope you're not going to read the whole state-

ment. That is not the depth of the thing you are going to read to us, is it?

EDWARD SOLOMON: No. Assemblyman Hollenbeck and members of your
Environmental Committee: I am going to be brief, because I know you have a lot
of speakers. First, on behalf of the entire Board of Chosen Freeholders of Cumberland
County, I welcome you to Cumberland County. Our Board wants to commend Senator
Hurley for bringing the hearings here and for your willingness to come here.
We feel very proud of our glass industry. This is historically the number one
industry in our area. We have a lot of people whose lives depend on their vocation
in the glass industry.

My first comment, on behalf of the Board of Freeholders -- I would
like to tell you that all seven of them would be here, but they felt because
of the immense number of speakers, one freeholder should represent all seven.
They asked if I would do that on behalf of the Board.
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I weuld like to tell you that this is not an environmental
issue, this is not a conservation or conservative liberal issue, this is not
even a republican or democrat issue; this is really a fight for survival for
Cumberland County. I think you know what our situation is economically, and
I think you know what our job situation 1= in this county. The glass industiy
makes up a large part of those jobs. Because of this fight for survival and
because it is important for this forced bottle deposit legislation bill to be
defeated, the Board of Freeholders had a petition made up and circulated throughout
the different business areas of Cumberland County. At the end of my comments,
I would like to present to your Committee over 5,000 signatures-withina three-week
period--of the citizens of Cumberland County who oppose the forced bottle deposit
bills, and would ask your consideration in helping to maintain jobs in our area.

Algo, 1 would like ro present to you a resolulion [rom the hoard
of Freeholders wunanimously opposing the bills that you are considering. -

I think we all would agree that litter is a major problem in our
Country and in our State. Any of us who travel throughout different municipalities
and throughout rural areas will see all types of litter on the sides of our roads.
I think it is a problem that your Committee is going to have to look at and try
to come up with viable solutions. I feel one of them has to be a strong enforcement
of litter laws. I can't remember the last time I read or saw in the news media
about someone heing fined for throwing litter, T think as a State we are going
to have to move in that direction. Second of all, I think it is time we give
consideration of return to the WPA type program, or CCC program, where people
will actually say, "Take some pride in New Jersey. Go out and clean up the highways
in the towns and the communities, and start making New Jersey a great place to
live and become litter-free." I do appreciate, on behalf of the Board of Freeholders,
the opportunity to present these petitions, and also the opportunity to say a
few words.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much, Freeholder. Are there
any questions? (no response) We will now hear from Chester Goodwin, the Mayor
of Millville. Good morning, Mayor.

MAYOR CHESTER GO ODWIN: Good morning. On behalf of myself
and the entire City Commission, we would like to welcome you to the City of Millville.
We would also like to recognize the fact that Senator Hurley has asked you to
consider our City as the host for your hearing, and we certainly appreciate that.
Mr. Chairman and members of the Assembly Energy and Natural Resource
Committee, wy name is Chester M. Goodwin, IIT, and I am the Maygr of the City
of Millville. 1 speak to you today not only as a public official, but as a State
taxpayer and a concerned citizen of our community. I, along with my colleagues
who serve on the Board of Commissioners of the City of Millville, strongly oppose
the glass beverage deposit and refund legislation presently before the General
Assembly. It is quite evident from the attendance here today that we in Millville
have serious reservations about the proposed bottle bills.
The continued strength of the glass bottle manufacturing industry
is vital to the cconomic stability of our City and county. TIf the proposed bottle
bills were to become law, thousands of workers would suddenly find themselves
idling inunemployment lines. As you no doubt know, Cumberland County has the
5th highest unemployment rate in the nation, and any increase in the number of
unemployed would only add to the already existing human despair. At a time when
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great emphasis has been placed on the restoration of economic stability, it would
seem ironic to throw thousands of eager and hard-working Americans onto the streets.
Let there be no misunderstanding. I support the concept of a clean and a safe
environment. However, I do not believe implementation of the bottle bill legislation
will elfcctively control the litter problem, or significantly reduce solid waste
disposal in New Jersey. This package of bottle bills will have little positive
impact on the environment and will devastate South Jersey's sensitive glass
industry. Thank you. If you have any questions, I will try to answer them.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much, Mayor. Assemblyman
McEnroe has a question.

ASSEMBLYMAN McCENROE: Mayor, does the City of Millville have an active
recycling program at the present time?

MAYOR GOODWIN: At the present time we do not have an active recycling
program; however, the City Commission has directed the Director of Economic Development
within the City to begin such a plan. It is now under study.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you, Mayor. We will now hear from
Mayor Fiorilli from Vineland. '

MAYOR PATRICK FIORIULLI: Mr. Chairman and members of the
Committee, I, too, would like to welcome you to Cumberland County. Unfortunately,
T am welcoming you to the highast unempleoyment area in the State of New Jersey.
That is why we are so concerned.

Another unfortunate situation is, we are really not discussing one
particular bill today, we are discussing several. One is the bill for reusable
bottles, and the others refer to recycling. It is unfortunate because they overlap.
Mr. Chairman, I understand your question as to what will the cullet effect have
on the employment in the area. I think the fact that we are discussing several
bills makes that a little difficult to define. But, let me present some things
to you in the course of my testimony that have not been considered.

First of all, obviously, if the bottles are reusable, it is going’
to affect our glass industry tremendously. Figures released yesterday by the
Labor Department show the unemployment rate for June in Cumberland County at
16.2%. Let's take the supposition that the worst bill has passed, the A-78
bill, the reusable bottle. Without a Qoubt, that would put a major portion of
our bottle industry in this county and in South Jersey out of business. I am
referring only to Cumberland County, even though there are bottle industries
outside of it.

Let's say, for example, that the disastrous effects were 25% of the
people in the glass bottle industry were put out of work because of reusable
bottles. The percentage point figure to change our unemployment rate by 1% is
roughly 96 people. If you were to put 900 people out of work, or 9,600, you
would increase our unemployment rate by 10%, which would bring us up to 26%.

If the effects were to put an additional 10% out, we would be in a depression
by Federal figures. We consider ourselves in such a situation now, economically.
So, we definitely oppose passage of that bill.

The recycling bills have some effect in many ways. For example,
as Mr. Hughes mentioned, the transportation of glass-~ «lass is a very weighty
item. Recycling is fine, except, those in the glass industry can tell you that
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there are many different types of glass. Some are not compatible to others.

Scme cannot be mixed and used, except for some minor uses. They create a problem.
That is something in the recycling business that no one seems to take into considera-~
tion. If you are manufacturing, for example, a lead glass, you don't mix it

with a lime glass, and things of that sort. But, more expert‘testimony

on that will be coming forth. There are problems.

1he problem of transportation due to weight -- I will give you a
comparison of the half gallon soda bottle, the throw-away plastic which weighs
about an ounce and a half. A comparable bottle in glass would weigh close to
16 ounces. Transporting 16 ounces of glass from the retail store through the
cycle and back to the glass industry could, in effect, make the use of a glass
container -- even recycled -- so prchibitive: that the industry would switch entirely
to plastic. That, too, would be a disaster to our glass industry. It is a problem
of economics, of transportation, and of energy costs in processing and transportation,
and it must be considered. While I realize that neither you nor I are experts on this
factor, I am sure there will be people cqmigglforth who are.

Let's get down to the basic idea. The small store which must take the
deposit on these bottles and return it, bottles and cans, when they are returned.
What sort of problems do we create to the retail grocer, and what sort of increase
to the consumers are we projécting? That covers several points. Let's say that
we have a small grocery store, a Mom and Pop store if you will, that employs
five people, who in the course of a particular day -- I will take Friday for
example, or a Saturday -- will sell several hundred containers of soda in cans
and in bottles and will collect the deposit. Let's take another supposition -

a well-meaning group who is out to recycle bottles under the deposit bills. Let's
say for example the Boy Scouts go along the highway and collect several thousands

of bottles and bring them to the store, the store which at this point has collected
maybe $60.00 in deposits, but must in fact, by law, accept these bottles and pay

out what may amount to §1,000 in deposits. This i8 money they don't even have

on hand. There is no provision in the legislation and no way it could be controlled
to say that the store would only take in return those bottles or cans which he

or she had sold. There isn't any way you can write that into the legislation.

But, you could in fact take the entire operating cash of that store off the market
for one day, creating a hardship. It may be payroll day, when the help has to

be paid. Yet by the return of an over abundant number of containers, they wouldn't
have the money to meet their payroll, which of course would then bring the Department
of Labor into their business.

Another major problem: Your Committee is a committee on environment
and certainly concerned with this. The return of bottles and cans to the grocery
stores =-- soft drinks in particular -- is not a very appealing thing. I was
once in the retail business. I can give you accurate teétimon? on that. Let's
say that an owner must keep 20 or 30 cases of bottles behind his store that he ’
has taken. You are talking about bottles containing a certain amount of syrup -
éugar.— the best attraction in the world to roaches and other bugs. I am sure
the State Health Departmont would not appreciate that, in that yon ave makling
an attraction tc create a problem. The obvioug answer to that is the store must
hire an exterminator or have the exterminator come in more often, which means
we are using more sprays in the environment than we currently need, which means
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that the strict environmentalist would say, "Your bill is creating a problem that
we hadn't thought about.” This, of course, would be after the bills were passed.
You would also be bringing into the area of a food store considerably more toxic
material in the form of éprays to control the bugs that the bottles and the cans
would attract than we do now. You would, in effect, be creating a health problem.
We have another situation that our old friend Sid Glazer from the
Division of Taxation would become involved in. How does a small grocery store
account for the money they pay out on deposits and take in. Let's say, for example,
in a given month, we will assume they filed a monthly report. They have taken
in $600.00 in deposits and they have only payed out $400.00 in deposits. Will
the Division of Taxation look at $200,00 as income which would be covered under
sales tax or use tax? Would the Internal Revenue people consider it as an additional
income to the store? Even though the following month that same store may take
in $400.00 and pay out $700.00, there is no balancing credit under the laws of
the State of New Jersey.and the Division of Taxation. Plus the fact, it would
put this small store keeper through a great deal of auditing and a great deal
of inconvenience, and a great deal of expense. There are no provisions in any
of the bills for that sort of thing. Obviously, that doesn't come under your
Committee, but, these would be a problem., I am sure before the Division of Taxation
resolved the problem -~ which probably would take two or three years and several
court cases -- a great many people would be penalized. The corner grocery store
would, in effect, be taking in bottles and paying out a deposit which was collected
by the supermarket two miles away. Yet, you would be taking money away from the
earnings of that store to pay these deposits. It would create an extreme hardship.
The people in the glass industry would undoubtedly be the most hardly ;
hit. .However, people in the grocery business and the retail sales business proportionately
would have a disatrous effect on what could happen,
The purpose of each of these bills is to clean up our roadsides to
prevent litter, to make the State cleaner. That is a noble thought. There may,
in fact, be a better way to do that. tUtnfortunately, your Committee was not sent
copies.
I would like to read to you a letter which was sent out from the
New Jersey Conference of Mayors. I chair their Legislation Action Committee.
It was sent to the Speaker of the General Assembly, the President of the Senate, and

Lhe: Now e s

y Comnd tles oo Law and Publlc Bafety in the seonate and the Assemnbly.
It presents a different way of dealing with this thing. We would ask that the
State pass enabling legislation which would allow municipalities to amend their
current litter ordinances. Litter ordinances today are practically useless.
When a person gets into court, they are rarely fined anything; if they are, it
is $15.00 or $20.00. By today's standards in court, even a $50.00 fine doesn't
mean a thing. It doesn't stop people from littering.

Let me read to you what we propose and what I ask you to consider.
Ry adoption of an ordinance under the pravigions of this statute, a municipality
may include the following penalties and conditions in its litter and/or graffiti
ordinance: Any person convicted of distributing litter or causing the distribution
of litter, or causing graffition public and private property shall be subject
to a jail sentence of not less than 40 days. This penalty shall be served in
the local or county jail on Saturday and Sunday at the rate of not less than
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two days in each week. The penalty shall be served in a time period not to deprive
the family of income earned by the convicted person, and to provide that a student
need not be deprived of any school or classroom time. The 40-day jail penalty
may by agreement with the court and the convieted person  be converted to a
probation program where the convicted person shall work 40 hours at no compensation,
cleaning litter and/or graffiti from public streets, buildings, parks, playgrounds,
and on private property where the court finds the need for that service. The
40-hour penalty shall be performed at the rate of not less than 8 hours per week,
and not to exceed a time period of 5 weeks. Upon conversion of the sentence
and the court ordered work in city streets or city property, the Chief Administrative
Officer of the municipality, or his designee, shall select the areas in which the
convicted person shall work, where the court orders some or all of the work.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: {Interrupting) Mayor?

MAYOR FIORILLI: I'm sorry.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Are we going to read the whole projected
ordinance?

MAYOR FIORILLI: No. It is just one more paragraph, sir.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: We do have 50 other people, and you are
imposing on that time.

MAYOR FIORILLI: I understand that. I think this may be a solution
to all ot our problems. There is only one paragvaph lelt.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: We all have to remember that there are 50 other
people behind you. ’

MAYOR FIORILLI: Well, then I won't read the rest.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (continuing) -- that would like to testify, and vou are
imposing on their time.

MAYOR FIORILLI: The bill will be presented in the General Assembly
at the next session and you will be able to consider it then. I think what we
are doing with some of these bills is, we are penalizing the industrious glass
worker for the fool who throws the bottles and the cans along the street. I
don't think that is a fair solution. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you, Mayor. Are there any questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I would like to ask, Mayor, the same question
I asked the Mayor of Millville. 1Is Vineland addressing recycling with a conserted
effort?

MAYOR FIORILLI: The entire county is, through the county improvement
authorities or the <ounty landfill authorities. It is mandated by State law.
The county committee on that is looking into that. I think you would find that
20 of the 21 counties have submitted a proposal.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Again, the question is particularly your own
city. Do you have an active program?

MAYOR FIORILLI: No, not to that great extent. I believe the Jaycee's
have conducted a glass recycling program with a depository station. That has
been going on for about 5 years. It is not a city-wide program.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: How much money did you pay in tipping taxes this
year because of the Recycling Act?

MAYOR FIORILLI: Pardon me?

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: How much did it cost your city because of
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tipping tax, to support the Recycling Act?

MAYOR FIORILLI: I don't recall what the exact figure is, sir, but
it made a difference of roughly $.45 pe: cubic yard in the closeout cost of the
city landfill.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: And the method you would have for cutting
that back for your City would be by having a recycling program, wouldn't j¢?

MAYOR FIORILLI: I have suggested to one person who was interested
in opening a recycling plant next to our landfill-- As a matter of fact, several
officials in my last administration flev down to Alabama to look at one, sir.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: We are talking about a sore separation as
against the landfill site. By not having a recycling act, you are costing a
municipality money, aren't you?

MAYOR FIORILLI: To that ex:-ent, we are. As.a matter of fact, I
have been looking into a plan.referred to before as the Woodbury Plan.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I would think the Mayors should look at it,
because it is costing the towns a lot of money.

MAYOR FIORILLI: I have been looking at it, sir. I have been investi-
gating the Woodbury Plan, which is supposedly the most practical plan there is.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Assemblywoman Ogden?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Mayor, I understand from your testimony that
you do have an ordinance on the books providing for fines for those who litter.
Do you have any idea of how many have actually received summonses since you have
been the Mayor?

MAYOR FIORILLI: Yes. 1In 6 years, there were 61 people. The total
amount of fines collected from those 61 people was $710.00.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you, Mayor. Next, we have Assemblyman
Christopher Jackman, who also took a 2% hour ride to get down here. Assemblyman

Jackman. Good morning.

ASSEMBLYMAN CHRISTOPHEHR J ACKMA N: Good morning.

My colleagues, I came down on a long ride today 3just to convey my thinking to

you. I will be just as brief as possible. Knowing that we have worked together

on a couple of occasions-- In fact, when I was Speaker, I think we enacted the
Recycling Act. That took effect as of January of this year. Part of that Act,

I think, said we would make a report back to the Legislature, and also to the
Governor, in 1984. 1I'm not going to go into any long dissertation because I

think most of you know that I am affiliated with the box industry. I am an international
Vice President of the United Paperworkers' Union. I am here selfishly because

we manufacture the boxes that you put the bottles in. It creates jobs. What

could happen, and what is already happening in New York, Mr. Chairman, is there
have been lay-offs in some of my plants and cutbacks in some of the bottling
industries because of the enactment of the bottle law -- in Comnecticut. especially.
Just to make a point that I think is very important to your edification, Mr.
Hollenbeck, we shut a plant down in Lunarchy, the Owens/Illinois Corrugated plant,
which employed 155 people. That effected of course, the rateables in that community,
and it put a lot of people out of work.
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I don't think anybody here or outside has all of the answers. I
have statistical data that I wouldn't dare read because it becomes boring. I
know this from speaking to some of my colleagues at the last go-around of the
convention that we had up in Rye, New York, and from discussions I had with my colleaques
in New York, who enacted in essence two bills. One bill was for recycling and
the other was to ban the bottle. They were hoping that the Governor wouldn't
sign the "ban the bottle bill," but would sign the "recycling bill." They were
fooled, and they signed the bottle bill. They have a recycling bill that doesn't
mean anything.

We don't want to put ourselves in that position. I know the fairness
of my colleague, because I have worked with him. I know there are a couple of
new ones here, but, knowing the background and the hard work that took place--

That recycling bill didn't get its true value.

Up in my home town, or next to my home town, where I have my legislative
office, there is a recycling plant -- Owens/Illinois -- I think you are familiar
with it, Mr. Chairman. They are recycling thousands of tons of bottles in that
area. That is not hundreds, but thousands of tons have already been recycled.

The input there is tremendous.

I think what we ought to concentrate on-- I think we all must be
in some sort of agreement that we have an educational program that we must get
across to our people. You and I know that litter is going to be there whether
it be coffee cups, napkins, hankies, or whatever you want, that people throw
out the window when people become careless. Litter is litter. To single out
the bottling industry, where we have some very serious problems today-- Fortunately,
the concentration of the bottling industry is in this State, to a great degree.

If you don't keep those jobs there, you are going to put people on the unemployment
roles, or the welfare roles, and whether you like or not, we are going to be
paying for that.

I think if we educate our people in the recycling program -- which
has already started in this State —— Maybe 200, 300, or 400 communities have
already activated collecting bottles. When the garbage is put out, there are
bottles in one group, cans in another group, paper in another group, and people
are picking it up. I think if we do that, we could accomplish something. I
think we are morally obligated based upon the legislation that we enacted, that
we at least give it an opportunity to work, and then make our report back in
1984. Thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you, Assemblyman. The Owens/Illinois
recycling plant, which takes in the thousands of tons of glass for recycling,
what was the effect of that recycled glass on the employment, both in the
glass industry and in the paper industry?

ASSEMBLYMAN JACKMAN: I can't hear you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: What was the effect of the glass being recycled
by Owens/Illinois? What was the effect on employment in the glass industry and
in the paper industry?

ASSEMBLYMAN JACKMAN: I think it is accomplishing what we asked it
to accomplish. We are recycling that product, and recycling it back into glass
containers. That is what we are doing. I think that was the point. I must
also tell you, Mr. Chairman, that they closed down that particular plant in North
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Bergen because of -- again, it is something that we have to put values on, and
it is something that we have to contend with -- the high energy cost. Consequently,
we lost the operation up there. But, the recycling operation is in effect, and
we are doing a good job.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much. Is there anyone else?
_Thank'you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN JACKMAN: Thank you, gentlemen.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Our next witness is Robert Donovan, representing
SEED, Society for Environmental and Economic Development.

ROBERT C. DONOVAN: Mr. Chairman, Assemblywoman Ogden, and Assemblyman
McEnroe: I appreciate this opportunity to visit with you today on an. issue

of great concern to our industry. I am Bob Donovan with Owens/Illinois. I am

not representing Owens/Illinois today; I am speaking on behalf of Mr. Arthur

Young, the President of SEED, the Society for Environmental and Economic Development.

New Jersey SEED is a coalition of organizations concerned with the
pramotion of responsible econamic qrowth and development. Our membership is drawn
from throughout the business industry labor spectrum, including the New Jersey
State AFL-CIO, and the New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce. We appreciate this
opportunity to appear before ycu to express our position on beverage container
mandatory deposit proposals being considered by the Assembly Energy and Natural
Resources Committee today. We share the Committee's desire to seek a cost-effective
solution to the New Jersey litter condition. We also support cost-effective
methods of addressing our solid waste pioblem and to conserve energy and natural
resources.

In light of these mutual objectives, we continue to support the New
Jersey Recycling Plan and its enabling law -- the New Jersey Recycling Act -~
which passed the legislature last year without a dissenting vote, and was implemented
only on January lst of this year.

We are of the strong opinion that the New Jersey Recycling Plan is a
cost-effective method of addressing these conditions. We are convinced its objective
of the recycling of materials that normally constitute 25% of municipal solid
waste is far more ambitious than a beverage container deposit law. We point
to previous testimony by Mary Sheil, Administrator of the New Jersey Office of
Recycling, on behalf of the New Jersey Department of Energy and Department of
Environmental Protection, as evidence of the fine progress to date and the excellent
prognosis relative to the achievement of the objective of the plan.

We can point to the program as a textbook example of the substantial
benefits that can.be achieved through a cooperative effort of State and local
governments, industry, labor, and the environmental community.

The fact that more than 400 recycling programs are now operating
in at least 297 communities is further evidence of the fine reception this plan
has received at the community level. These programs range from waste separation
and curbside pickup of paper, glass, and aluminum mandated by community ordinances,
to voluntary collections by boy scouts and other civic and fraternal groups.

One objective of the Recycling Plan is the recovery and reuse of
50% more glass than a deposit law could possibly recover. In the short time
since the Recycling Plan was developed, we have seen the start-up of eight new

glass and multi-material redemption centers. In December of 1981 -- Assemblyman
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Jackman discussed this -- Owens/Illinois cpened a new $600,000 glass recycling
processing center in North Bergen. During the first four months of its operation,
it purchased 600% more recycled glass than the average of the preceeding months.

Mary Sheil referred to numerous examples of additional innovative
recycling initiatives throughout the State by a variety of interests. She also
compared the cost per ton of a comprehensive recycling program with the cost
per ton of beverage containers that would probably be recovered through imposition
of a beverage container deposit law. The former operates at between $30.00 to
$40.00 per ton, while the $.0l1 per container handling fee alone included in most proposed
deposit measures would represent a per ton cost of $460.00 for aluminum cans,
$80.00 for glass, and $200.00 for plastic.

The industry I represent -- again, this is Art Young talking -- as
Executive Director of the Solid Waste Industry Council, is actively exploring
ways to compete with alternate collection networks, and we have already pledged
to assist in any realistic statewide litter abatement effort. For example,
we can assist in the distribution of litter bags and use our trucks to help promote
litter abatement and cleanup.

Permit me a few moments to explore the cost-effectiveness of a deposit
law as it would relate to the recycling plan first and litter reduction second.

Under a deposit system, empty beverage containers must be returned
by the consumer to a retailer for refund of the deposit. The containers are
then routed back to the soft drink bottler and beer wholesaler.

This process adds significantly to beverage distribution costs at
both the wholesale and retail level. The minimum estimate based upon experience
in existing deposit states is $1.00 per case. '

Removing beverage containers, especially aluminum and glass, from
the waste stream in this manner would, in our opinion, do irreparable damage
to existing and potential statewide multi-material recycling programs.

For example -- Mr. Chairman, this might address your question on
jobs and recycling -~ Montclair, New Jersey, a community of 38,000, operates a
very successful curbside pickup program. The program grosses $137,000 annually
and breaks even. However, Montclair waste disposal costs have been reduced by
approximately $20,000 annually. The materials recovered include: newspapers,
glass and aluminum, ledger paper, and used motor oil.

If deposit legislation were enacted by the State, Montclair's operators
project a 17% reduction in tonnage, and a 26% reduction in income, which is about
$35,000, which would require a 34% reduction in its eight-man workforce, or a
municipal budget appropriation to make up the deficit. That is just one town.

The objective of the Recycling Act is the recovery of 25% of municipal
solid waste or 1.3 million tons per year, and includes, as previously stated,
recovery of up to 50% more glass than a deposit law could possibly achieve. For
example, the report, "Recycling in the 80's," estimates a maximum of 659,000
tons of all types of glass containers will be available in the State, used by
our residents, by 1985. The New Jersey glass industry recycled approximately
36,000 tons of New Jersey Glass in 1980, and anticipates the recovery of 70,000 to
100,000 tons in 1982 of the total of 145,000 tons it will recycle from all sources.
Its goal is to recycle more than 360,000 tons of New Jersey glass alone by 1985. °
Deposit legislation would recycle possibly 170,000 to 240,000 tons,if 90% of '

the glass beverage containers were recovered after factoring in the anticipated
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attrition of the beverage container market which normally accompanies a deposit
law. )

The cost per ton to recycle glass beverage containers through a deposit
system based upon $1.00 per case anticipated cost increase would far exceed the
$30.00 to $40.00 per ton experienced through a comprehensive recycling program.

Aluminum recycling would be effected in a similar manner.

Deposit legislation cannot be considered a cost-effective way to
recycle -- in our opinion -~ and to impose it would jeopardize the statewide
recycling plan.

The last consideration is the question of the cost-effectiveness
of deposit legislation in reducing litter. This begs a second question -- does

“litter really rank amongst the many critical and important problems the State
must address this year?

We think not, and we strongly urge the members of the Committee to
consider the cost implications of deposit legislation in light of its achievable
impact on litter.

If deposit legislation does in fact cause a minimum increase of about
$1.00 per case in soft drink and beer prices, our citizens would be asked to
absorb a minimum hidden tax of $131 million annually to achieve a 60% to 90%
reduction in beverage container litter which probably represents 20% of our litter
condition, or, a 12% to 18% reduction in total litter.

By contrast, Keep America Beautiful can document the cost of its
Clean Community System, the litter abatement program, as ranging from $.04 to
$.14 per capita through 200 or 300 operations throughout the country. The average
recorded reduction in total litter has been 30% after the first year of the program
and 70% the fifth year. Those CCS per capita costs applied to New Jersey would
range from a total of either $300,000 up to $1,000,000 per year, no where near
the $131,000,000 hidden tax under a deposit law.

In light of the Legislature's recent rejection of the $.05 ber qalibh
gasoline tax that would have produced, I believe, $140,000,000 or $145,000,000,
the 1% increase in our sales tax, which would have produced between $225,000,000 and
$250,000,000 in new revenues to help solve our serious State budgetary problem,
can we really expect our citizens to accept a $131,000,000 hidden tax to achieve
a 12% to 18% reduction in litter?

Let's dwell on that hypothesis for a moment. New Jersey includes
within its boundaries a total of less than 8,000 square miles. If the Legislature
were to appropriate $131,000,000 to address beverage container litter instead
of enacting a hidden consumer tax in the form of a deposit law, it would represent
an expenditure equal to $16,718 per square mile. That is more than double the
estimated amount Monmouth County budgets to pick up all litter in each square
mile of its 17 county parks and more than 12 times the amount budgeted by the
State for labor and removal of all litter in the 440 square miles of our 35 state
parks and 11 forests - probably the most littered areas in the State. That close
to $17,000 is enough money to employ two persons at minimum wage, five days a
week, year round, to patrol every square mile in the State, including all public
and private lands and waters in search of nothing but beverage containers.

Using the same rationale, would the Legislature even consider the

enactment of a sales tax increase of approximately 2%% to create a $650,000,000
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fund to address the total litter condition in the same manner as deposit legislation?
We don't think so.
Of course, this proposal sounds preposterous. But, is it really?
We have attached to our statement what we think to be a relevant article titled,
"A Bottle Bill's Even Bigger Cost," written by Martin and Kathleen Feldstein.
It appeared in the Boston Globe on September 15th of last year.

Martin Feldstein is Professor of Economics at Harvard University,
and President of the prestigious National Bureau of Economic Research in Cambridge,
Massachusetts. He was nominated Chairman of the Conference of Economic Advisors
to President Reagan on August 6th of this year. '

Mr. Feldstein based his calculations upon data given him by the
Massachusetts Public Interest Research Group -- proponents of the Massachusetts
beverage container law.

Mr. Feldstein calculated the Massachusetts bottle bill would raise
the cost of beverages to consumers between $80 and $100 million annually. He
likened it to a hidden tax. I guote from Mr. Feldstein's comments.

Mr. Chairman, I will stop after these comments. The other material
deals with job losses. You have heard much about that already. We can substantiate
much of that material. But, I would like to close with Mr. Feldstein's comments
under what he calls, Hidden Tax:

"It seems very unlikely that the Legislature would enact a bill that
adds neary $100 million to Massachusetts taxes and spending in order to achieve
whatever reduction in litter would follow from passing the bottle bill. It is
obviously much easier though to impose a hidden tax that raises producers costs
and consumers prices but doesn't have to go through the budget process." Here
is the telling line: "Indeed, as the debate over the bottle bill has shown,
imposing this kind of hidden tax doesn't even require its propohents to calculate
what the cost would be."

Mr. Chairman, it is the position of SEED that we feel deposit legislation
can in no way be considered cost-effective in either reducing litter or solving
our solid waste problem. We urge the Committee to reject all bills.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Mr. Donovan, the Recycling Act, which has
brought a great deal of glass back into the industry, through your corporation,

Owens/Illinois-- How many Jjobs have been lost because of the Recycling Act returning

glass?

MR. DONOVAN: None, whatsoever, that we know of.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Mr. Donovan, the answer is none-- Why,
if glass is also returned for recycling -- that didn't get caught within the

Act -- why would that lose jobs?

MR. DONOVAN: I'm sorry, I don't understand.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Why has the glass ir one way not cost jobs,
and why is it when you take it from another source, the same glass, cost jobs?

MR. DONOVAN: I see. We anticipate two developments if & deposit
law were passed. In the first place, there is an immediate attrition in the
beverage market of 10%. This is what occurred-- This is what did occur in Michigan.
In other words, the consumers purchase 10% less beer and soft drink. In many
cases, the beer containers-- Let me put it this way: Much of the beer -- I

will let the U.S. Brewers Association people address this. Their expertise
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is greater than mine. However, there was a switch from beer containers to draft
beer in many cases. This resulted in a decrease in the containers sold to the
industry. We also anticipate that not much, but about 30% of the soft drink

and beer would go to refillable glass containers. As soon as it goes through
refillable glass containers, based on our projections, we avre talking about roughly
a 34% reduction in the use of beverage containers in New Jersey. That is glass,
cans, and plastic.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: 1Is that refillable?

MR. DONOVAN: No. That is due to refillable. In other words, for
each refillable container used, if it makes ten refills--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Let's not talk about refillables. We are
talking about recyclables, not refillables. The question was dealing with recyclable
glass, coming back in the form of cullet.

MR. DONOVAN: I'm afraid I don't quite understand the question.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: One of the bills we are talking about actually
bans refillables. We are talking about all recyclables.

MR. DONOVAN: We view that bill with some suspicion on this basis.

It is exactly what happened to us in Vermont. The first bill was innocuous enough.
Two years later, that bill was amended to require that glass containers be capable
of five refills. We have seen amendments to all of the bills in the states, &

year or two following the legislation, to try to "perfect" the bill. 1In each

case, 1L has been damaging Lo the contairner industry. It has not helped the
container industry. We view this as a foot in the door and a ploy on the part

of the proponents.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: How much glass is picked up, or litter,
because of the Recycling Act?

MR. DONOVAN: I'm sorry, I didn't hear you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: How much litter is picked up from the parks,
along the roadways, public lands, and pecple's property because of the Recycling
Act?

MR. DONOVAN: How much litter is picked up?

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Yes

MR. DONOVAN: I wouldn't have the-- 1 can give you one example--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: What mode within the Recycling Act picks
up litter? What article of the Recycling Act picks up litter in the parks, along
the roads, and public lands?

MR. DONOVAN: The Recycling Act has as one of its provisions a promotion
of both the Recyeling pfoqram and the Litter Abatement program. Tt is, I believe,
in the process of developlng a proposal, or at least the New Jersey Recycling
Forum is in that process. )

I might point out -- this might address your question -- that Woodbury,
New Jersey has a very effective multi-material curbside pickup program. ‘
Councilman Sanderson is quoted by Gordon Bishop in an article last year as saying
that one of the benefits accrued from that program is -- these are his words --

"A 98% reduction in the containers and papers nonchalantly tossed around the
highways and so forth." That may be an added effect. I can't say that is going
to he a detinite offect.  You might ask some of the people who [ollow me who

are involved in recycling. We do feel that something has to be done to correct
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the litter situation. Again, we are all in favor of a cost-effective way of
doing it.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: One of the problems we have--and the reason
why we are going to question you is because you are a person that is fairly knowledgable
in this whole area, dealing with legislation similar to this. You testify frequently
all over the country. We are talking about the Recycling Act. We are talking continually
on it. I'm a great supporter of the Recycling Act. We talk about giving
it a chance to work. I don't find any portion of the Recycling Act itself that
generally addresses itself to litter. See, that is where the problem is. We
know we have something for a program of public relations, but, I don't know of
anything where it literally picks up or gets something off of the streets from
the Recycling Act.

MR. DONOVAN: That may have to be addressed.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: When we start talking about bottle bills --
let's forget about the woxds "refillable bottles" -- we find that bottles are
coming back in the form of cullet just like they do from the Recycling Act. That
is going to cost jobs. I can't understand why the Recycling Act cullet doesn't
cost jobs, but the ones coming back from deposit do cost jobs. That is what
we have and the basic question we started with. We can't get an answer for that
one question. Why does one cost jobs and the other doesn't? One is going to
bring in much less glass than the other. The Recycling Act will always bring
in a lot of glass, while the other one will bring in a smaller quantity of glass
in the form of cullet, but also, will take care of the problem of at least bottle
litter on the street. Mind you, when we get talking here, there are more than
bottles, we are talking about beverage containers. So, we are also talking about
the aluminum beer cans, soda bottles, and even plastics are involved.

MR. DONOVAN: Let me try to respond to that in this way. The Recycling
Act stimulates recycling throughout the State through a variety of methods, anywhere
from curbside pickup programs that are mandated by the town or city, to just
about any type of program that is going on. Its objective, again, is the recycling
of 50% more glass than the bottle bill could produce. What the bottle bill does
is, it recycles glass but it recycles it back to the grocer -- the food merchants
and the supermarket -- ill-prepared to take that material back. In a sense we
are passing a law similar to mandating that a Volkswagon drive up a one-way
street the wrong way, and of course, it impairs the flow of traffic. The same
thing is true by forcing containers back through a very efficient one~way distribution
system. So, you are forcing beverage containers back to the retailer, back to
the wholesaler, or the bottler, where many of them would probably be recycled.
But, the cost of that recycling is so excessive in comparison to the other way.
The Recycling Act is designed to stimulate recycling of not only beverage containers,
but the pickle jars, and the mayonnaise jars, and everything else that goes in
glass, all types of aluminum, all types of paper, and so forth. That is much
more comprehensive. The cost per ton -- according to Mary Sheil's testimony --
runs $30.00 to $40.00 a ton. So, there is a chance to make money that way. The
cost per ton of recovering containers through a beverage deposit law is far above
that. I hesitate to even tell you, because I don't even think you would believe
me. I want to go back and verify those figures myself.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you. Are there any questions?
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ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I just have a comment,

Mr. Donovan, that I don't really agree with your recital of that Montclair
experience.

MR. DONOVAN: I'm scrry, I can't hear you.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I don't agree with the facts as you see them
regarding the experience of the City or town of Montclair in Essex County. I
see any of these efforts of the Recycling Act are to reduce waste and recycle
eneryy, if you will, rather than to save jobs. I recognize that as an important
part of this discussion, but I think in your comments it is totally out of place.
You are over-dramatizing a small local experience.

MR. DONOVAN: Yes, I did. I agree.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: You are trying to draw a major conclusion from
it. I would also like to have a copy of your testimony for the members of the
Committee, rather than wait for the transcript.

MR. DONOVAN: I have given copies to the clerk.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much.

MR. DONOVAN: I didn't cover more thoroughly --
although it is in the statement -- the cost benefit aspect of the Clean Community
System, which we feel is a far more effective way to address the litter problem
than deposit legislation. I hope you will look that over carefully.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: Mr. Donovan, I would just like to ask one question
along the line of Chairman Hollenbeck's questioning. Are you, in essence, saying
that jobs would be lost if we had a deposit bill, but the containers were not
refillable? .That there would be a job loss in the glass industry because the
price would be higher and therefore the consumers would buy less? Is this essentially
what you are pointing out?

MR. DONOVAN: Essentially, yes. But, there are two aspects of the
higher prices. I believe that this was addressed by Barbara McConnell when she
spoke on behalf of the Food Council, that these costs, these distribution costs
that are incurred by the beverage industry end up someplace out of the consumer's
pocketbook. TIn other words, someplace at the retail level, they are paying for
those costs, as Martin Feldstein indicated in his calculations. ©Now, that one
cost factor, along with the job losses that would occur-- Because even though
the deposit law would not mandate a return to refillable glass containers, you
do have the combination of the attrition in the marketplace, people switching
possibly to other products, or, some of them just stop drinking the products.

You do have the attrition. That attrition, any attrition, in the numbers of
containers that are used will be reflected in a job loss in the container industry,
and the industries that supply the container industry.

ASSEMBLYMAN McCENROE: Are there any other questions from the members
of the Committee? (no response) Thank you very much, Mr. Donovan.

MR. DONOVAN: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: We are now going to call Mr. Henry Blekicki,
the Deputy Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Commerce and Economic
Development. .

We have a published list of the participants. We will digress from

that to recognize the Deputy Commissioner. Mr. Blekicki, how are you?
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HENRY BLEZKTCKIT: Thank you. Vice Chairman McEnroe, and members of the Assembly
Energy and Natural Resources Committee, my name is Henry Blekicki, and I am the
Deputy Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Commerce and Economié Development.

I appreciate this opportunity to express the Department's views on
the issues of beverage container deposit legislation and the control of litter
within our State.

A primary function of the Department of Commerce is the attraction
of new business and industry to our State, as well as the retention of those
businesses already here. We are, therefore, extremely concerned with the negatiVe
effect that deposit legislation would have upon the beverage container industry
in New Jersey. As the largest producer of beverage containers in the country,

New Jersey would suffer the effects of this type of legislation to a much greater
extent than elsewhere. 1Indeed, the recent enactment of New York's hottle law,
coupled with the type of legislation that we are discussing today, would result
in a severe loss of jobs and revenues to our State. Such a negative economic
impact cannot be tolerated, particularly in light of the current economic plight
in which we find ourselves.

Southern New Jersey has been especially hard hit in recoent years.
Governor Kean has demonstrated a true commitment to alleviate the hcavy unerployment
in counties such as Cumberland. In fact, this is my second visit to Cumberland
County this week to deal with the serious economic issues of the county. Our
Department is working diligently to maintain, increase and attract new jobs for
New Jersey. Before we sacrifice one job or damage a single industry here, though,
we must be certain that the benefits to be gained from certain legislation cutweigh
the damage that will result. The Department of Commerce does not believe trat
the cost incurred by this legislation is justified to sclve a relat:ively small
part of the total litter problem. In fact, the formation of the broad coalition
of business, labor, and government that has united in opposition to this legislation
provides ample evidence of the strong sentiment against such a move. And why?
Because this legislation will hit where it hurts most. The result would be the
loss of high-paying, head-of-household, manufacturing jobs with a high multiplier
effect on the economy:; in favor of low-paying, service-oriented, clork-type jobs
that surely lack this ripple effect.

Moreover, due to the passage of similar legislation in New York State,
at least one soft drink company has indicated that it will not locate in that.
state, and is instead considering locating here in New Jersey. The passage of
this type of legislation would undoubtedly jeopardize such a decision, and thus
eliminate such possibilities for job creation. ' "

We believe also that the Legislature should allow time for the implementa-
tion of the New Jersey Recycling program and waitat least until the Office
of Recycling presents its report to the Legislature in October of 1984, before
examining the need for deposit legislation. In fact, according to ihe Glass
Packaging Institute, 424 million glass bottles and jars were recycled in New
Jersey in 1981. Further, the Trade Association for Glass Bottle Makers says
nine New Jersey glass plants recycled 23 percent more containers in 1981 than
the year before. 1In total, 239 million pounds of glass bottles were recycled,
thereby reducing litter and solid waste burdens in the State. 1Indecd, New Jersey's
recycling program is already being viewed as a mcdel for other statces and even

for other countries, as a means of attacking the total litter problem. Why
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jeopardize this program before it has a chance to see its full potential?

In summation, Mr. Chairman, we ask: Why would the State even suggest
such legislation? New Jersey should b« the last state to even have a bottle
bill.

We think it appropriate that this hearing was held in Cumberland
County today. The Department of Commerce asks only that the Legislature remember
the high unemployment here -- in the 16% to 18% range over the last several months ——
and the deep dependence upon this industry when decisions on this issue must
be made.

Our Department opposes this legislation on the basis of the negative
economic impact that would result for Wew Jersey's industry and workers. It
is my understanding that Governor Kean has now also opposed this legislation
because it would exacerbate an already serious unemployment problem in South
Jersey. Thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Mr. Blekicki, since New York has recently enacted
deposit legislation, has the Departmeni of Commerce and Economic Development
initiated any effort to review their experience with them? Have you had some
meetings? Is there an inter-relationship between New Jersey, since
you obviously indicate a great concern with the impact of their bill, with your
comparable Department in New York State?

MR. BLEKICKI: We have not--~ That bill is still in the process of
being implemented. So, there is no track record in New York State as to what
its effect will be. All we can rely on is the impact in other states. It is
a mixed bag. It is very difficult to determine precisely what the impact on
jobs will be and on the effectiveness of the legislation in reducing the litter
problem. That is a very difficult problem. We have to look, and we are looking,
at the effects of this type of legislation in other states. It is not so much
New York State, it is other states that we are looking at and reviewing their
experience.

ASSEMBLYMAN MCENROE: But it does seem that, since New Jersey is the
producer of such a large proportion of the glass bottles used by the beverage
industry, and since New York State is a state of such large importance to this
industry and of such close proximity to New Jersey, it seems highly unreasonable
to me that a plan would be in operation now anticipating this impact on our New Jersey
glass industry. I wondered why your Department has not developed that plan.

MR. BLEKICKI: I think what we should be doing, and what we are in
the process of undertaking, is an effort to perhaps have New York State reconsider
that bill. The reason being is that it will, by all estimates, have a serious
impact on New Jersey. I think there is now a sense of concern within New York
State that what was passed may not be good for them or for the region. So, we
are in the process of reaching out to them to try to show them what the impact
would be on us and how it would also negatively affect them. Of course, that
is their right and their decision to make, but we certainly can provide them
with that input, and we will be doing that.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I have just one other thing. I don't mean
to nitpick, but, on the final page of your statement, the third paragraph from
the bottom, you do say on the printed statement that has been distrihuted to

us: "In summation, Mr. Chairman ~- I am quoting your comments ~-- we ask, why
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would the State even suggest such legislation?” "New Jersey should be the last
state,"and it says here, "to even have a bottle bill."
MR. BLEKICKI: I changed that.
ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: It should be "ever?" 1Is that correct?
MR. BLEKICKI: ©No. I changed it to "consider having a bottle bill."
ASSEMBLYMAN MCENROE: Consider having a bottle bill. Thank you.
Are there any questions? Assemblywoman Ogden?

" ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: I just have one gquestion. Do any of the other
states whose experience you are examining have the section that Assemblyman
Paterniti’s-bill has, which is non-refillable containers?

'MR. BLEKICKI: I didn't hear the last part of that question.

'ASSEMBtYMAN OGDEN: I am wondering if any of the other states that
have enacted legislation have the non-refillable container aspect that we are
considering.

MR. BLEKICKI: Offhand, I don't recall that any of the states do,

but again, I would be very happy to provide that information to you. If my
memory serves me correctly, no. I don't remember, at least having that part
of it.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. Thank you Assemblywoman Ogden.
Thank you very much, Mr. Blekicki.
"'MR. BLEKICKI: Thank you.
‘ ASSBMEiYMAN McENROE: We will now call on Grace Applegate, Legislative
Liaison from thc<New;Jersey Department of Labor. Miss Applegate? k

GRACE A PPLEGATE: Thank you very much. 1'm sorry I do not have
copies of my testimgny. I am here at the last minute because our D:puty Commissioner
is down in Washingtdn.

My name is Grace Applegate, and I am the lLegislative Liaiscn for the
Department of Labor. I would like to say before I start that this :s my second
trip to Cumberland County this week, the Department of Commerce and
the Department of Labor were down on Monday. I think this shows the sincere interest
that the Administration has on the problems here in South Jersey.

I am here on behalf of Commissioner Roger A. Bodman to express the
Department -of Labgr's concerns about beverage container regulation proposals
that would aggravate'what is already a serious unemployment problem in New Jersey,
and especially in the southern part of the State.

We understand the concerns of environmentalists and conscrvationists
over the problems caused by the extensive use of throwaway bottles and cans.

We recognize their Bupport of beverage container regulations as a w:ll-intentioned
effort to reduce litter, ease the problem of solid waste disposal, and conserve
natural resources."

However, Commissioner Bodman would like this Committee to put these
problems in proper perspective, and to consider the fact that any measure which
would restrict production of an important industry in New Jersey could leave
without jobs thouSaﬁdsbof;New Jersey workers who are dependent for their liveli-
hood on the beverage container industry.g Our statistical staff advises me that
there are more thanJl4,000 workers direétly’engaqed in the manufacture of metal
and glass containers in the State. There are additional thousands engaged in the

these containers, and in specialized bottling and
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filling plants. Their direct payroll exceeds 90 million dollars. This is no
small amount when added to the New Jersey economy.

The glass industry, in particular, is one of New Jersey's oldest
industries. Workers in this industry are especially skilled. Many of them would
have difficulty in converting their skills to new occupations. A number of these
workers are older workers, who would have difficulty finding new jobs suitable
to their skills.

These jobs are scattered throughout New Jersey, but there is a particular
concentration in Cumberland County, which has one of the worst unemployment situations
in the State. Cumberland County, which is particularly dependent upon the glass
industry, had an unemployment rate averaging 17.4% during the first half of this
year.

It is obvious that beverage container regulation, if it works, will
cause a sharp drop in the demand for bottles and cans. It, therefore, will displace
a substantial proportion of the workers engaged in container production. The
impact will be most severe in Cumberland County, where the glass industry accounts
for about 15% of all jobs.

‘ Over the years, transportation has been a problem for workers in the
glass industry, which is generally located in comparatively rural areas. Relocation
of these workers to other jobs creates a particularly difficult situation. I
understand there are many speakers who want to address your Committee today --

I don't want to take up too much of your time. Other speakers have, an other
speakers will, bring out many other problems with this legislation. I think it
sufficient that our Department at least point out to the Committee that proposals
of this nature brought to the Department of Labor's attention, although apparently
sound in theory, could be devastating to the workers of the State, the economy,
and important segments of our industry.

Proponents of container legislation argue that there will be offsetting
jobs created in other industries. They see new jobs in recycling, retailing,
and distribution. Some retailers may have to add staff to sort and handle returnable
containers, and some distributors may have to do the same.

We do not quarrel with the argument that at least some of this will
happen. However, there is no assurance that it will be sufficient to fully offset
the loss to the container industry. Moreover, whatever new jobs are created
will mostly be in lower-paying occupations and will be geographically dispersed.
They will not really take the place of the higher paid jobs lost in container '
manufacturing and many of them will not be accessible to workers displaced in
counties like Cumberland.

One of the bills currently before the Legislature -- Assembly Bill
78 and Senate Bill 1294  -- would attempt to alleviate this problem through creation
of an adjustment assistance program that would provide supplemental unemployment
benefits, employee retraining and relocation assistance. The program would
be supported out of a beverage container industry employment retraining and relocation
fund, which would be funded through imposition of a charge on manufacturers and
distributors equivalent to the handling charge they must pay to dealers.

While we certainly would want such a program to be incorporated in
the event that container control legislation gets enacted, we question whether
it would really resolve the unemployment problem such legislation would cause.

New Jersey State Libraty
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With unemployment as high as it is in New Jersey, where will we find the jobs

to train these people for or to relocate them to? Most jobs created in other
industries because of the increased burden of deposit-container handling on retailers
and distributors will not really resolve the problems of the workers laid off

by container manufacturers. We would be asking these displaced workers to retrain
or relocate to take a less desirable job.

The Department of Labor feels that, while it is well-intentioned,
this type of container control legislation is not appropriate for New Jersey
at this time.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much, Miss Applegate. Are there
any questions for Miss Applegate? (no response) We will now digress again from
our list of participants and call on our colleague, Assemblyman John Hendrickson,
representing the 9th District, which is in Ocean County and part of Salem. Mr.

Hendrickson?

ASSEMBLYMAN J O HN T. HENDURICKSON: Sorry I am late.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I am chairing the hearing, Mr. Hendrickson,
in the absence of Assemblyman Hollenbeck. He will be returning shortly.

ASSEMBLYMAN HENDRICKSON: I thank you very much for the opportunity,
Mr. Vice-Chairman and members of the Cammittee. I will start with my typed statement
and will then answer questions.

I am basically in support of the objectives of the legislation you
are considering today. 1 come from an area of resort communities where littering
is a continual problem.

However, the Deposit Bottle Bill, while it has its merits, addresses
only a small percentage of the debris found on our roads and beaches. It also
places a heavy burden on a small percentage--

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: (interrupting) Excuse me, if I may. Could
you bring the other microphone closer to you, in order that the transcript might
be--

ASSEMBLYMAN HENDRICKSON: 1Is that better?

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: VYes.

ASSEMBLYMAN HENDRICKSON: Shall I start again?

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: It would be better, if you don't mind. This
is important for the record.

ASSEMBLYMAN HENDRICKSON: It is no problem at all. Mr. Vice-Chairman
and members of the Committee: My name is Jack Hendrickson, Assemblyman from
the 9th District, Ocean County and Burlington County. '

I am basically in support of the objectives of the legislation you
are considering today. I come from an area of resort communities where littering
is a continual problem.

However, the Deposit Bottle Bill, while it has its merits, addresses
only a small percentage of the debris found on our roads and beaches. It also
places a heavy burden on a small percentage of the population - local shopkeepers.
In addition, this legislation presumes that tourists, who purchase the bottles
at home, will carry the empty bottles back home for redemption. I suggest that
an alternative and all-emcompassing approach to the litter problem is a comprehensive
recycling program which can be operated under existing legislation. Such a program

has many advantages:
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It can be set up to provide incentive to private enterprise to process
litter of all sorts for profit.

It can establish a whole new industry and create jobs.

It can provide a source of income for charitable organizations who
would gather the litter and deliver it to private recycling processors where
they would be paid immediately at spot market prices.

It would provide a viable solution to the problem of all types of
litter without placing an unfair economic burden on just a few people, the beverage
retailers.

Walk a mile of any stretch of roadway and you will see, as I did,
that approximately 70% of the litter is not bottles.

I therefore respectfully suggest that you delay consideration of
the deposit bottle bill and provide an opportunity for the existing law to work.
The Materials Recycling Program is well underway with the adoption of the State
Recycling Plan in 1980 and the enactment of the plans implementing legislation,
the New Jersey Recycling Act, Public Law 1981, in September of 1981.

To this end, I have proposed to the Director of the Recycling Program
that a pilot project be set up in the 9th Legislative District and that the
Legislature approve a fund of $250,000 to operate it.

’ I believe that this approach will lead to the complete, rather than
partial resolution of the litter problem. What I mean by that, to be more specific,
is that a recycling center be set up perhaps in each county in the future, but

a pilot program to start, where we could create an incentive of people with pickup
trucks, or any type of vehicle where they could go and have that truck compartmentized.
They could put the bottles in one compartment, throw them in one compartment--

cans, paper, and debris from the roads. They could, at spot market, then, with

not too far a distance, simply because of the cost, turn that in at the market
prices. 1In those holding areas, you would then be able to sell it at market--
either holding it or letting it go in the aluminum, glass, and paper-- I know

this is a long-range project, but our State, the great State of New Jersey,

needs recycling as soon as we possibly can do it. ©Not only for the litter, but

just in the consumption of energy and the consumption of our resources. Are

there any question?

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much, Mr. Assemblyman. Are
there any questions? (no response) We thank you very much for appearing today.

ASSEMBLYMAN HENDRICKSON: Thank you for the opportunity.

ASSEMBLYMAN‘MCENROE: We will also digress to welcome an Assemblyman
representing part of this particular county, from the 3rd District, Mr. Thomas
Pankok. The 3rd District emcompasses Cumberland, part of Salem, and part of

Gloucester County.

ASSEMBLYMAN THOMAS P AN K O K: Thank you, Mr. Vice Chairman
and members of the Committee. 1 will be as brief as I possibly can.

In the 3rd Legislative District, which emcompasses Gloucester, Salem,
and a portion of Cumberland County, the bottle bill would probably be one of the
most devastating pieces of legislation to hit this district in my short term
as an Assemblyman and in my long memory. No one has proved to any of us yet that

a bottle bill would clean up our highways. I think what we have to move towards --
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I don't want to sound repetitive -- the previocus speaker alluded to it--that we
do have to do the best we can, and as a Legislature, provide the monies for recycling
throughout the entire State of New Jersey.

The bottle bill, as it is written, does not approach the subject that I
think we should be approaching, and that is the entire amount and the kinds of litter
that are on our highways today. But a job that is being done, like a company in
my district, Anchor-Hocking, who ever Saturday morning has lines of trucks outside
of its plant buying glass back=-- If you ride throughout the district, especially in the
Salem area, you will find young people walking along our roads or riding their
bicycles along our roads picking up bottles and taking them to Anchor-Hocking to
sell them. I think this is the area that we really should be moving in and the
area that veally needs the most consideration.

The bottle bill in my legislative district would be absolutely devastating.
The district's history has been the glass manufacturing from before the Revolutionary
War, when Wisterburg Glass flourished in Alloway Township. ‘

The glass industry is an important industry. When you look at a 17.4%
unemployment rate in Cumberiand County, and most ol the employment in Cumberland
County, or at least a great deal of it, is in the glass industry: I think it is
time we bury these bills and start looking at some new methods by which we would take
care of the situation we are trying to approach. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you. Our next witness is David Lloyd,

New Jersey Business Industry Association.

DAV ID L L OY D: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Assembly Energy

and Natural Resources Committee. I am David Lloyd, Vice President of the New Jersey
Business and Industry Association. This statement is being presented as a joint
position of the Associations Council on Energy, and its Committee for Environmental
Quality, The memberships of those Committees, and ths wore than 12,000 cowpany membera
whom they represent appreciate this opportunity to express our views with regards

to the legislation now pending before the Committee on mandatory deposits for beverage
containers.

With public interest focusing on conservation of natural resources, and
public concern being expressed for the ever-increasing cost of solid waste disposal,
it is only natural that legislation be considered which attempts to meet these
issues. However, it is our opinion that mandatory deposit legislation will not
solve the problems which you seek to remedy. In fact, the passage of such legisla-
tion may actually hinder the program that is already underway to achieve these goals,
and, do great damage to New Jersey's economy as well.

As you are aware, during the last session of the Legislature, legislation
was enacted that is known as the State Recycling Act. It has been referred to before.
This Act was developed by a broad-based advisory committee with membership drawn
from government, civic, and environmental organizations; as well as business and
industry. Just as the membership of that advisory committee was delicately balanced
to achieve a legislative objective, the Recycling Act and the Action program that
is resulting aredelicately balanced to achieve a recovery of same 25% of the
municipal waste stream by 1986.

In less than a year from the passage of the Act, the program is showing

promise that it will indeed help to solve the comprehensive waste disposal problems
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with which New Jersey is confronted. We are concerned that if you upset the
balance that has been struck in this Act by the passage of some form of mandatory
deposit legislation, it cannot be determined whether that program can continue to
grow and build upon its success.

Since the State Recycling Program was implemented, many new glass and
multi-material redemption centers have opened in New Jersey. In some cases the
demand for used glass has allowed the market to exceed $50.00 per ton. Recyclable
aluminum is also in great demand.

For the Legislature to tamper this point with the program that it developed
only a year ago prior to the 1984 recording date that the Legislature itself set
for the evaluation of the program's success, it seems, in our opinion, self-defeating.

Our greatest concern with mandatory deposit legislation is, of course,
the affect that it will have on New Jersey's economy. No less than 10,000 people
are directly employed in the manufacture of beverage containers in the State. With
unemployment figures reaching the 10% level -- in this area, a good deal higher --
we can ill-afford to legislate job losses for our citizens in beverage container
plants or in the various industries that provide support for these operations.

A comprehensive report, prepared by Owens/Illinois Corporation, which will
be sent to the Committee along with additional copies of the statement I am presenting,
summarizes the economic impact that the several pieces of legislation you are
considering would have.

Even in the case of legislation requiring a deposit or prohibiting the
use of refillable containers, it is estimated that no less than 400 jobs would be
‘lost. We question whether the losses would be worth it in light of the dubious
benefits of such legislation.

It is clear -- as other speakers have noted -~ that the focus of the
proposals is the abatement of litter. Yet, no comprehensive study has been made,
to our knowledge, of New Jersey's litter problem to determine whether the percentage
of beverage containers in that litter warrants this kind of legislative action.

If, however, New Jersey approximates the litter mix of other states, only 20% to 30%
of the total would be touched by deposit legislation, while the remaining 70 or more
percent would remain unaddressed.

Furthermore, a 1979 study, conducted for the State of Michigan by the
Institute for Applied Research, revealed that total litter in that state continued
to increase following the 1978 enactment - that state's mandatory deposit law.
Subsequent surveys reveal that it continued to increase through 1981. The
Connecticut bottle bill was enacted in 1978. The result, both there and in Michigan,
is that consumer prices for the beverages affected have risen to the point where they
are among the highest in the nation. Additional costs based solely on the additional
labor and handling required implement the legislation.

Our Council on Energy was particularly concerned with the waste of energy
that will occur where deposit legislation is to become law. In those states where
deposit systems exist, extra motor vehicles must be operated to pick up the empty
beverage containers at thousands of retail outlets, with the result in squandering
of gasoline resources. New Jersey should look closely at this aspect of the
legislation, since we know all too well how limited these resources are.

In conclusion, we submit that the speculative benefits to be derived from

mandatory deposit legislation are not worth potential loss of jobs, damage to a
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successful statewide recycling program, increased costs, and the energy waste
that we consider would result. Therefore, we urge this Committee to reject this
type of legislation at least until 1984, when a proper evaluation can be made of
the affect which the statewide Recycling Program has had on the objectives which
that legislation addresses. We appreciate your consideration of our views
ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you, Mr. Lloyd. Are there any questions?
(no response) Is Martha May here? (no response) May we hear from Joseph Brock

of Teamsters Local 830.

JOSEPH B ROC K: I would like to thank the Committee for the opportunity
of being here. I would like to thank Martha May for getting me moved up one.
I appear as a representive of Teamster Local 830, with over 5,000 members in the
Pennsylvania/South Jersey area, 3,000 of whom are employed by the soft drink and
beer industry. I am here to advise you of the problems forced deposit laws create
for my members who earn their daily bread in the soft drink and beer industry. I
am also here to support my brothers and sisters in the glass blowing industry.

The impact of forced deposit laws will be, and have been horrendous on
our industry. Forced deposits not only adverscly affect my members' wages
and job security due to the resulting decrease in business, but will further
proliferate the economic lows presently devitalizing the consumer. If I were to
be an advocate of reducing the consumption of soft drink and beer, I can think
of no surer method outside of prohibition. As a sidelight to that, since the
New York bill was voted into law, even though it has not yet goné into effect,
we have a plan in Chester, Pennsylvania, that is a private bottler, and that
company has already lost business because their New York outlets have decreased
the amount of packages they want to start stocking in their supermarkets.

I speak to you not only as a union representative committed to the
best interest of my members, but I also speak as a former route driver/salesman
for the Coca Cola Company. I was employed in that capacity from October, 1958
to May, 1974, prior to becoming a union representative. I was unfortunate
enough to have been working in that industry when deposit bottles were the
only method of delivering soft drinks. I was workingin that industry when the
"no deposit, no return" was introduced. I worked in that industry through
the years of transition when soft drink giants such as Coke, Pepsi, 7-Up, or
Canada Dry fought an arduous and determined battle to short circuit the "no deposit,
no return" package. The industry was opposed for economic reasons. They were
certain that the ultimate increase in the price of the "no deposit, no return"
would eventually reduce the demand, consequently creating the tragic loss of
the large investment necessary to retool their machinery and to meet the new
package demands. No small investment to be sure.

What was the overriding factor that literally forced the soft drink
-and beer industry to proceed with the changeover? The consumer, pure and
simple. The consumer desired, and in fact demanded, the convenience and cleanliness
of a "no deposit, no return" package. In my capacity as a driver/salesman,
the major portion of my income was produced by the selling of a product. At
first their was a trickle preference for "no deposit, no return" one-way containers,
but slowly and surely, despite heavy advertising and point-of-sale material for

the familiar deposit, and despite a rather significant higher price, the demand
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for the "no deposit, no return" progressed to a loud crescendo.

During the period of about 2 years that this transition took place,

I spent a considerable amount of time dusting off the less expensive, heavily
advertised deposit bottle as it sat quietly and passively on the supermarket

and beer distributor shelves. I also became aware of the fact that my job was
becoming less strenuous. No longer did I have to go down damp, dark basements
and retrieve dirty insect-infested empty bottles. My pay check was also growing
proportionately. The truck I delivered the product with could hold twice as
many full cases because I no longer needed space for empty bottles. The soft
drink industry received a strong lessonin marketing. That is, soft drink is an
impulse purchase item more than they had suspected.

Drug stores, barber shops, beauty parlors, service stations, and
industrial accounts began selling 3 or 4 times the amount of cases sold when
only deposits were existing. Supermarkets, grocery stores, and beer distributor
sales moved out of sight. Every soft drink company experienced the same growth
pattern. The message was loud and clear, and it is clear today. The consumer
does not want & package with the deposit attached.

The forced deposit laws not only force the general public to regress
15 years, it forces my members, the drivers who deliver these products, to return
to the back-breaking job of lugging empty bottles -- trash, if you may -- all
day and earn less money for the privilege.

I would also like to note, prior to the advent of the "no deposit,
no return" packaée, it was a rare occasion to have a delivery driver work until
the retirement age of 62 or 65. Due to the reduction in labor that accompanied
the returnless package, retiring drivers at age 62 and later has become almost
habit. Proponents of these bills tell us that someone has to pay the price.

I submit to you, while that statement may be passible to a few, the price is
far too high for something of so little value. My members are being asked to
accept the loss of income and jobs that will result from a return to yesteryear.
The consumer will ultimately pay a higher price for the purchase of soft drink
and beer. Soft drink and beer employers will very quickly find themselves in
the cold drink and trash business.

The argument that the lost jobs will be replaced by corresponding
jobs related to new work procedures is specious and ludicrous. The jobs that
"will be lost are full-time, skilled, well-paying positions. The few jobs that
may become available will be, for the most part, unskilled, low-paying, part-
time employment, sorting and casing trash. Proponents of forced deposit bills
usually suggest that after 2 or 3 years of deposits we will review the situation.
I ask them in all seriousness, will they replace the jobs we lose, and will they
replace the lost revenue to the industry and the lost wages to my members? I
think not.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I appreciate your time
and patience. I know too well that any legislation that contains the word "environment,"
"clean air," or "litter.," is classified along with“Motherhoodf"God,”and¢Countryf
These laws always appear to have logic at the center of their eguation. I suggest
that is not valid in forced deposit laws. I have no quarrel with the intention
of those who represent these forced deposit laws, but I sincerely believe that

these laws are expensive, inflationary, inefficient, and irresponsible to our
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industry, our workers, and finally, the consumers. I would be happy to answer
any questions you may have, sir.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you, Mr. Brock.

MR. BROCK: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Our next witness is Lawrence Levy from Kerr

Glass Company. Mr. Levy, could you just move the public address microphone back a bit?

LAWRENCE LEVY: Is this okay?

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Yes.

MR. LEVY: For the record, my name is Lawrence D. Levy, and I am
the Financial Secretary Treasurer of Local #9, Kerr Glass, located in Millville,
New Jersey. Our people, the members of all glass bottle blower locals, are opposed
to any bottle bill legislation. We whc have worked in the glass industry have
seen our brother and sister members 'laid-off and we have seen plants closed
all over the United States because of these bills.

The people who spoke for these bills and stated that the Governor of
Michigan was proud of the state's bill, should really ask themselves this question:
Do you really think any politician is going to admit that he or she made a mistake?
The reasons we are opposed to these bills are as follows:

New Jersey is the largest glass producing state in the country. We
export more glass containers than any other state.

New Jersey has one of the best recycling programs in America. Last
year, the Kerr plant in Millville bought more than 15,700 tons of glass cullet.
This is glass that people bring in to the plant which they collect from friends
and neighbors and pickup along the roadside. This area, many years ago, went
to other states recruiting people to leave their homes and come east and north
to work in the glass industry. These people have lived in this part of the State
for over 40 years. Now, after being good, hard-working citizens and paying taxes,
you would help them lose their jobs and force them to leave this State and have
them look for work elsewhere. It seems ironic that you would pass a bill that
would cause more unemployment in a state that has one of the highest unemployment
rates in the country, and in a county that ranks 5th in the nation in unemployment.

This State is one of the most highest in pollution and has the highest
rates on utilities, and the highest property taxes. On top of all of this, you
want to add more burden to our people by passing the bottle bill.

Just recently, the Speaker of the Assembly has been trying to raise
our State income tax because there isn't enough revenue. You can't get money
out of people that are out of work. 1If those people who are working have to
get a lesser paying job, then the State will get less in tax dollars also.

When speaking to some of the owners of small stores, or even the
larger stores, they all say the same thing: this bottle bill is inflationary.

The older store managers remember when they used to have returnable bottles.

if a person brought back one off-brand bottle that the store didn't handle, and the store

to take it, the bottle was often broken in front of the store or the storekeeper

was cursed for not taking it back. My father-in-law was in the milk business

for over 40 years. During that period of time, I spent many of my days off helping
him in his dairy. I saw the way bottles came back, some full of cigarette butts,
some with cockroaches, and all other types of filth in them. Some of these bottles
were broken and thrown away,while others had to be soaked for days in an effort
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to try to get them clean.

The State of Michigan seems to be used in comparison to what you people
keep hearing about. The Associated Food Dealers of Michigan state the cost was
$200,000,000 to $300,000,000 in loss their first year. There was also a loss of sales
reported by the beverage industry all across the state. One can company closed in that
state, and the effect of that bottie bill caused other blants located
in Michigan and surrounding states to reduce their operations.

I would think New Jersey, which just recently became the 37th state that
passed the Death Penalty, could wait to see how New York and other larger states made
out with their bottle bills. New Jersey doesn't have to be in the top ten with this
type of legislation. Ask the Governor how much money was lost in sales taxes and
other types of taxes, which the state depends upon. Naturally, if taxes aren't
enough, you can raise the deposit on the bill or the sales tax. You also want to
remember that this State's number one business is tourists. We are one of the most
traveled-through states in the country. We have a lot of underaged people who, no
matter how hard you try to prohibit from beer, they still get beer and other
alcoholic beverages. These people will discard these containers anywhere.

I do a lot of fishing not too far from here in a State Park called Corson's
Inlet. This park used to be a very nice place to fish, boat, or whatever you like
to do. In the last year, the litter has become a serious problem. You want to say
by trying to eliminate the returnable bottles-- Mr. Chairman, I have bottles with
me from the State of Iowa found -- courses showed would return $.05 to the State of
Iowa. You are not going to stop littering unless you stop the people and educate them.
Passing this type of legislation will only cost us jobs. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much, Mr. Levy.

(Applause) I thought maybe he was sindging a song when I heard applause. Please,
no applause. We don't need it. Thank you very much. I have no questions. Our
next witness is Carol Barrett from the New Jersey Chapter Sierra Club.

CAROL BARRETT: Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. I am Carol Barrett.
I live in Camden County. I am a life-long resident of Camden County. I am the Chairman
of what .is called the West Jersey Group of the Sierra Club, which represents members
in all of the seven southern counties in New Jersey. I might say that the Sierra Club
has known a tremendous increase in its membership in the last few years. I will
say that the condition of our parks and our neighborhoods due to things such
as litter and unsightly conditions, I am sure has brought us many new members.
One problem I have with the hearing today is, it seems that the discussion
is not centered on one bill. The Sierra Club, along with the League of Women
Voters, Environmental Lobby, and other organizations, are recommending that A-
1753 is the bill that the Committee should report out. We would hope for a refillable bottle
enacted. This is a compromise bill for us. We had hoped for a refillable bottle
bill, saving resources and energy. But, due to consideration of the issue of
jobs in the glass industry, we are happy to comply with what is said to be helpful
in retaining those jobs. We are not interested in seeing any industry suffer
if it can be efficiently managed that the bottles will be returned, andthey will
be returned if there is an incentive. We would be very happy to see the cullet

increase, and the glass industry would not be adversely effected.
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Assembly Bill 1753 will have virtually no impact on the glass bottle
manufacturing industry. Since A~1753 prohibits the refilling cf beverage containers,
all empty containers returned for deposit must be recycled -- i.e., crushed-
up and made into glass cullet for the remanufacture of some type of new glass
container. Therefore, in the event that A-1753 or a similar bill becomes law,
the glass manufacturing industry will continue to manufacture the same number
of beverage containers as before the law was enacted. Mr. Charles Marciante,
President of the New Jersey State AFL-CIO, when responding to a question asked
by a committee member at the July 14th hearing, stated the AFL-CIO "would have
no real problem" with the prohibition on refillable containers, since the prohibition
would protect existing jobs in New Jersey.

Beverage container deposit laws should have a positive effect on
employment in New Jersey. We estimate about 4,000 jobs would be created for
receiving, handling, and recycling the empty containers. A report published
by New York Assemblyman G. Oliver Koppell, "Inconspicuous Consumption" -- I will
leave a copy with you -- indicates that after Michigan enacted beverage container
legislation, Michigan employers hired 4,888 new workers in various levels of the
beverage industry. Similar bills enacted in Oregon resulted in 575 new jobs
for warehouse and handling, and 140 new jobs for truck driving; in Maine, 626
new jobs were created and in Vermont, 350 to 450 new jobs. New York Governor
Carey's Office of Development Planning reported in "Mandatory Deposit Legislation:
Benefits and Costs for New York," that New York would gain about 5,000 new jobs
if a "can and bottle bill" were enacted. It should be noted that Governor Carey
opposed mandatory beverage container deposit legislation prior to reviewing this
report, which he had commissioned; he now supports this law. The AFL-CIO in
both Maine and Vermont support their states' bottle bills due to employment increases
related to the bills.

We wish to point out several overstatements which have been made
by opponents of the "can and bottle bills" during campaigns in other states.

We offer these comments simply to alert the Committee of the potential for similar
overstatements which could be made by New Jersey opponents of the "can and bottle
bill

In Ohio, during a referendum campaign for beverage container deposit
legislation, opponents claimed 10,000 jobs would be lost in the container industry,
but in fact there were only 3,600 people employed in that industry in Ohio.

In New York, opponents claimed a potential loss of from 7,000 to
8,800 jobs, but the New York State Department of Commerce estimated that there
were only 4,600 workers employed in the container industry.

In Michigan -- of which we heard much today ~- Owens/Illinois claimed
a loss of 161 jobs as a result of the Michigan bill. Just 10 months before the
bill's enactment, however, the Company had hired 110 temporary CETA employees.

Finally, the Glass Container Corporation in Dayville, Connecticut
claimed, according to the New York Times, a loss of 700 jobs, but in reality,

the company laid off these 700 workers temporarily for 2 holiday weekends.

At the July 1l4th hearing, testimony was presented by Floyd Flexon
of Owens/Illinois, that his company employs 4,000 people in ten plants throughout
New Jersey; however, Mr. Flexon did not tell the Committee how many workers actually

are employed by Owens/Illinois to make glass and plastic containers for use in
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New Jersey. Sylvia Swanson of the Glass Packaging Institute, presented in the
appendix of her testimony for the July 14th hearing, that Owens/Illinois employs
1,616 people in the glass container industry; the Committee was not told how
many of these workers actually make beverage containers for use in New Jersey.
Nevertheless, two presentations indicated that the same company employs either
4,000 people, or 1,616 people in New Jersey.

We do not wish to support beverage container legislation which will
threaten jobs in New Jersey. We are convinced that A-1753 will result in no
job loss at all and in fact will cause an increase of 4,000 desperately needed,
minimum wage, low-skill jobs.

One other issue that is constantly brought up is price comparison.
In the testimony that I am leaving with you, I copied a table which tells you
the different -- through shopping =-- prices in Connecticut, New York, and Massachusetts.
It shows you the differences in prices. That is a rather dishonest way to try
to present testimony because you really have to cover too many stores, you have
to cover too many types of consumer products. It is not something you can honestly
say if it is this or that, because there are too many variables.

I recall two years ago, I was visiting my daughter in Ohio. We purchased
a carton of Coca Cola - the 10 ounce bottles. They charged us $.10 a bottle -
returnable. They did not, that I know of at that time, in Ohio, have a bottle
bill. But, we took it back before we left. We were just visitors in the cammmity,
where the pine barons are much touted and beautiful recreational rivers for canoeing.
The camping areas in the pine barons are just the dispair of the local officials
due to the constant throwing around of bottles and beverage containers. Paper
will disintegrate. wWhen you talk about packaging, of course, we don't want people
that are in packaging. But, paper and paper containers will disinte grate; bottles
and plastics will not. Plastics are recyclable, which is a great blessing when
you consider the plastic industry is taking over a big portion of the market. A lot
of the market problems of the glass industry can be due to other factors than what
we are talking about today.

The fact that we are having an economic recession or depression in
some people's minds has a lot to do with the problems that you have economically.
We believe that a deposit bill, which was in effect when I was a youngster, and
I supplemented my meager allowance by getting Canada Dry and other big soda
bottles back for $.05 to the store was not anything that I sneezed at. There
is an incentive for people to recycle - to take back to the store. Someone mentioned
the fact that maybe thousands of bottles will be brought back to one poor little
retailer or mom and pop grocery store. From what I recall -- I don't know how
this bill would contain this -- you had to take the bottles back to the distributor,
to the store that sold that particular brand. He was, of course, reimbursed
by the distributor. There are all kinds of fail-safe measures which this bill
could contain, which will address many of the issues which people are concerned
about.

The actual cost may come as more from industry with a handling fee,
but, like everything else in our economy, it is eventually passed on to the consumer.
As a consumer, as well as a member of a volunteer organization, I payed more
all of the time, anyhow. A penny or two cents is not going to make that much

difference when I purchase bottles of anything.
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I think this Committee would be well advised to pass out this bill.
We do not like to see it confused during these discussions with the refillable bill.
We think this is the compromise that was affected after much discussion. Thank
you very much.
ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Do you have a copy of your statement for
us, please?
MS. BARRETT: Yes.
ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you. Do you have a gquestion, Harry?
ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I do not, thank you.
ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Our next witness 1is Debra Procacci of the

South Jersey Chamber of Commerce.

DEBRA PROCACCI: Good afternoon. My name is Debra Procacci, and

I reside in Pennsauken, Camden County. I am Supervisor of Governmental Relations

for South Jersey Gas Company, which is a public utility serving natural gas throughout
South Jersey. Today, however, I am representing the South Jersey Chamber of

Commerce as Chairperson of the State Affairs Committee's Omnibus Subcommittee.

Our Subcommittee thoroughly reviewed the pending legislation dealing with mandatory
deposits on beverage containers, and we thank this Committee for the opportunity

to present our views. With me today are Dennis F. Bradley, Chamber Vice President,
and John E. Burns, a member of the Chamber's Board of Directors.

One of New Jersey's most distinguished and productive citizens was
Thomas Alva Edison. He was an inventor without peer, but foremost, he was a
problem-solver.

In solving problems, he would experiment with solutions. If a proposed
solution didn't work -- like the steel filament light bulb -- or was not economically
feasible -- like the platinum filament -- he did not waste time or resources
on these failed solutions. A century after Edison, New Jersey is faced with
two inter-related problems; litter and solid waste disposal, in need of solutions.

Some proposed solutions are A-1237, A-78, A-533, A-1180, and A-1671,
which would require forced deposits on beverage containers. Fortunately, New
Jersey does not have to be the guinea pig for this failed experiment. Other
states, including Oregon, Connecticut, Vermont, Maine, Iowa, and Michigan have
had forced deposit for a number of years. The results have been far below expectations
and far from satisfaction.

Litter reduction has been modest. For example: Oregon litter declined
just 10.6% after one year--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: ~--(interrupting) We have gone over the
examples many times. Why don't we jump to page 3 and then go through your other
things. )

MS. PROCACCI: Okay. I would like to talk a little about the Michigan
law, which has cost consumers $250,000,000; Connecticut, $34,000,000; and, Iowa,
$20,000,000, according to various state sources.

It has been estimated that a national bottle bill would cost Americans
over $4 billion in higher beverage prices, according to can industry estimates.

Why these results? First of all, beverage containers make up only
about 16% of highway litter by count, and less than 5% of urban street litter
according to the Institute of Applied Research. Just take a look around as you

walk down the streets in Camden or Trenton.
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In the area of solid waste, the Environmental Protection Agency says
that leisure beverage containers constitute only 5% or 6% of the solid waste
total. Again, placing a mandatory deposit on beverage containers is a band-
aid solution to a hemorrhage.

Why are the costs of mandatory deposit so high - costs that ultimately
are borne by the consumer? Starting with the higher costs of making returnable
containers, the cost continues to grow when the higher costs of shipping the
empties back, the higher costs of cleaning the returnables, the extra warehousing,
trucking and handling, pest control, are calculated.

What is the solution to (1) litter and (2) solid waste?

1. Litter is caused by litterers. It is a social problem which
needs to be attacked through social education. There are many societies -~ Denmark,
Belgium - where it is socially unacceptable to litter. This frame of mind needs
to be fostered in New Jersey.

2. Solid Waste is a problem that cannot be solved through education
alone. Perhaps Thomas Edison would have suggested that we continue working on
solutions that have the best prospects of solving the majority of the problem,
not just 5% of the problem. These solutions are recycling and resource recovery.
With the population densities in New Jersey, recycling and resource recovery
could become very efficient.

As you can see, the rest of the testimony deals with the Recycling
Act of last year. The Chamber is very supportive of that Act, especially because
it includes funds for public education.

In conclusion, the South Jersey Chamber of Commerce supports the
provisions held inherent in the Recycling Act and respectfully requests this
Committee to give the law the test of time before initiating any other measures,
like the bottle bills, to alleviate the State from the burden and hazards of
litter and solid waste.

We feel the law is a beginning to solving these problems and is enhanced
by the inclusion of funds for public education against litter.

Mandatory refund values are another hidden tax on consumers and will
not solve the problems of litter and solid waste as evidenced in Oregon, Connecticut,
Vermont, Maine, Iowa, and Michigan.

The South Jersey Chamber of Commerce strongly urges this Committee
to oppose the beverage container bills. The groundwork for education against
littering and a good recycling plan are in place -- let's give them an opportunity
to work. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much. You have a new one
in the statistics —- the 5% to 6% of the solid waste constituted by the
leisure beverage containers. That is a nice low one. I haven't heard that one
in a long time. '

MS. PROCACCI: We called the United States Environmental Protection
Agency, and that is the number we got.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: What is a leisure beverage container?

MS. PROCACCI: I could divert that question to one of my colleagues,
John Burns.

MR. BURNS: Leisure beverage containers would be your soda containers,

beer containers, and it could go to your fruit drink containers--
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you. Six percent-- Are we talking
about piece count, volume count, weight count, biodegradable life-span count?

What are we talking about there? 1In other words, statistics--as I was just trying
to show to the audience=--are all different in which ways. Some statistics say

by piece count, and the beer can has the same value as a cigarette butt. Other
statistics go by weight, where a cigarette butt, of course, is much less in weight
than a beer can, and they go by that. 8o, statistics have a tendency to be very
deceiving to you.

MS. PROCACCI: Mr. Chairman, in defense of our Committee, we did
contact the Agency in Washington, and felt that the response that they gave us
was a responsible response. That is why we used it in our testimony.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I am sure the statistics they gave you came
right to the conclusion they wanted them to reach. Thank you. Our next witness
is William Pearce from the Coca Cola Bottling Company. Mr. Pearce, that looks
like a large group of papers there. I hope you are not going to attempt to read

through all of that, are you sir?

WILLIAM PEARCE: Fifty percent of it. No, sir. Mr. Chairman and
ladies and gentlemen, I am not going to read my statement. I am going to synopsize.
I am going to try to answer a few questions that you have been asking.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: You are one of the gentlemen that we
would like to ask a lot of guestions of, thai you will have the answers to.

MR. PEARCE: Hopefully, My name is Bill Pearce, Viece President of
the Coca Cola Bottling Company of New York, with our Corporate Headquarters in
Hackensack, New Jersey. I am immediate past President of the New Jersey Soft
Drink Association, and I would like to make these comments on behalf of both
my company and the New Jersey Soft Drink Association. All of this information
is contained in the statement. I will be very brief as far as the statement
is concerned.

The New Jersey Soft Drink Association is composed of 40 independent
bottlers operating 58 bottling plants and distribution centers throughout the
State of New Jersey. We are not a tremendously large industry, yet, we represent
a substantial factor in the economic envircnment of the State of New Jersey.
Well over 50% of our bottler members employ less than 50 people.

We presently have a payroll of approximately $63,000,000, and we
pay approximately $7,000,000 in state taxes. .

You have heard a lot of facteg and figures, and of course, the New
Jersey Soft Drink Association is eminently opposed to any type of container legislation -
restrictive legislation. This includes all of the billss ine¢luding A-1753, because
in spite of what may be a perception in the soft drink industry, there are
still a number of returnable, refillable bottles in the market. I think it would
be a disservice to the free mirket system and the free enterprise system , if
we considered a bill that drastically was against refillable returnables, for
the simple reason that one of our bottlers, Mr. Joe Paretti, who is an independent
flavor bottler in Clifton, New Jersey, distributes approximately 70% of his product
in returnable, refillable containers. The rest of us practically distribute
very little -~ practically none. The fact of the matter is, there is still a

slight returnable, refillable market. To pass a law that would exclude returnable,
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refillables, would turn the key on Mr. Paretti's plant in Clifton, New Jersey,
who has been in this business for 3 genecations, and employs 50 people. Certainly,
that would be a disaster.

I think in terms of the question that you asked, Mr. Chairman, several
times is -- if I have the question correct -- what effect does the Recycling
Act have on jobs in relationship to the bottle bill in its relationship to what
it has on jobs. Is that fairly accurate?

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I will ask the question when you are finished?
Are you finished with your statement?

MR. PEARCE: No. I'm not finished.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I will ask the question when you are finished
with your statement.

MR. PEARCE: Let me finish the statement. I think basically, when
you ask what effect does the Recycling Act have on jobs in the glass industry,
it is difficult to answer that question, because perhaps it has none. But it
has, in effect, on the amount of cullet that is returned to these glass companies,
which in effect allows them to perhaps p:roduce more efficiently and have a better
operation.

But, the net on job loss -- .and after hearing the testimony from
the lady from the Sierra Club, one would believe that a bottle bill would be
the greatest boom to the recovery of our economy in providing jobs. The job situation
as far as our industry is concerned, is based on the cost of the product, the
cost of going into the refillable business, if necessary. The net result of
the job loss is a loss in sales volume. Loss in sales volume on the bottler
level in turn translates as a loss in volume at the glass company. If our
sales are down 10% as the industry is in Connecticut, then, and assuming that
business is 99% one-way package, then the glass business is down 10%. A 10%
decrease in sales in today's economy repiresents job loss.

Why the 10% decrease in sales? I want to tie 2 things together here -
both' a tremendous inflationary factor of a bottle bill and how it relates to
a six-pack. Make no mistake about it. 7he inflationary factor for just handling
charges on both the bottler level and the food store level will be no less than
$1.00 a case, and perhaps as much as $1.:!5 in New York.

We went to court in Suffolk County--the Coca Cola Bottling Company
of New York --to contest the legality of ithe Suffolk County bottle bill. We presented
testimony in the Supreme Court on our costs. Our costs at our plant in Connecticut
netted out $.40 per case for handling. "his net resulted after income from recycled
glass and aluminum were taken into consideration. An income for unclaimed deposits,
$.40 per case. Then, on the retail leve!, we add another $.72 per case.

Let me give you an example oi what happened to the six-pack of cans -- and
if the glass people will excuse that exp.ession -- in Connecticut. Pre-bottle bill, a
six-pack sbld to the dealer for $7.66. 'The wholesale was $2.39, the dealer margin
was 19%, and the handling fee was zero, dealer total income, 19% or $1.90 per
case. After the bottle bill, the wholesale would automatically be raised to
$7.90 with a $.24 handling charge. Reta:.ls, 6 for $2.74. Dealer margin raised
to 27%; profit per case $3.06 plus a handling fee of $.24. The total dealer
income, 30%, or $3.30 per six-pack. Add a $1.20vdeposit on $3.30, and you have

$4.50. Now, $4.50 is a deterrent in our business for the sale of the six-pack.
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It is particularly a deterrent to the very small dealers who do not have that

kind of investment to make in stock and once-a-week delivery, as they did years
ago when we came in once a week. The result is retarded sales. Sales retardation
is reflected at the glass plant. I am fin.shed with that particular phase. Do
you have any questions on that?

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Are you finished with your statement so
we can start asking some questions?

MR. PEARCE: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: All right. Thank you. The one question
I had asked earlier was: A great deal of glass was returned by the New Jersey
Recycling Act in the form of cullet. Why, if there was a deposit legislation
where the glass was returned for recycling and also returned in the form of cullet,
would that cost jobs when it didn't cost jobs when it was returned by the Recycling
Act? People seem to be blaming both ways--

MR. PEARCE: I can't hear you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Let's try it this way: When you return
glass through the New Jersey Recycling Act and it is returned in the form of
cullet, it does not cost jobs to the glass industry. Why did that deposit
legislation on glass and that refillable, if the glass is returned as cullet, does
that cost jobs to the glass industry?

MR. PEARCE: Because the deposit system places such a financial burden
on the consumer that the volume is reduced. (Applause)

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Hold it now.

MR. PEARCE: That is the very simple answer to that question, why
cullet returned under the deposit system causes a job loss - loss in total volume.
Remember, the glass factory makes only one trip.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: You hippened to have had the answer that I “thought
as the answer, allright. I thought that was the answer right in the beginning.
This morning, no one seemed to have that same answer. I agree with you.

MR. PEARCE: Thank you. I have been sitting here waiting.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Now, let's get to another area on recycling.
Let's talk about cans. I want to talk about "flip-top"” cans. Ladies and gentlemen,
flip-top cans, generally fall in this area now of what we call the bottle bills. But,
there are couple of other items. Let us talk about flip-top cans, the ones where
you have the detachable ring. Does Coca Cola manufacture that type of can,
or use that type of can?

MR. PEARCE: It is the bottlers' option to determine what top he
uses. My company, and others, have chosen to use the stay-on tab since it was
created. There is a difference in the charge. But certainly this is something
the soft drink industry can do voluntariiy to make a contribution.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: - So, if any legislation dealing with the
question of cans, beverage containers where they have a detachable opener on
them, that would not have a real impact because there is an acceptable alternative
to the industry?

MR. PEARCE: That is true. Tlere is an acceptable alternative, which
costs a little more money, which will in turn cost the consumer a little more

money .
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: That happens to be something that we generally
talk about, in reference to the detachable openers. Now, let us talk about
ring binders that hold the six-packs together. Does your corporation use a plastic
ring binder?

MR. PEARCE: That is an option also. Biodegradable holders-- You
are referring to a ring—holderz In other words--

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: That holds the six-pack together.

MR. PEARCE: Right. That is available in biodegradable form, which should
present no objection to the environmentalists.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: What is that, the alleged biodegradable plastic
ring binder? 1Is an alternative available other than alleged biodegradable ring
binders?

MR. PEARCE: That I don't know.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Or, will they have cardboard containers?

Do you have cardboard containers available?

MR. PEARCE: Well, you have the same problem with cardboard, as you
would with the biodegradable ring holder. They both would degrade in time,
if they were left somewhere. We are assuming that manv of these problems are
going to be solved by the Recycling Act. I would like to comment on the Recycling
Act, because Bob Donovan alluded to it.

: Part of the Recycling Act is the formation of a litter abatement
program. This program is in the recycling law. It is partially funded by the
Recycling Act. It is the intent of this litter abatement plan to bring together
the elements of the soft drink industry, the beer industry, labor, industry,
or legislators, to come up with a program of litter abatement to supplement the
Recycling Act. This is going to take a substantial amount of funding. We look
to the private sector, and we look to the public sector for this. But, it is
a program that is well overdue because not only is it going to attack litter,
but it is going to do something to bring this whole State's image up by the bootstraps;
which is so much needed.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I know that the program started to catch
a little fire, particularly when we said we were having hearings on bottle bills.
That is when all of a sudden that great program started to get going. The question I
have is: Are there alternative methods to hold six-packs together besides using
plastic holders? 1Is there an alternative?

MR. PEARCE: There probably is. We do not use it, and I don't know.

You have probably seen an alternative.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Aren't there cardboard ones?

MR. PEARCE: We don't have them.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: But, they are available?

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: In the industry, yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: 1In the industry.

MR. PEARCE: There could be.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Or, they could be made available? But you see--

MR. PEARCE: They could be.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: (interrupting) I'm trying to find out if legisla-
tion dealt with plastic ring binders and put some type of outright ban on them, whether
that would put an undue burden where there was no alternative to the industry. I
think the answer is that there are alternatives.
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MR. PEARCE: Let me say this one more time. Under a given set of
conditions, we can innovate to certain degrees, then we get into a cost factor.
If we can do it more cheaply with one product that will serve the purpose, that
is the product we ought to use. 1I'll use an example-- You are talking about
cardboard, and I am talking about a biodegradable plastic. From an environmental
viewpoint, they are bath the same .

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Of course, the question biodegradable plastic
is degradable at ultra-violet sensitive rlastic. I'm trying to find out if there
are other things available for the industry, and if there was something leqislated,
We don't want to put an undue burden on the can industry or on the bottle industry,
as far as the returns. Is there--

MR. PEARCE: Excuse me, just a minute, Mr. Chairman. I say we can
provide an alternative to the present plastic loop holder which is not biodegradable.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: What bothers me in reference to the industry
is, I have read -- I don't know personally, but I have read about it -- about
dealing with New York's passage of the law, they have the removable tab can law,
that all of the cans they want to dump, they are going to dump them in Jersey
with the pull tabs on because they can't use them in New York. That is the way
they are going to do that.

MR. PEARCE: We distribute millions of cans in the State of New Jersey.
Every one of them has a stay-on tab.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: God bless you.

MR. PEARCE: So so some of our competitors, but I am not going
to give them the credit. (laughter)

ABBEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: [ will have tu ash you sométhing else. I
don't know the answer to this. Is there an alternative to an opener on a bottle
that is not removable. In other words, an opener that stays on the bottle
so we don't have bottle caps that are discarded.

MR. PEARCE: Not that I know of.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I don't know the answer to that either.

Thank you. Assemblyman McEnroe?

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Just. some further statistics. Coca Cola
Bottling Company uses plastic, cans, and bottles.

MR. PEARCE: Right.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: How about the percentage? What is the percentage
of bottles? Is it a third? ’

MR. PEARCE: It would be about 60% to 70%. It is higher in some
areas.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Sixty percent glass?

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Sixty percent is glass?

MR. PEARCE: There is plastic involved.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: No, no-- 'The next yuestion of course is, what
percentage is the plastic bottle?

MR. PEARCE: Unfortunately, I can't give you an accurate figure on
that. It would probably be somewhere in the break-even point.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Are you using more plastic in 1982 than you
were using in 19812 1Is the trend toward the plastic bottle?

MR. PEARCE: It remains about constant because we are-- The crazy
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thing about our industry is, we keep innovating with package sizes. Just as an example,
we are moving heavy into the 16 ounce er half liter. This is a glass package,
So, that will stimulate the glass business. As a result, that takes some away
from the plastic bottles, which are predominantly in the large bottles - the
2 liter bottles. Of course, you never see these bottles on the roadside. Really,
the concerning thing to us in the industry is, we are making a big deal out of
bottle and can litter. A vast portion of our volume never gets out of the home —-
the 64 ounce and the 32 ounce.

I have another comment on the litter in the State of New Jersey.
There is no one in this room that drives any further than I do. I drive 120
miles a day to and from my office. I drove 65 miles down here this morning.
I don't see all of this litter all over the State as everyone else sees it. I
had a pretty pleasant drive down here this morning, and I counted about 5 cans.
I think that the cost benefit ratio of the bottle bill is so outrageous that
it is really a shame that most of us have to take the time, and all of these folks
in the glass industry that are here, a day away from their work, to continuously
argue this issue. (Applause)

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Please, we have been doing cood all day.

MR. PEARCE: Mr. Chairman, I want to end on sort of a light note.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: We have one more gqguestion.

ASSEMBLYWQMAN OGDEN: I just have one question, Mr. Pearce. What
has been the impact of the recession on Coca Cola Bottling, in terms of jobs?
The impact of the recession of the past 2 years on either your company or the
soft drink industry--?

MR. PEARCE: Well, I think it hasn't been good, naturally.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: I mean actually in terms of lost jobs. Do
you have any statistics?

MR. PEARCE: That is difficult to measure because, you know, years
ago we were showing some heavy increases. Maybe we don't show those increases.
The impact, I would have to say, on the industry is the same as any other. As
our sales go down, we have to let people go. That has happened. It is like
a yoyo. When it comes back up, as we do in the summertime when our volume increases,
we hire more people.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you.

MR. PEARCE: Please let me read this one paragraph. The lady representing
1 think the League of Women Voters in Parsippany sald, if she heard the word
cockroach one more time, she was going to scream. So, I want to read you an official document
from the State of Connecticut, written on Connecticut General Assembly stationery,
signed by J.Peter Waldron, Assistant Director of Fiscal Affairs for the Joint
Committee on Legislative Management:

To All Offices: Storage of Empty Cans and Bottles - It has been
brought to my attention by the maintenance people that same offices are storing a
considerable number of empty cans and bottles. This storage is causing roaches.
‘Chu maintenance dopartment will be instructed that all cans will be rowved from
each room on Sunday night of every week.

So, regardless of testimony that indicates we do not have a vermin problem, a health
problem, or a sanitation problem, it is with us and certainly will be with us. Thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you, Mr. Pearce. Our next witness is Rich Willinger,

Association of New Jersey Environmental Commissions.
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RICHARD WILLINGER: Good afternoon. My name is Richard Willinger
and I am Executive Director ot the Association of New Jersey Environmental
Commissions, a private; non-profit educational and environmental advocacy group
which serves 1500 municipal environmental commissioners and other local officials
throughout New Jersey. New Jersey's municipal environmental commissions are
advisory bodies which study the use of natural resources and counsel municipal
officials about the needs of the community as they relate to the maintenance

and preservation of the environment.

My Association supports legislation which would impose mandatory
deposits on beverage containers in New Jersey. We support this legislation for
the same reasons which you have heard from the supporters of these bills. Such
a law will:

1. Reduce litter from beer and soft drink containers which are the
least degradable and most hazardous to health and transportation component of
litter by 80% to 90% (which translates to a reduction of approximately 40% of
all litter). Parks, urban lots and roadsides are rendered unusable and unsightly
in the extreme from discarded cans and bottles. Educational programs and laws
just do not work. Have you ever, in your life, known scmeone whq was fined for
littering?

2. Reduce governmental {and thus the taxpayers) costs for litter clean-
up. It is a never-ending, losing battle to continually cleanup litter. And,
when there is a budget crunch, funds for such cleanup are among the first to go,
as we witnessed last year when highway cleanup was stopped. With an MDL law,
you would create a cleanup crew of almost 8 million perscns who will voluntarily
cleanup litter at all times of the day and even on weekends. Wouldn't this be
great? Egpecially when government is faced with "caps" on spending and reduced
federal money to assist themn.

The amount of glass and aluminum recycled in New Jersey would be in-
creased and used to produce new cans and bottles, thus reducing the amount of
raw materials and energy consumed by the industry.

3. Landfills would be filled at a slower rate and, concurrently,
landfill costs would be reduced due to the smaller amount being landfilled.
There would be a reduction in municipal waste of approximately 5% to 6%. Land-
fills are presently a scarce commodity in New Jersey, and it is extremely
difficult to site a new landflll. Just ask the Freeholders and Solid Waste
Advisory Council in Morris County about their current attempts to site a land-
fill. Until resource recovery facilities are built in the late 1980's, every-
thing possible must be done to reduce the rate in which landfills are being
filled. In fact, removing glass and metal from the solid waste stream will
improve the operation of resource recovery facilities which burn the garbage for
energy production.

Mandatory deposit legislation is working well in the six states which
have adopted it. Everyone with whom I have talked from Vermont, Maine, Connec-
ticut, and Michigan, and those New Jerseyans who have visited these states, rave
about the cleanliness and lack of litter there. The people of New Jersey want
such a law. Editorials have appeared in major newspapers throughout New Jersey
in support of mandatory deposit legislation: The Record, The Home News, The

Observer-Tribune, The Asbury Park Press, The Star-Ledger, The Daily Record, The
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New York Times. Resolutions have been adopted by over 135 towns in almost every

county in the State, and by 10 County Boards of Freeholders. Being from Morris
County, I am only aware of two polls conducted by my local Assemblymen and
Assemblywomen, and both showed overwhelming support for a bottle bill. Frankly,
I wish that Eagleton Institute of Politics at Rutgers University would conduct
a poll on this issue to confirm that a majority of citizens support such a law.

I would now like to focus on one of the controversial issues generated
by the likelihood of MDL: What will be the costs to industry and the consumer
if MDL is enacted? We believe , based on the figures I am about to present, that
there will be no increased cost to the consumer. Of course, we can't prevent
industry from artificially inflating costs after the law passes so that they can
say they were right in predicting cost increases. But an objective analysis
indicates that there should not be any cost increase.

Manufacturing costs will vary depending on which MDL bill 1s enacted.
Under the most recently introduced bill, A-1753, there is a prohibition on the
refilling of beverage containers except for those companies currently using
refillables. Thus, container manufacturers can continue to produce one-way
containers and need not retool for production of refillables. Under the other
bills, if a company feels it will be more profitable to retool and manufacture
refillable containers, far be it for me to say they can't make more money by
doing so.

Manufacturers have suggested that deposit legislation causes a loss
in sales due to the inconvenience suffered by consumers. While it is true that
consumers may have to get used to returning their empties, we do not believe that
sales will decline anywhere near the 10% projected byOwens-Illinois in its
July 22, 1982 document submitted to the Committee. In fact, we believe that
deposit legislation may only temporarily slow the growth of sales. For instance,
beer sales continued to grow, although at a slower rate, during the first year
of the Maine and Oregon deposit laws. Full growth was resumed thereafter.
Slight declines in beer sales in Vermont, Michigan and Connecticut in the first
year were reversed thereafter. (1980 study by the Stanford Envirunmental Law
Society)

There is no doubt that deposit legislation will cost retailers money
for handling and storage costs. Distributors who receive the empties from the
retailer will have increased transportation and labor costs. These costs are
more than offset as follows (using sales figures supplied to the Committee by
the New Jersey Food Council):

Experience in deposit law states indicates that about 90% of all
beverage containers sold will be returned for deposit. Therefore, 10% of all
deposits are never claimed. Distributors realize this "windfall" deposit
income. Based on annual sales of 3.5 billion containers, that means that
deposits on 350 million containers are never claimed. At five cents a deposit,
that gives the distributor unearned income of $17.5 million; at ten cents, the
distributor gets $35 million.

Distributors also receive the income derived from the sale of the
empty containers to recyclers or producers for manufacture into new beverage
containers. We estimate that the average value of an empty beverage container

is one cent. The sale of Lhe empties which finally are returned to the
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distributors (0% of all containers scold equals 1.15 billivn cuntainers) will
earn the distributor $31.5 million. Distributors will also invest their "held
deposits" - those deposits held continuously, since a certain number of contain-
ers are "out" at all times. We estimate that this investment income would be

as much as several million dollars. The total income for the distributors is
$49 million ($17.5 million from unclaimed deposits, plus $31.5 million from
sales of returned containais) with the five cent deposit, and $66.5 million

($35 million from unclaimed deposits, plus $31.5 million from sale of returned
containers) with the ten cent deposit. Each figure should be increased based
upon the interest earned from the "held deposits".

Several of the proposed Bottle Bills require that retailers receive
a handling charge of 20% of the deposit charged for a container. That is, if
the deposit on a container is five cents, when the retailer returns the empty}
he or she would get the five cents, which is paid to the consumer, plus one cent
(20% of five cents), or, if the deposit is ten cents, the retailer would get ten
cents for the consumer, plus two cents (20% of ten cents). On an annual basis,
retailers would be paid $31.5 million (one cent times 3.15 billion containers
returned) if the deposit is five cents, and $63 million (two cents times 3.15
billion containers returned) if the deposit is ten cents. This handling fee
reduces the retailer's cost by one or two cents per container. We believe that
this fee will more than compensate a retailer. It should be noted that handling
fees are paid to a retailer for all empties returned by a retailer to a distribu-
tor, yet a good part of the retailer's costs related to a deposit law are only
one-time expenditures for establishment of the store's return program.

After payment of the handling fee to retailers, distributors are left
with $17.5 million ($49 million of distributor income minus $31.5 million paid
to retailers) if the deposit is five cents, or $3.5 million ($66.5 million of
distributor income minus $63 million paid to retailers) if the deposit is ten
cents. Distributors also have the interest of their investment of the "held
deposits". We think that this "left over" money will pay for any costs incurred
by the distributors (such as transportation and labor). Therefore, there should
be no costs incurred by the retailers or distributors. There should be no costs
passed through to consumers in the form of higher prices.

There is one final point I would like to make, As we all know, New
York State just passed mandatory deposit legislation. Before he signed the
Bottle Bill and vetoed the proposed Litter Tax, New York Governor Carey read a
report on the benefits and costs of mandatory deposit legislation for New York
prepared by his Office of Development Planning. It is a very thorough and enlight-
ening report and I urge every member of this Committee to read a copy. I feel
the time has come for the Governor of New Jersey to instruct his staff to prepare
such a report, and I call upon Governor Kean to begin a study to determine the
benefits and costs of mandatory deposit legislation for New Jersey.

Thank you for the opportunity to address this Committee today.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much, Mr. Willinger. Are there
any questions? I do not have any.

We'll now move along and call Charles Weiler, Camden County Environ-
mental Agency. Is Mr. Weiler in attendance? Mr. Willinger, if you will, may
we have a copy of your testimony for the Committee?



Is there anyone to represent the Camden County Environmental Agency?
The record will indicate that they were listed to offer testimony and they have
apparently. chosen not to at this time.

We will now move to Mr. Marshall. Greg Marshall, representing
Hunterdon County Park System.

We have Mr. Charles Giordano, Teamsters Local 125. Mr. Girodano, I'd
like to welcome you to our hearing, and I would ask you to limit your comments,
if you will, and to synopsize your testimony. We'd appreciate it as we have a
considerable list of people who have yet to testify.

(Charles Giordano - not in attendance)

GERALD N EL S ON: Yes, Mr. Chairman. Before we go on, my name is
Gerald Nelson and I am taking the place of Greg Marshall. Greg Marshall could
not be with us today, but I am Assistant Director of the Monmouth County Park
System, and I'm here representing the New Jersey Recreation and Park Association.

I am here today on behalf of the Association to testify in favor of
Assembly Bill #78, entitled "An Act Authorizing the Regulation of Beverage
Containers by the Department of Environmental Protection”.

Litter is a very serious problem in our public parks and recreation
areas today. Litter, in the form of bottles and cans, makes up 50% to 90% of
our total trash collection in New Jersey parks. Unlike paper and cardboard,
which gradually disintegrate in sunlight and rain, beverage containers remain
until physically removed. Beverage containers are among the least degradable
portions of litter, and unlike paper and cardboard containers, do not compact
in the litter pickup process.

The Delaware River and Pinelands streams, woodland trails, picnic sites,
playgrounds, parks, schoolyards, urban lots, local roads and interstate highways
exit ramps are places where container litter is especially heavy and particularly
offensive.

A highly hazardous element of beverage container litter is broken glass.
At Monmouth County's Seven Presidents Oceanfront Park in Long Branch, the only
beachfront park operated by a county in the State, glass litter is one of the
most serious problems, constantly presenting a potential health hazard. It has
been for reasons of litter reduction alone that most can and bottle bill states
have enacted their container deposit laws. According to a 1980 report by the
Comptroller General of the United States, "the Maine Department of Conservation
claims that beverage container litter on Maine roadsides has declined 69% to
77% since the bottle bill was implemented, while total litter by item count has
dropped 34% to 64%. Very few containers found on the roadsides were deposit
containers. If we exclude no-deposit containers from the analysis, the decline
in container litter 96%. Maine citizens for returnable containers agree
with an official of the Maine National Wildlife Federation that the bottle bill
has reduced solid waste volume by at least 6%, observing that within four months
of the law's effective date, municipal officials noticed a significant decrease
in the volume of solid waste going into landfills

In 1978 Michigan became the first major industrial state to require a
deposit on all beverage containers. The Comptroller General's report points out
one very significant result of the 1978 law: litter from beverage bottles and
cans in Michigan dropped 87.4% the year after the deposit law took effect, and

more than 90% of the containers sold were returned for a deposit.
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Michigan, Vermont, Maine, Oregon, Iowa, Delaware, Massachusetts, and
our neighboring state of New York have recognized the economic, environmental
and social value of returnables. Experience from these states indicates that
reductions of beverage container litter in the order of 80% to 90%, and
reductions of total litter in the order of 40% and more can be realized in New
Jersey through a beverage container deposit law. Without this legislation, New
Jersey will continue down a littered path that threatens the future of our parks
and a $2 billion a year tourist industry.

I have one last comment. No fewer than 10 county and 137 muncipal
governing bodies have gone on record in support of mandatory container deposit
legislation from the State. The New Jersey Recreation and Park Association
urges the support and passage of a beverage container deposit law.

Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: You're from the County of Monmouth?

MR. NELSON: Yes, I am.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: And you're representing Hunterdon and an
Association of State Park Systems?

MR. NELSON: I am representing the New Jersey Recreation and Park
Association, which is the official association that is representing all
recreation and park segments in the State.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Is that an officially sanctioned recreational
organization?

MR. NELSON: Yes, it is.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. We really appreciate your coming
before us, and we would like our Committee Aides to have a copy of your testi-
mony .

MR. NELSON: Thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: 1Is Mr. Giordano here, representing Teamsters
Local 125, here?

Is there anyone here representing the Upper Raritan Watershed Asso-
ciation?

Mr. Lawrence McGinley, Teamsters Joint Council No. 73?2 1Is there anyone
representing the Teamsters Union?

At the direction of the Chairman, I have got to move to some of the
other people who attended the prior hearing and were not heard. 1Is Mr. Lloyd
Curtissfrom Pepsi Cola Company here? We have another gentlemen's name also
indicated as possibly testifying on behalf of Pepsico, Inc. .
LLOYD CURTTIS S: Mr. McEnrce, I'm Lloyd Curtiss of Pepsi Cola Company[
Pepsico, Inc. Corporative Affairs. My statement reflects many of the things that
were said here today, which Bill Pearce -- i

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Excuse me, may we have that for the record then?

MR. CURTISS: We at Pepsico and Pepsi Cola Company oppose all of these
restrictive measures. I would like to take my time, if it would be agreeable to
you and the Committee, and give it to a fellow who has come a long way --

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Is he here today?

MR. CURTISS: He is here. His name is Bill Yonush, . and he is the
President of a glassblower's plant that was affected by this law.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Mr. Curtiss. We'll now invite



Bill Yonush to offer testimony before the Committee. Mr. Yonush is President
of Local 31 Glass Bottle Blowers Association AFL-CIO. Mr. Yonush, again, if I
may ask you to capsulize your testimony, we would be most appreciative.
WILLIAM YONUSH: Yes, Sir. My name is William Yonush, and I am
the President of the Glass Bottle Blowers Association Local 31 out of Dayville,
Connecticut. 1I'd like to thank the Committee for allowing me to give this
testimony today.

I have heard a lot of testimony here today about the bill that is
before you right now, which calls for a non-refillable container and which is
the same container that is presently being made in the State of New Jersey.

The bill that is enforced in the State of Connecticut also calls for
a non-refillable container, and the legislators there were told that by eliminat-
ing the refillable, certified container that our industry would not suffer any
job losses. That is not true. I represented 1,300 members until 1980 and right
now, I am below 900 people. The Glass Container Corporation, which is the cor-
poration that I work for, has shut down a plant in Parker, Pennsylvania and trans-
ferred those orders in 1981 to the Glass Container Plant in Dayville in hopes
of keeping that plant in operation. We were notified last month that the Glass
Container Corporation is now shutting down the Marionville, Pennsylvania plant
and is transferring thase orders to the Dayville facility to keep that plant in
operation.

The testimony that was given here today by people like the Sierra Club,
that say that jobs are not going to be lost, basically is true. It is not their
job that is going to be lost; it's our jobs ~-- the people who are sitting in
this audience today -- these are the people who are going to be affected. I
would ask this Committee to look very, very hard at what has happened in the
State of Connecticut. The Sierra Club also testified that -- the one woman who
was up here -- she had gone through all the bottle bills of states that had
bottle bills, except for Connecticut. She should have taken a real, hard look
at Connecticut.

According to the Department of Transportation, on Connecticut highways --
they expended 42,000 man-hours in 1979 to keep our highways clean. In 1981 the
Connecticut Department of Transportation expended almost 80,000 man-hours to keep
the highways in Connecticut clean. The bill is not working in Connecticut and
is presently going to be considered for repeal, which we are going to push very
hard.

I have some figures that I am going to give to the Committee regarding
the jobs that have been lost in my plant. I have 326 people right now who are
permanently unemployed and I have about 280 people who have periodic layoffs
that range anywhere from 3 days to 3 months. The total loss to our plant --
of the 326 permanent employees, an area that has an unemployment rate of 18% --
-is experiencing $118,000 a week in lost income. It was due to a bill that said
there were not going to be any jobs lost in the State of Connecticut.

The bill in Connecticut also had what they called the "jobs amendment",
which is a job dislocation allowance, and I'm told that the bill in the State of
New Jersey also has a job dislocation allowance. The job dislocation was put on
that bill because they said there were not going to be any jobs lost, and the
legislators felt that there was no problem in passing it.
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In 1981 Governor William O'Neal, who took over for the late Ella Grasso,
came to the legislators and begged for repeal of the jobs amendment because the
State of Connecticut was $1.2 million in the "red" on that amendment alone.

I have newspaper clippings which I will submit to your Committee that
verify exacting what happened in the State of Connecticut. And for these people
here - the Sierra Club, the League of Women Voters, and other environmentalists --
if they can honestly sit here and say that they're not taking away our jobs,
they're wrong. They're saying that the container made is going to be the identi~
cal, same container presently being made. That is possible, but the only problem
is, when it reverts to a plastic container and the glass container is eliminated
from the shelves, which is basically what is happening in Connecticut now -- you
can buy a 32-ounce bottle of glass, but you will not find a two-liter bottle of
soda that is not plastic in the State of Connecticut. Other than for a returnable,
refillable Coke bottle, they are now going into the half-liter, plastic bottle,
and they are now going in full force with a one-liter plastic container, which
will virtually eliminate the glass container from the shelves as far as beverages
are concerned.

Until 1980, production at our plant was based on 95% of sodas and beers.
Into 1980 we shut three machines down. We went from a thirteen machine operation
to a ten machine operation. We have not made a beer bottle in almost two years.
Our soda capacity has gone from 95% of our business to 30% of our business. And,
again, this is a non-refillable bill in the State of Connecticut.

I'm urging you -- don't do to the workers in this State what the State
of Connecticut did to the workers in our state. Thank you.

AUDIENCE: (Applause)

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: The Chairman has again asked me to remind the
audience that your applause on behalf of particular testimony has no impact on
the deliberations of the Committee, and we would ask you as a courtesy to refrain
from such conduct. Thank you.

Mr. Yonush, I have a question. You have raised an interesting point
regarding the non-refillable bottle and the fact that current legislation in
Connecticut contains that provision and it still has had a reduction in the
work force capacity of the glass bottle industry in the state. But, then you
commented that the plastic industry is indeed other competition that you must
contend with. Is that a fair statement?

MR. YONUSH: We have to contend with plastic, yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Do you think the plastic industry has as large
an impact on the reduction of your union forces as the imposition of this
current deposit legislation in the state?

MR. YONUSH: No, Sir. The reason why is -~ and I have met with a lot
of people from the retail stores, the store owners and the package store asso-
ciations, the Food and Commercial Worker's Unions -- and the only reason why they
went from a glass container to a plastic container was because the people have
to bring back the bottles and the cans, and they wanted something that was going
to be lighter. They said that this was the main reason and the only reason why
they went from a glass container to a plastic oomtainer. It made it easier on the consumer
to return these things. Again, they are not recyclable.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: So, under the Connecticut law, there is no deposit
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reguired on plastic containers?

MR. YONUSH: There are deposits on plastic con ainers of any beer or
soft drink sold in the State of Connecticut, regardless of the package. It has
to have a deposit on it.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: It has a deposit also?

MR. YONUSH: Yes, Sir.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you. Are there any questions? Mrs. Ogden?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN OGDEN: No.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: If there are no questions, we appreciate your
testimony. Thank you very much.

We now have indicated -- Ruth Fisher, Citizens Association for the
Protection of the Environment. Miss Fisher, I think from the title of your
organization that you represent a position in favor of the mandatory container
deposit legislation. 1Is that correct?

RUTH FISHER: It is correct, and our statement is very brief.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: If you will then, please make a brief remark,
and it will be a part of our recmnrd. Thank you.

l MISS FISHER: My name is Ruth Fisher and I represent C.A.P.E., a Cape
May based environmental group. Simply, we support: return, refill, no throwaway,
reward for recycling. No refill is nonsense. The loss of jobs cry is wolf.
Likely, there will be more jobs with refill. There is no proof jobs will be lost
permanently.

Land use: This is an issue that hasn't been discussed here today.
Glass is a land use issue, not a litter issue. Land is not a returnable, renew-
able resource. Glass, in a sense, is.

Those who cry that their jobs will go are not looking beyond their
noses. Once they use up their badkyards for dredging up the sand, about year
1990 -- where then their jobs and their homeland?

Shame on Congressman Hughes, on Hurley and Muziani -- they presented
no studies to back up their claims and insight the workers that their jobs would
be lost.

Where are the fabulous craftsmen within the glass industry that could
make the bottles that could be returned and reused until they are broken? Why
are beer and returnable bottles cheaper today than throwaways in this State?

I would also like to address something Senator Hurley said earlier
today. He stated that seven municipalities in Cape May had curbside pick up.

I drove over to his office to check on that just an hour ago. Since he is the
P.R. man for the Cape County MUA, as well as a State Senator, which represents
a severe conflict, as far as I'm concerned --

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: We ask you not to comment on positions that you
may take that border on political comments. Please confine yourself to a review
of the matters relating directly to the bills. Thank you.

MISS FISHER: With regard to this remark, when I checked on it, one of
the muncipalities, which was apparently used, was my own, Dennis Township. There
is not curbside pick up in Dennis; in fact, there is no pick up in Dennis. Yes-
terday I took my own garbage to the dump. The program there is not working well.
There are men scavenging glass bottles among the debris. There were piles of

debris as you enter which you should throw your cans into if you had presorted.
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When there is no reward, it won't work. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much for your comments, Miss Fisher.
Since there are no guestions, we'll call Mr. Dan O‘Connor, Cumberland County
Conservation League. (Not present)

Mr. Steven Hanisko or Mr. Raymond Hogan from the Continental Can
Company? (Not present)

Then we have a gentleman named Kent - Brown from the Anchor Hocking
Local 157. If you will, we would like a statement from you, and hopefully, your
testimony will be just a few sentences since I believe we can anticipate your
comments.

KENT B RO WN: I understand our time limitation, and I'll try to make my
comments brief.

I've gone to two hearings to comment to the Committee on our position,
and I would like to just take a minute to do that.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: We have your statement here and we have resolutions
attached to it from various townships in both Cumberland and Salem Counties.

MR. BROWN: In summary, we oppose the deposit legislation very strongly.
We represent 750 employees, many of whomare here today. We pay taxes in the
neighborhood of $600,000 a year and we have a payroll in excess of $20 million.

We were the second recycler in the State of New Jersey, as far as glass
redemption was concerned -- redeeming of used glass containers -- has been referred
to today. We are doing our part as a company, our employees want to keep their
jobs, and we want to keep operating in the State of New Jersey. ’

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much.

Mr. Brown from the Local 157, Anchor Hocking Corporation? I had better
allow you to make your comments, Mr. Brown. You have the floor for just the
statement, Sir.

STANLEY B ROWN: I'm Stanley Brown, member of Local 157 of Salem, New
Jersey. I've heard a lot of comments concerning throwaway bottles and the kind

of litter they cause in states like Vermont, Maine, and so forth. But, I asked a
question to myself and now to you: How many people use Vermont or Maine as a
corridor state like they do in New Jersey? New Jersey gets a lot of its throwaways
from people who are just passing through the state. '

I have been working for Anchor Hocking for 34 years and my wife ﬁas been
working for them for 33 years, 77 years althogether. Evidentally it is a very
stable and substantial industry in the State of New Jersey. Most of the ware we
make is used in other states and we export most of what we make. We make 14% of
all the glass containers that are made in the United States. Instead of legislating
that type of industry out of the state, we should be legislating it in the state.

I appreciate the opportunity to make these comments, and I'm sorry‘I had
to be so brief. Thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you, Sir.

Jean Clarke, Montclair Recycling?

JEAN CLARKE: My name is Jean Clarke and I am the volunteer coordinator

of Montclair's recycling prqgram. This is a program which has received a number of
awards on both state and national levels for a successful solution to many practical
problems involving community-wide recycling efforts. I am also a member of Essex
County Solid Waste Advisory Council and I particpated in the formulation of the
State Recycling Plan. Particularly, it deals with the methods of collecting
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recyclable materials. One of the prime strategies to reach the goals set forth
in the plan is the establishment of multi-material curbside collection programs,
such as we operate in Montclair. For this reason, I did an analysis to see what
affect beverage container deposit legislation would have on our progfam, and I
want to share these results with you.

Montclair currently recycles about 80% of the town's newspaper and 50%
of its glass, which adds up to 11.5% of the refuse. We employ eight people in
the program, and this year's expenses will run close to $135,000. These expenses
will be covered by income from the sale of materials. This year the town will also
pay a recycling surcharge of about $10,000, but under the Recycling Act, Montclair
should receive a municipal recycling grant which will more than offset this
expense.

If beverage container legislation is enacted, we anticipate that our
glass collection would be cut almost in half, and aluminum collection would be
reduced to a quarter of the current level. This would result in a 17% reduction
in total tonnage. Both of these items are bringing high prices, so a 17% reduction
in tonnage would cause a 26% reduction in income.

Collection expenses due to mileage and vehicle maintenance would remain
substantially the same, however, although we might be able to eliminate one of our
eight employees. A 26% reduction in income equals the wages of almost three
employees, so in order to continue the recycling program, we require a budget
appropriation to cover the cost of the two employees whose wages could no longer
be paid by proceeds from the sale of materials. I have given you a cost analysis
so that you can understand how I arrived at those figures.

Another point to consider is that the Recycling Act is structured to
encourage municipalities to expand their recycling activities to include a variety
of materials rather than concentrating almost exclusively on newspaper, 8o,
recycling grants in the second year of the program will be given only for increases
in tonnage in three separate categories -- newspaper, glass, and other materials.

In Montclair's case, it is unlikely that we could affect a substantial increase

in newspaper collections since we are close to saturation point now -- 80%. We do
have an opportunity to increase collections in the third category of other materials,
and, of course, we will try to do that with or without beverage container deposit
legislation. Our main hope for a grant will be the substantial increase in glass
collection since we are now only at the 50% mark. I should note that this is more
than could be expected from beverage container deposit legislation alone. With
beverage container legislation, glass collection would drop instead, so a municipality
making an outstanding effort to recycle would pay a $10,000 recycling surcharge with
little hope of recovery through the grant program. This is not the way the Recycling
Act was supposed to operate.

Among those communities which passed resolutions in support of a bottle
bill, you will find the Township of Montclair listed. But, that resolution was
passed by a newly elected council over two years ago, a year before the Recycling
Act. become law and a year belore that gsame council adopted a mandatory glass
separation ordinance. Today the choice is different.

The bottle bill will also mean a $35,000 appropriation by the municipal
body to continue the recycling program. There is no question that our recycling
program benefits the town. Out of this year's cost avoidance, due to the elimination

of tipping fees, our collection and hauling expenses amount to some $65,000.

57



I just want to add that I have been an environmentalist for many years
and was originally in support of a bottle bill in New Jersey, but I have given the
matter much thought and its effect on the recycling program, and I think it would
be disastrous.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Thank you very much.

Edward Lloyd, New Jersey Public Interest Research Group? (Not present)

Ellie Gruber, League of Women Voters? (NolL present)

This is not Ellie Gruber. Excuse me, who are you?

ANN AUERBACK: I am Ann Auerback.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Do you have a prepared statement?

MS. AUERBACK: I have a prepared statement as well.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: If you have a prepared one, rather than read
through the statement, would you synopsize please?

MS. AUSRBACK: 1T will leave my prepared statement with you and I will
synopsize those comments.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you.

MS. AUERBACK: I am Ann Auerbach, Natural Resources Director for the
League of Women Voters of New Jersey. The League has, over the years, testified
on many occasions in support of mandatory deposit legislation. At this time we
are endorsing A-1753 because we believe it gives the most benefits to all who are
involved in the beverage container industry. Studies by states with existing
statutes demonstrate significant benefits in litter reduction and solid waste
collection and disposal costs to local government.

Today, however, I would like to direct my testimony to one particular
aspect of the current debate: namely, municipal recycling and mandatory deposit
legislation. It has always been a strong position by the League that mandatory
deposit legislation should and can exist parallel to, and in a synergystic
relationship with, municipal recycling. If the goal of recycling is materials
recovery and reduction of the solid waste stream, then mandatory deposit legis-
lation should be a companion effort. The goals are identical.

There are may instances where the results of mandatory deposit legisla-
tion will exceed those of municipal recycling. For example, in Massachusetts, a
state which has a recycling program with a high participation rate and with a
regular public education program, it was concluded that a personal economic reward
in the form of a refundable deposit is a much more effective means of removing
soft drink and beer containers from the waste stream than a recycling pfogram.

A deposit law will remove for recycling 90% of all beveragelcontainers
or about 300,000 tons per year from the municipal waste stream. This. includes
about 280,000 tons of glass or almost 5 times the amount of glass currently being
recycled in New Jersey. It is extremely doubtful that municipal recycling programs
could reach the above stated voluwie of glass for many years to come. There are
currently only 16 curbside glass programs in New Jersey, and only 6 are mandatory.
This is the same number that existed at the beginning of 1982, indicating a no-
growth situation. These programs do not average even a 30% recovery rate for the
glass available in their waste streams.

A fact sheet distributed by Owens-Illinois, Inc. projecting a decrease
in revyeling tonnaye and net revenue under a deposit law for Montcelalr, New Jersey

is seriously misleading. It fails to note that some 1530 tons per year of beverage
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glass used in Montclair would be recycled through the deposit system. Although
this would bring no revenue to the Montclair program, it would substantially
exceed the amount of glass now being recycled and would impose no expense on the
municipality for its collection. Furthermore, with only newspapers being
recycled, the program would break even or show a profit as do other such programs
in the State. Thus, it is clearly evident that one of New Jersey's best recycling
programs can be enhanced by a deposit law. Certainly, mandatory deposit legisla-
tion need not force it to operate below a break-even point.

Another consideration in looking at mandatory deposit legislation and
recycling should be collection costs. Separate curbside collection is more costly
than the netted revenue. But communities without curbside collection have tradi-
tionally evidenced a low level of citizen participation. On the other hand, materials
recycled through the mandatory deposit legislation are done so at no cost to the
municipality and are usually taken to a store or a redemption center where the
consumer purchases additional items. By removing these materials from the municipal
waste stream, taxpayer expenses are reduced for solid waste collection and disposal
and for litter pickup. .

In concluding our testimony, the following summary statements are offered
for your consideration:

- All portions of the State may never be served by recycling as they
could be by mandatory deposit legislation.

- The success of municipal recycling should be enhanced by mandatory
deposit legislation and not hampered by it.

- The financial success of municipal recycling is clearly not dependent
upon recycled glass.

- Mandatory deposit legislation provides an economic incentive not to
litter and an economic reward to someone else to pick up a littered container.

- Only mandatory deposit legislation, and never voluntary recycling
programs, will remove 90% of the soda and beverage containers from the solid
waste stream.

The League thanks you for this opportunity to present our position and
urges you to favorably release Assembly Bill A-1753 from the Committee.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I have a question. Maine and Vermont have
bottle bills, and one can't help but notice the difference in roadside litter.

We know that they have deposit legislation and we notice the stark improvements
of the roads. However, we also know that beverage containers are only a small
percentage of roadside litter. Why is it that we don't see the newspapers, glass,
plastic, etc. in Maine and Vermont like we see here in New Jersey. Where is that
roadside litter going?

MS. AUERBACK: I don't know where it is going. It might perhaps be that
by removing their bottles and cans, they are removing the least biodegradable
material from the roadside. Some of these other materials you are speaking of
are certainly more biodegradable than bottles and cans and plastics that are used
for beverage containers.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: The curiosity of -- is whether there is an
increase of roadside litter pickup by the various State Highway Departments or
groups. That is why we don't notice it. It is something that you have to notice,
that there are no beverage containers, but there isn't also any of the other
roadside litter. The bottle bills would potentially take care of roadside litter
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but would, again, leave the other stuff there. I was just curious to know if you
knew the answer why.

MS. AUREBACK: I've given you my best answer.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Does anyone else have a question?

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: I have a question. Ms. Auerback, has the League
of Women Voters chapters throughout New Jersey taken a unanimous position in
favor of mandatory container deposit legislation?

MS. AUERBACK: The League's position comes under a solid waste position
which was derived after a study on solid waste problems in New Jersey about 10 years
ago. The League of Women Voters of New Jersey is on record opposing the Recycling
Act. Our reasons for opposing the New Jersey Recycling Act was primarily because
it did not deal with the problem of beverage containers through mandatory deposit
legislation.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: And all of your chapters throughout the State are
aware of your committee's position regarding beverage container legislation?

MS. AUERBACK: Yes, they are.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Has there been any comments contrary to the position
you have taken by other members within the League?

MS. AUERBACK: Yes, there are. The League is an open forum. We derive
our positions through concensus, which is a statement of the feelings of the
organization, and there are, inevitably, minority viewpoints.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: Has there been a minority report issued on behalf
of that position?

MS. AUERBACK: I do not know that there is one on record. There are
certainly no minority viewpoints.

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: All right. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you.

Is Mr. Steven Hanisko here from Continental Can? (No response)

Or Raymond Hogan? (No response)

John Trontis, Union County Department of Parks? (Not present)

Murray Fox, Recycling Enterprises? o
MURRAY F O X: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. My
name is Murray Fox, President of Recycling Enterprises, Inc., an intermediate
processor of glass. Our main office and plant is located in Oxford, Massachusetts,
where we began operations in 1974. However, we expanded our glass processing
facilities recently with two additional plants located in New Jersey: one in
Hillside which opened in October, 1981, and our Berlin plant which has been in
operation since October, 1979.

Our operations include purchasing scrap glass from municipalities , as
well as from industries. We perform a complete service using our own fleet of
trucks and roll-off containers.

Our containers are placed at transfer stations or places of business
for the collection of scrap glass. When the containers are full, they are hauled
to one of our plants where the glass is processed into cullet (crushed glass,
free of contamination). This matexial is then sold to companies which use this
cullet in the manufacture of their products; therefore, saving precious raw
materials.

In addition to our container service, RET has a large over-the-scale
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trade where individuals, groups, organizations, senior citizens, etc. bring in
glass collected from taverns, restaurants, picked up along the highways, etc.
Payments for such effort helps fund organizations or subsidize incomes to
individuals.

In the general municipal sol:id waste stream, approximately 9% is glass.
Of this 9%, 45% is in whiskey bottles, peanut butter jars, condiments, champagne,
etc., while 55% is in beverage containers. v

In states where a bottle bill is in effect, it is costing the cities
and towns revenue in order to recycle due to the lack of volume, and it is
necessary to continue recycling prograns in order to preserve landfill space
which is rapidly diminishing.

In New Jersey, we already have a bill voted in by a majority of the
legislators supporting a recycling program, which has grown tremendously in the
past six months and has potential for further growth given the time. I feel
strongly that this program has only just begun, and needs our support to fully
develop. If a bottle bill is put into effect, New Jersey's admirable recycling
program will become only a statistic.

Look, for example, at what has happened in two states where REI
services customers: In Connecticut, prior to the bottle bill, we were servicing
some forty programs. Today we are doing only eight. In Maine we are presently
servicing one recycling center, combining five surrounding towns. It is costing
them money for us to pick up their recvc¢lables due to lack of volume. Also, due
to poor participation and lack of enthusiasm in"half "programs, recyclables often
end up at the landfills.

In order to prevent this from happening in New Jersey, and if you feel
that new legislation is needed at all, I strongly recommend instituting Mandatory
Source Separation throughout the State.

As a Vice President of the National Recycling Coalition, I have spoken
with officials throughout the country who have expressed admiration for the New
Jersey Recycling Bill as the "best in the U.S."

Let's not defeat the purpose of the Recycling Bill. New Jersey should
put its efforts behind its already established Office of Recycling, and not tax
its citizens with a bottle bill. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Do you have any questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN McENROE: No, I do not.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much.

Robert Cassel, Gloucester County? (Not present)

Sheryl Vorberg, Cumberland-Salem Central Labor Council? (No response)

Bill Yonush, Texaco? (Not present)

Harold Jones, Surfside Beverage? (Not present)

I'm sorry, who are you?

SHERYL VORBERG: I'mMrs. Vorberg, and I want you to know, you had
my attention all day. Could I have just a little bit of yours?

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Who are you representing?

MRS. VORBERG: The Cumberland-Salem Central Labor Council.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Okay, very good.

MRS. VORBERG: First of all, I would like to go on record to make sure
that eveyone understands -- a lady from the Sierra Club said that Charles Marcianti
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had found one of these forced deposit bills acceptable. That is not so. The
AFL-CIO has unanimously come out in opposition to these bills. The lady from the
League of Women Voters -- I belong to the League of Women Voters in this area and
we do not support this legislation. ,

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I could never agree that the League of Women
Voters would have 100% agreement.

"MRS. VORBERG: We most definitely do not support this.

I am griev ously concerned with job losses, unemployment, and the impact
this proposed legislation could have on our already depressed economy. The
Department of Labor awards us, Cumberland County, with the fifth highest unemploy-
ment rate in the nation - somewhere around 17.8%. I do not wish to make light
of our situation, but I would like to discuss another aspect of this issue.

Retired New Jersey Senator James Cafiero said on numerous occasions,
"Each of us began our conscious lives by being exposed to the basic three "R's";
Mankind has reached that stage in the history of the world that three more "R's"
be added - reclame, recycle, and reuse."

This State has passed recycling legislation that can increase our
recycling efforts by 20%, saving approximately 1400 acres of landfill space each
year.

In the aggregate, New Jersey's economy will benefit from some $24
million annually in jobs, taxes and profits created through the implementation
of this legislation. For each 1.8 million tons of material recycled, some 2,000
to 4,000 new jobs will be created within the State. Types of jobs include
collection, sorting, preparation of materials, jobs in the production process,
necessary administration functions.

The projected goal for 1986 is 1.3 million tons recycled annually. In
1980 we recycled 445,000 tons; to reach this 1986 goal, we are going to have to
triple our efforts. Interestingly, the Cty of Woodbury has already exceeded this
goal. They recycle 26% of their solid waste in a voluntary program. At the
present time we have 180 landfills operating within our State; 30 of these handle
the bulk of all solid waste.

How is all of this going to be paid for? A recycling fund has been
established that will collect an estimated $6 million a year by placing a tax of
12¢ per cubic ton on all solid waste dumped. 45% of the monies collected will be
made available to municipalities in grants to get their recycling programs started.
Once in operation, the resale of recycled materials should actually make money for
the municipality.

Placing a forced deposit on sodas and beers will only serve to fragment
and undermi this piece of legislation, which you have already mandated in our
State -- the Recycling Act of 1981. The average family's trash has increased by
200% since 1960 due to two major factors: convenience foods and attitude changes.
Because of increases in solid waste levels, population growth, using up of land-
fills, pollution of our environment, and depletion of our natural resources, it
is imperative that we make this program work. Two very important factors in the
success of this program are total citizen participation and total return of all
trash for recycling. At the present time the average family's glass, whether
it is soda, beer, ketchup bottles, spaghetti sauce jars, mayonnaise jars, or
whatever, is going into their weekly trash flow and can be recycled back into the
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system as it should be. The State of New Jersey has mandated recycling in every
county and municipality. This comprehensive program is designed

to pay for itself through the sale of recycled materials. Certainly, glass will
play a large role in the financial success of the program as cullet is a valuable
commodity worth $20 to $40 a ton at current prices. To take this large financial
chunk out of the recycling program would force the cost back on the taxpayer.
You remember him -- he's the consumer who will also be paying the forced deposit
should you pass it.

Consider another aspect. The retailer is going to need added storage
space to hold this inventory of unsanitary bottles once they are returned, and
probably a clerk to handle them, working at the minimum hourly wage with a very
limited benefit package, if any at all. Certainly not what the individual who
was forced out of at the glass house was making. As costs increase, the retailers
are going to be forced to seek an alternative package -- the paper bottle. With
the demand for glass decreasing, the price of all glass, not just soda and beer,
will be forced up. Glass is a low profit, high volume‘indﬁstry. When volume
drops, prices must increase to retain even a low profit level. In recent years,
the glass container industry has been hard-pressed by cans and plastics. We all
have a visual picture in our minds of bottles and cans on the roadside. That ‘
picture is from the past. Today, because of new packaging and marketing techniques,
it is, in fact, the can which has replaced the glass bottle on the roadside. Walk
up to any vending machine to buy a soda and more than likely the beverage container
will be a can.

By the way, let's look at this for a moment: Who is actually doing
the littering? The State of New Jersey ranks tourism as one of its primary
industries, and rightly it should. From Cape May to New York City, our beaches
and summer resorts attract people from all over the country. These transients
and the "night partiers" are the people leaving trash and beverage containers on
the roadside, not the mother who does her weekly shopping at the supermarket.
Passage of this legislation would raise the price to the average family of what,
in many instances, is considered luxury items. It will not solve the problem in
that the transients and "night partiers” will still be out there littering. After
all, the individuals who litter are not going to gain a sense of social conscious-
ness just because of the forced deposit. And what about breakage? Is the retailer
going to accept broken bottles, or is this another cost to the consumer? What
about the small independent retailer when the local scout troop decides they
should bankroll their fund raising drive? He has neither the storage space for
bottles from all over God knows where, the help to handle the bottles, nor the working
capital to tie up in refunds. ‘

Glass is an energy and labor intensive industry. Although there will be
labor cuts, the energy expense is only going to increase. At the present time,
the Atlantic City Electric Company 1is seeking a 37% rate hike. This increase is
going to have to be passed on to the consumer, not only in their monthly utility
bills, but in higher prices for all goods they buy.

In conclusion, we have had deposit bottles in the past. They were not
economically feasible then, and they are not now. They will never be convenient.
Most important, they are not the solution to the litter problem. They will only
serve to create numerous other problems. The responsible answer at this point

in time is to concentrate our efforts on developing our recycling program.
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Finance and build recycling centers so that they have the means to become self-
sufficient. As for litter, have proper trash recepticles at roadside stations
with regular pickups. The key is to educate our family, friends and co-workers
to reclaim, recycle and reuse.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you.

Harold Jones, Surfside Beverage?

HAROLD J ONE S: Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, you have already
heard Bill Poarce present the profile of the moft dryink industiy in New derney.
I'm here representing Surfside Beverage Corporation, which is a medium-sized
bottler. I am not going to repeat the statistical data that has already been
presented to you by other speakers; I only want to refer to a couple of basic
facts.

The distribution system for soft drinks is totally dependent on product-
ivity, as are all distribution systems. To force returns of empty contairgrs back
through this system will create cost penalties for us as the bottler and distribu-
tor, and also for the retailer. These costs ultimately must be passed on to the
consumer. Any negative sales reaction to these increased costs from the consumer
adds to the impact on productivity and efficiencies.

The soft drink industry has grown over the years due to the high avail-
ability level of our products. Soft drinks are sold and consumed in all types of
retail outlets, industrial locations, schools and recreational areas. Many of
these locations sell through vending machines and other types of refrigerated
equipment. These outlets may not have the facilities or the desire to continue
to make these products available if they are required to collect and redeem
deposits on these containers. Loss of this availability of our products to the
consumer would have serious volume impact on all bottlers.

Volume loss, productivity loss, and erosion of efficiency can erode
years of growth and development overnight. It forces decisions to be made on
consalidating production facilities and warehouse facilities, and ultimately
to some, it means a greatly diminished position in the market, or in some cases,
going out of business.

1 can well understand the concern towards New Jersey's problem of litter
and solid waste, and I agree that we must pursue the goals that are the objectives
of the proposed forced deposits. )

I hope that during the course of these hearings, the Committee will
determine that these goals will be best accomplished by the New Jersey Recycling
Plan and Act, which was passed by the New Jersey Legislature on September 9, 1981.

In this leadership role, New Jersey can continue to work toward a total
solution, and a long-term, workable litter and solid waste program.

Thank you.

I'd be happy Lo answar any gquestions you may have.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much, Mr. Jones.

Ted Pytlar, Essex County Planning Department?

James Ayrer? (not present)

Robert Stewart, New Jersey Trails Council? (not present)

Harry LeQuier? (not present)

Ward Wettlin? (not present)

Gerald Nelson? (not present)

Daniel Adams? (not present)
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Richard Bogard? (not present)

Ellen Nugent?

ELLEN N UGENT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee
for this opportunity to testify. I hope I can give you a different point of view
because I represent the Mining Association of New Jersey. I'm representing
Basillica Sand Producers today.

We, obviously, are opposed to the legislation which calls for the
return of deposits on bottles. New Jersey is a leading state in the production
of glass, and sand miners provide the sand which composes 70% of that glass.
Needless to say, returning and refilling the glass bottles will severely reduce
the supply of sand needed for the glass plants if the glass plants continue to
operate in New Jersey. If the glass industry leaves New Jersey, it takes the
sand market with it. South Jersey can anticipate serious unemployment problems,
which would aggrevate the 17% unemployment being experienced in Cumberland County
right now.

New Jersey already has a recycling law, and it hasn't been allowed to
run its probation period. We would hope that you would allow it to do that and
have the report analyzed before any action is taken on returnables or refillables.

Glass constitutes only 1% of the solid waste in landfills. Thirty-three
million pounds of glass were recycled last year by Owens~Illinois in their recycling
plant. This cullet was used as 30% of the raw material in glass production. Thus,
the glass disposal problem is not being ignored, and normal economic incentives are
responsible for handling the problem at none of the horrendous costs to the consumer
and the public that the systems that have to be innovated to carry out the bottle
legislation would cost and precipitate. The natural economic incentives are taking
care of the glass problem. The sand industry, on the whole, has a limited work
force right now. The limited were working three to four days a week, and this is
the peak time of the year. This is largely due to the depression in the industry
that is caused by the depression in the construction industry. To pass these bills
at this particular moment in New Jersey's economic history would really add to the
stress on the struggling industry right now.

These economic arguments may sound self-serving, but if the entire employ-
ment picture is analyzed and is compared against the increased costs in initiating
this bottle bill legislation, the completely speculative nature of the public good
expected to be realized, will not surface. Basically, we will be seeing that we're
having adverse effects on the economy of New Jersey.

Mining dollars are spent six times over in the ripple effect of our
economy. Conversely, mining dollars lost are decreasing through the economy six
times over. From a practical point of view, we know right now how many jobs we
have in the sand and glass industry. We're really taking a chance that we are
going to have unemployment as a result of putting this legislation through right
now. My main point is that the timing is wrong considering the other economic
stresses we are experiencing. Maybe we should wait and see what happens with the
recycling and maybe some of these problems will help themselves.

Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Any questions? Thank you, Ellen.

David Hyson? (not present)

Skip D'Arcy? (not present)

Peter Carter, Resource Recovery Systems? (not present)
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PETER CARTE R: Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, thank you for
allowing me to speak.

Let me give you a viewpoint of this problem from a commercial recycling
operation. I am the President of Resource Recovery Systems, a company in Connec-
ticut, that operates a recycling plant which was developed over the years to take
mixed bottles and cans from the consumers or towns -- paint cans, aerosol cans,
dog food cans, beer cans -~ glass bottles of any type such as mayonnaise, ketchup
jars, etc., all mixed together. We have developed a process to separate them into
commodities and sell them to the various industries: glass industry, steel industry
and aluminum industry.

I would like to tell you about one project as it is indicative of what
is happening in Connecticut since we have had a bottle bill since January of 1980.
The town of Grotin, 41,000 people, found a landfill filling up quickly, and the
representative town meeting in 1979 passed a resolution that after the first of
January 1982, no more bottles, cansor paper could be placed in the landfill in an
effort to save the landfill and reduce their solid waste costs. They passed the
resolution in Summer of last year and they gave the Public Work's Director a
quarter of a million dollars and told him to implement (over his objections). He
built a 60' X 120' building, and after going through his bidding processes, he
negotiated a contract with us to put a plant in that building and begin to process
all of Grotin's bottles, cans and paper. Several years before that plant got put
in, Grotin was recycling about 2 to 3 tons of glass and cans a month on a voluntary
program. The contract we signed with them, by the way, required us to start oper-
ating on the first of July. We signed it on the first of April, and in three months
time we had the plant installed and we were operating. In July 118 tons of bottles
and cans came out of Grotin. Over the past ten years, they have been pulling out
some 25 to 28 tons of paper a month. 1In July 183 tons of paper came out of that
town. The key words are mandatory legislation and curbside collections, which is
what the town of Grotin is doing.

We in Connecticut have been exposed to the bottle bill. My plant in
Branford processes glass from distributors and also from communities. We are
familiar with the aspects of the bottle bill, and my position has changed slightly
since I have seen it in operation in Connecticut for the past two and one-half years.

If I had to summarize, I would say that the negative aspects of the bottle
bill are: ’

- It is putting a great number of small companies out of business.

- It is certainly raising costs.

- It has not really made an impact on the solid waste problem.

Grotin is an indication, and there is another city in Connecticut with
whom we are about to sign a contract to do the same thing. We are also negotiating
with two other cities.

On the other side, it has reduced bottle and can litter on the roads.
Other than that, I would have to conclude that it is probably not worth the price
we are paying for it. Thank you. I will leave copies of the legislation that the
town of Grotin passed and the type of literature that has been developed in the
public relations and public education aspects of that program.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much, Sir.

John Tarditi? (not present)
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Larry Knipple? (not present)

Walter Reubel? (not present)

CHARLES WELT O N: Mr., Chairman, Members of the Assembly --

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Will you synopsize?

MR. WELTON: Okay. 1I'll try to do that, Sir.

I am Charles S. Welton, Assistant Manager at Kerr Glass Manufacturing
Corporation's Millville, New Jersey Plant. I have been asked to read the follow-
ing statement into the record on behalf of Kerr.

Kerr Glass Manufacturing Corporation is a major manufacturer of a wide
variety of glass containers and packaging products. Kerr has nine glass manufac-
turing plants located in eight states, including our plant here in Millville. The
Millville plant employs 1,200 individuals in the production of glass containers,
most of which are non-~returnable.

Kerr Glass Manufacturing Corporation appreciates this opportunity to
share its views on the issue of beverage container deposit legislation and litter
control with you and the people of New Jersey.

Let me begin by stating that Kerr is firmly committed to helping the
State of New Jersey achieve its goal of litter control and solid waste reduction.
Kerr has long appreciated the fact that recycling glass containers helps to
reduce the municipal solid waste stream, conserves natural resources and discour-
ages littering, and we are proud toc be one of the nation's largest recyclers of
glass bottles and jars.

Kerr believes that thoughtful measures aimed at controlling litter and
reducing solid waste are long overdue. In fact, we applaud the State of New Jersey
for its enactment of the New Jersey Recyeling Act, which became effective on
January 1 of this year. It is one of the most sensible and effective litter
control plans enacted to date in the United States. Unlike any of the deposit
laws which other states have adopted, the New Jersey Recycling Act addresses itself
to the total litter and solid waste problem. Briefly stated, the New Jersey
Recycling Plan's objective is to recycle all types of litter, not just certain
types of glass and metal containers. Keep in mind the fact that litter is com-
prised of many things -- all types of bottles and cans, including food jars and
cans, milk bottles, liquor and wine bottles and all other non-carbonated beverage
containers, not to mention the millions of pounds of food waste, newspapers, cups,
plastic and paper wrappings and much, much more. Yet, all of the proposed deposit
bills now under consideration ignore this crucial fact. The proposed bills are
aimed only at carbonated soft drink and malt beverage containers, yet reliable
statistics indicate that these types of containers may represent as little as 12%
of the nation's total urban street litter and less than 6% of post-consumer solid
waste. It must be remembered that those statistics are national statistics -- and
that New Jersey led the nation in the amount of glass containers it recycled last
year. Given these facts, it appears quite clear that the proposed deposit legis-
lation would, at best, have a very limited impact on the overall litter problem --
and, ironically, it would accomplish this goal by focusing on the very type of
litter for which New Jersey has already found an effective and economically sensible
method of control.

Kerr urges this Committee to compare the scope of the proposed bottle
bills against that of the New Jersey Recycling Act and to consider very carefully
just what additional good will be accomplished by the legislation now being proposed.
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We also ask that you carefully weigh how much the people of New Jersey should be
asked to pay, both in lost jobs and increased consumer costs, in order to enjoy
the limited incremental benefits promised by such proposed legislation. Wouldn't
those millions of dollars be better spent attacking the millions of pounds of
litter that are not even covered by the proposed bottle bills?

But let's assume that the proposed mandatory deposit legislation will
result in some further reduction of that type of litter. How many jobs should be
lost to achieve that goal? How many million additional dollars should consumers
pay in order to achieve that goal?

Let me briefly review with you some of the experiences which other
states have had after they adopted forced deposit laws. Incidentally, all of
those laws are gquite similar to the proposed New Jersey legislation in front of
you now. In each of the first six states which passed bottle bills, beer and
soft drink prices are up, and in most cases, those prices have risen dramatically.
These price increases seem to be the inevitable result of a regulation that requires
every grocer to handle, sort, clean and store thousands of used containers. For
example, in Michigan beer and soft drink prices have risen by an average of more
than §1.20 per case , in addition to the five-cent and ten-cent per container
deposit costs. Within one year after Michigan passed its forced deposit law, the
price of a case of beer in the neighboring states of Ohio, Illinois, Wisonsin and
Indiana (all of which are states which do not have forced deposit laws) was found
to be a mimimum of $2.00 cheaper and as much as $4.00 per case cheaper than in
Michigan. Similarly, the State of Connecticut has witnessed dramatic increases
in the cost of beer and soft drinks since it passed a forced deposit law in 1980.
In fact, by January of this year, the minimum price for a case of light beer had
risen by $4.00 in Connecticut since its deposit bill was enacted, again not in-
cluding the $1.20 per case deposit, and soft drink prices had also similarly sky-
rocketed. Perhaps that explains why the Connecticut Governor's office drove
75 miles across the state border into New York in order to purchase soft drinks
for its Fourth of July party for underprivileged children in the very first year
after enactment of its bottle bill. . '

Perhaps the people of New Jersey are willing to pay these costs in order
to effect a modest reduction in litter. Kerr can not answer that question. Instead,
we would simply urge the proponents of the forced deposit bills to calculate the
true costs of the bills and to tell the voters what they are. After all, it is
currently estimated that there are 146 million cases of soft drinks and beer sold
annually in New Jersey which could be affected by the proposed bottle bills. If
prices to New Jersey consumers go up by just $1.00 per case as a result of these
bills, then the people of New Jersey will be paying at least $146 million to clean
up a type of litter which the New Jersey Chamber of Commerce estimates would only
cost $8 million to clean up directly.

TThere are, of course, numerous other costs associated with all of the
proposed forms of forced deposit legislation. Perhaps most significantly, it has
been the experience nationwide that thousands of skilled workers in the container.
manufacturing industry and in the soft drink and beer manufacturing industries,
as well as hundreds of workers in the industries which supply goods and services
to the container and beverage industries, have lost their jobs as a result of
forced deposit laws. While Kerr is currently unablc to provide an accurate

estimate of the number of jobs which might be lost at its Millville plant as a
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result of the proposed legilsation, it seems quite probable that many of our 675
employees who are engaged in the manufacture and shipment of non-returnable con-
tainers in New Jersey may find their jobs in jeopardy if this legislation is
passed. The Glass Packaging Institute currently estimates that, dependihg on

the type of legislation which is enacted, the State of New Jersey will lose at
least 500, and possibly as many as 5,000, container manufacturing and teamster
jobs. Ironically, when the State of Connecticut passed its bottle bill, the
Connecticut legislature had anticipated some job losses and, therefore, it also
enacted a compensation program to provide funds to employees who lost their jobs
because of that bill. However, Connecticut dramatically underestimated the impact
of their bill on the container industry and failed to anticipate that over 500 of
such jobs would gquickly be lost. When that happened, the compensation fund was
rapidly exhausted and the compensation program had to be abandoned less than two
years after its enactment.

A final irony concerning the job loss experience in other states took
place in Oregon, the first state to enact a forced deposit law. There it was
reported that, in the first nine months of 1979 alone, 45 recycling centers went
out of business in the dty of Portland. It is important to remember that the
State of New Jersey has a thriving recycling business, as is evidenced by the
fact that it led the nation in glass recycling in 1981, with 239 million pounds
of glass bottles recycled and used to manufacture new bottles. Also remember that
the New Jersey Recycling Act, which just became effective earlier this year, is
aimed at encouraging and promoting the growth of recycling centers, not shutting
them down.

In closing, let me reiterate Kerr Glass Manufacturing Corporation's
commitment to recycling, litter control and solid waste management. The question
before all of us is not whether solid waste and litter control is a good idea --
rather, the question is what is the least harmful and most cost-effective method
of achieving that goal. Fortunately for the people of New Jersey, you have
recently enacted a Recycling Act which we believe is among the most comprehensive
and effective acts of its kind in the Unied States. It is far preferable to any
of the proposed forced deposit laws. The New Jersey Recycling Act is aimed at
reducing all forms of solid waste and litter, not just certain types of cans and
bottles. The New Jersey Recycling Act will not result in New Jersey consumers
paying millions more for beer and soft drinks. The New Jersey Recycling Act will
not destroy New Jersey's booming recycling business; instead it will encourage
even more recycling. And finally, the New Jersey Recycling Act will not force
hundreds and perhaps even thousands of skilled workers in New Jersey to lose their
jobs. For all of these reasons, Kerr urges this Committee to act in the best
interests of all the people of New Jersey by refusing to support ineffective and
costly mandatory deposit bills and by giving the New Jersey Recycling Program an
opportunity to work.

Kerr Glass Manufacturing Corporation thanks you for the opportunity to
be heard on this important matter.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you, Mr., Welton.

Walter Reubel? (not present)

Robert Brune?

69



ROBERT W. B RUN E: Mr. Chairman and Members of the Assembly Energy
and Natural Resources Committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify before
you today on Assembly Bill 78, the Beverage Container Deposit Bill.

My name is Robert Brune and I am representing TAX-PAC, the Taxpayers
Policy Action Council. TAX-PAC is a newly formed organization of taxpayers and
consumers concerned about the ever increasing cost of government services and
united in an effort to demand more cost-effective methods of operation from govern-
ment at every level. As one of its initial projects TAX-PAC is concerning itself
with the problem of high energy costs and the potential of solid waste to provide
a viable form of alternate energy. We are concerned with the problem of solid
waste in a general sense, as well and in particular, with the continued emphasis
on landfilling. We believe that a wiser State policy could be of financial and
environmental benefit to everyone in a number of ways:

1. By recognizing solid waste as a commodity with potentially significant
value, solid waste could be converted from a present municipal liability into an
asset.

2. By supporting and improving on the State's new Recycling Act through
assistance in market development.

3. By producing energy from solid waste,we could develop a viable form
of alternate energy which could offer additional and lower cost energy to New Jersey
industry and business.

4. By putting our solid waste to work in the following ways, we would be
able to drastically reduce the size of our landfills and significantly enhance
environmental quality by preventing this material from polluting our potable ground
water supplies and other water resources.

For all of these reasons and more, TAX-PAC is opposed to A-78.

We are opposed to all beverage container deposit laws because we feel
such legislation is like advocating bandaids as a cure for cancer. And we do have
a cancer in our State that is eating away at the quality of our environment and
eating away at everyone's pocketbook. This cancer is garbage -- more sedately
termed solid waste. Our state produces an ever increasing gquantity of it; more than
10 million tons in 1980 alone, which is up from 8.5 million tons in 1979. The pro-
posed legislation under discussion would deal with less than 5% of that waste stream -
500,000 tons out of 10 million. TAX-PAC believes that there is already existing
legislation that can deal with the problem more efficiently and we are prepared to
suggest an alternative that we believe will create new businesses and more employ-
ment rather than destroying existing businesses and increasing unemployment.

The bill, in its preamble finds that: one, "single use of beverage
containers violates fundamental precepts of environmental protection." two:
these containers "constitute a significant portion of the solid waste stream,

1

adding to already overburdened landfills,” three, "these containers contribute to
an ever-growing litter problem ," and four, "that by recycling and reuse, energy
and raw materials conservation will be enhanced."

The four areas mentioned in the proposed bill's findings boil down to
two major problems that the Act attempts to address:

1. Elimination of a "significant" portion of the waste stream goihg to
overburdened landfills. '

2. Enhancement of recycling and resource conservation as a tool in
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helping to solve the litter problem. We find that the narrowness of A-78 and

its confinement to one specific segment of the packaging industry will do little,
if anything, to achieve the bill's stated gpals and will inflict a totally
unnecessary hardship on many, many businesses and the people employed. The bill
will also add a significant cost to consumers who will see little, if any, return
for the added costs they will have to pay in many ways, as the impact of the bill
works its effects on the bottling, distributing and retailing industries. 1In
terms of trying to solve the State's very real and serious waste disposal and
litter problems by the imposition of regressive legislation such as exemplified
by A-78, the State should require a deposit law for newspapers, plastic and paper
packaging and wrappings, and all the other myriad items that make up the total
solid waste stream.

If this Committee believes that deposit legislation will really be
effective in reducing the size of landfills and the amount of litter on our land-
scape, then why impose the burden on just a few selected businesses? Why not
cover the whole panoply of bottles, packages, containers, wrappings and so on
that make up a significant amount of the waste stream?

While describing A-78 as advocating bandaids to cure cancer, TAX-PAC
believes conversely that its impact on affected businesses and the people employed
will be the same as trying to cure cancer with massive doses of strychnine. The
bill, in its findings, is explicit in the belief that there will be an adverse
effect on business and jobs because it outlines proposals for "retraining and
relocation of employees adversely affected by this program." Others at these
hearings have spoken much more eloguently about the bill's negative impact on
business and employment, but TAX-PAC would like to underscore this point and let
you know we share this concern. We believe that the economic dislocations caused
by this bill far outweigh any hope for achievements in the bill's stated objectives.

TAX~-PAC does wholeheartedly support the goals as outlined in the bill's
preamble and feels that there are other, more effective and less costly ways of
achieving those objectives. The first way is to support, in every way possible,
the New Jersey Recycling Act of 1981, which took effect in January of this year.
This law, which is designed to develop and fund municipal and other local recycling
and litter abatement programs, does a much more comprehensive job in attacking the
very same problems enunciated in A-78. More importantly however, in addition to
more comprehensively covering most items in the solid waste stream, the Recycling
Act develops jobs rather than destroying them, builds new businesses rather than
negatively impacting existing ones, and saves consumers money rather than adding
to the consumer's burden. Under the capable hands of Administrator Mary Shiel
and her staff in the Office of Recycling, the Recycling Act itself and Ms. Shiel
and her staff have been the only two bright spots in the dismal decade of fruitless
State actions in trying to solve our continuing problem of solid waste disposal.

Another alternative, and one particulary appropriate for this Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, is to recognize and captialize on the energy
inherent in our solid waste. There are approximately 4,500 BTU's in one pound of
solid waste. In other words, one ton of solid waste contains the same energy
potential as 1.4 barrels of oil. Let us consider once again the production of
solid waste in this State in terms of its BTU content. 10 million tons! 10 million

tons now dumped in landfills all over the Statz, causing all sorts of current
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and potential problems with our water resources. Those 10 million tons have the
energy equivalent of 14 million barrels of oil! If we can produce the same amount
of energy from 10 million tons of garbage as can be produced from 14 million .
barrels of oil, and science, techndlogy and existing facilities all say that we
can, think of the conservation of natural resources that could be achieved.

From the standpoint of our current economic and energy problems, with energy costs
that have skyrocketed, and our continuing dependence on imported oil, the devel-
opment of an alternate energy source that could save 14 million barrels of oil a
year should be considered very seriously.

At present, constructions costs -~ it would take approximately 1.5
billion dollars to construct facility to handle New Jersey's annual production
of solid waste. Whether that money comes from private or public sources is not
material for the purposes of our discussion here today. What is important, however,
is a moment's reflection of what benefit those dollars could bring to our ailing
construction industry. We could embark on a positive construction program that
would provide not only construction employment, but continuing employment in the
operations of these waste to energy facilities. Such a program would also result
in positive environmental achievements without parallel since the sewer construc-
tion program of the late 60's and early 70's. And even if the energy produced
costs the same as enargy now produced by oil, it would mean (at a cost equal to
$34.00 per barrel) $476,000,000 a year in our economy, not flying out of the country
as payment for imported oil.

TAX-PAC believes that we are all wasting valuable time debating the merits
of a bill that, if passed, would address itself to less than 5% of the waste stream
and cause significant economic dislocation in terms of loss of jobs and the imposi-
tion of inefficient business regulation, all of which would lead to eventual higher
costs to the consumer. We believe that everyone could do with a lot less regressive
legislation as exemplified by the present proposed bottle deposit bill. We also
believe that positive legislation, such as the Recyling Act, along with a positive
intensive effort to assist in the development of waste to energy facilities, can
go a long way toward solving a problem everyone agrees is serious and threatening.

In closing, TAX-PAC respectfully offers this suggestion: Since the
Recycling Act hopefully states that by 1985 there will have been achieved a rate
of 25% of the waste stream diverted into recycling programs, it means there will
still be an enormous amount of solid waste still going to landfills. Assuming
solid waste production remains constant, that mears in 1985, 2.5 million tons will
be recycled and 7.5 million tons will still be going to landfills. TAX-PAC urges
that the Legislature of the State of New Jersey do everything in its power to
assist in the development of waste to energy facilities so that by 1985, or as
soon as possible thereafter, whatever materials are left after recycling can be
used to produce energy. A

This Committee, rather than taking up your valuable time as conscientious
members, in hearings on a bill that deals with only a minute portion of the total
waste stream, might instead hold hearings and investigate why, after 10 years of
efforts, does more than 90% of the solid waste generated in this State still go
into landfills and not one BTU of energy has yet to be produced?

Thank you very much for the opportunity to testify, and I hope our
organization's presentation is received in the positive manner in which it was
intended to be conveyed.
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ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much, Mr. Brune. If everything
you said is correct, resource recovery is a very nice euphemism for incinerators
where they are recovering the heat from the product that was burned -- garbage.
You're right. Solid refill is garbage and when we talk about recycling, it is to
reduce the amount of garbage. That is just what we're are talking about.

Linda Joseph?

LINDA JOSETPH: My name is Linda Joseph and I am Executive Director of

the Southern New Jersey Development Council. The Council, a non-profit organization
representing business, industry, and government promotes economic growth and seeks
to enhance the economic climate for existing businesses in the eight counties of
Southern New Jersey. Representing over 200 organizations, the Council serves as

the leader in coordinating regional develcpment activities among businesses, local
and county governments and community organizations.

Since this hearing involves the consideration of a new government regula-
tion for the State of New Jersey, I would like to share with you statements made
by our current and former Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors (CEA) in
their writings on new government regulations. First, our current Chairman,

Martin Feldstein, said:

"As the pressure grows in Washington and in state capitals to limit
tax collections and government spending, there will be more and more temptation
to shift costs directly to consumers and firms through regulation. It's important
for voters to reamin skeptical of such attempts and to ask the cost of all such
plans to 'improve our lives' through increased regulation." (The Boston Globe,
9/15/81)

I believe Murray Weidenbaum's comments, our former CEA Chairman, summarize
the considerations to be made when we look at any new government regulation, includ-
ing deposit legislation. He said:

"At first blush, government imposition of socially desirable requirements
on business appears to be an inexpensive way of achieving national objectives:
it seems to cost the government little and, therefore, is not recognized as much
of a burden on the taxpayer. But, on reflection, it can be seen that the public
does not escape paying the full cost ... What is at issue is not the worthiness
of the objectives. Rather, it is that the public does not get a 'free lunch' by
imposing public requirements on private industry. Although the costs of government
regulations are not borne by the taxpayer directly, in large measure they show up
in higher prices of the goods and services that consumers buy. These higher
prices represent the 'hidden tax', which is shifted from the taxpayer tc the
consumer. Moreover, to the extent that government-mandated requirements impose
similar costs on all price categories of a given product, this hidden tax will
tend to be more regressive than the federal income tax." (Business, Government and

The Public by Murray Weidenbaum, 1977)

I believe that both Mr. Feldstein's and Mr. Weidenbaum's remarks should
be carefully considered in relation to the proposed deposit legislation which we
are considering today. No one would deny the potential benefits of reduced litter
in our State if deposit legislation were enacted. But, as the noted economists I
quoted point out, all of the costs associated with deposit legislation must also
be weighed.

Upon careful consideration, the Southern New Jersey Development Council
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has determined that the costs of deposit legislation far outweigh the advantages
to be achieved. For that reason, we strongly oppose any proposal to mandate
deposits on beverage containers in New Jersey.

I would like to take a minute to review the potential costs associated
within this legislation. Since the glass industry is a major one in our region,
deposit legislation would be extremely detrimental to Southern New Jersey's overall
economy. Over one-half of the workers in New Jersey's glass container industry are
employed in South Jersey, with nearly 2000 workers employed in the Vineland-Millyille-
Bridgeton Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA). (See table.) It is generally
agreed that passage of a mandatory deposit bill would significantly reduce the work-
force in Southern New Jersey's glass industry.

The Vineland-Millville-Bridgeton SMSA is currently experiencing a 17.7%
unemployment rate, ranking fifth highest in the nation. Those of us living here
in South Jersey are looking for assistance from our State to bring our region out
of its serious economic woes. Instead, our Legislature is considering deposit
legislation which would result in a further significant loss of jobs in the Vine-
land-Millville-Bridgeton area. The bottom-line effect of deposit legislation could
very well make Cumberland County our nation's unemployment capital, a notoriety
which New Jersey cannot afford.

Members of the Southern New Jersey Development Council recognize the
importance of each manufacturing job to our region's health and prosperity. If
deposit legislation is enacted, South Jersey's glass industry may have to terminate
up to one-third of its current work force., This conservative estimate of South
Jersey's potential work force reduction could also result in our loss of:

$13 million gross payroll

$11 million in regional expenditures

$9.5 milion in disposable income

$7 million in federal taxes

$2.2 million in corporate taxes

$836,000 in State taxes

$700,000 in the unemployment insurance fund

$436,000 in time deposits

(What Typical Manufacturing Firms Employing 1000 Support)

(Source: N.J. Department of Commerce and Economic Development)

A similar work force reduction in the rest of New Jersey could bring New
Jersey's loss to over $100 million. In addition, it is estimated that the addi-
tional cost of beverage containers (including handling) to the consumer due to a
mandated deposit system would be well over $100 million annually. This State's
"free lunch" (or hidden tax), as Mr. Weidenbaum puts it, which would result from
deposit legislation could easily exceed over $200 million annually. Our state,
county and munipal governments, as well as our financial institutions, construction
industry, retail stores and glass industry suppliers cammot afford this tremendous
cost for the sake of an estimated 20% reduction of our State's litter problem.

We believe there are more cost-effective methods of reducing our State's
litter problem. Recycling is one of the methods our Council favors. As you have
heard from testimony presented by the New Jersey Office of Recycling on July 14,
1982, our State's recycling programs provide a more comprehensive (affects the
entire municipal waste stream) and cost-effective program of litter control.
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Passage of deposit legislation could seriously impact the economic viability of
recycling programs underway in the State.

Private sector initiatives, although often overlooked, have had and will
continue to have a signifcant impact on our State's control of litter. The beverage
container industry has worked to alleviate the litter problem in the United States
for years. They began the "Keep American Beautiful" campaign. They also funded,
staffed, and researched a behavioral study on litter. Clean Community Systems
were an outgrowth of that study. Today, over 270 communities in 37 states have
joined the Clean Community Systems. These communities have reduced their litter
up to 88% and have sustained these reductions as long as seven years. It is
expected that the New Jersey Recycling Forum will soon begin a statewide litter
program based on the Clean Community Systems.

The container industry has also taken an active role in recycling.
Owens-Illinois, for instance, has invested $600,000 in its glass processing
facility in North Bergen. They expect to undertake a similar project in Bridgeton.
In addition, they are offering their assistance to municipalities who are devel-
oping their own recycling programs.

Finally, we believe that our Legislature must recognize the impact this
type of regulatory legislation has on our attempts to attract new businesses to
our State and to encourage existing businesses to expand within New Jersey. Our
State cannot afford to continue the enormous regulatory burden it has placed on
its business and industry and the result that burden places on the average New
Jersey citizen. Only when New Jersey's Legislature begins to assess the true costs
of our government regulations will our State be able to compete on an equal footing
with the many other already enlightened states across our country.

Thank you very much. If you have any questions, I1'd be happy to respond.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much, Linda. Do you have any
questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN McENRCE: No, I do not.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Fred Schmitt?

FREDERICK G. SCHMITT: I know it is long, Mr. Chairman, but first
I have a guestion. Does testimony before an Assembly Committee contain combat pay?
My reasoning for asking that is I have only been privileged to talk to an Assembly
Committee twice. Unfortunately, within a week after the date was set, I have had
two major accidents and obviously, at this point in the ball game I am entitled to
some kind of combat pay. 1 thought we needed some humor at this peint in the day.

You have in front of you a statement which was prepared by the New Jersey
Recyling Forum. I would like to skip, if you will, the credential part of it and
skip the initial part of the history on Page 2, and go to some key points that I
don't think have been made today. I believe the Committee should keep these points
in their minds as they make their deliberations.

Needless to say, we in the Forum considerate it a deep privilege to be
talking to ycu, and I want to make sure that you recognize that I'm talking as
President of the New Jersey Recycling Forum.

The New Jersey Recycling Plan was proposed by a broad-based committee,
appointed by the two Commisions, Energy and Environmental Protection. The Plan
seeks to recover an additional 800,000 to 1,300,000 tons per year in five years.

Achieving these goals will generate $24 million per year in local jobs, taxes and



profits, reduce the demand for wasted energy facilities by at least $135 million,
and decrease local waste collection and disposal expense by $16 million. This
makes no allowance for the change in the cash position of the State, which will
be substantial.

While recognizing the significance of their major recycling task, which
has been established, the Committee took the step toward dealing with the litter
problem in the State by proposing increased education. Further steps dealing with
litter abatement were anticipated by the Committee, and I believe, incidentally,

I can talk for the Committee because I was Chairman of the Committee, in light

of anticipated developments being received and achieved. 5,000 hours were spent
in Committee meetings, and 5 public hearings convinced the vast majority of the
Committee that it would take a major change in values by New Jersey residents to
achieve the attainable goals. When the Advisory Committee recognized that New
Jersey already had market from most of the materials that could reasonably be
recovered, it also recognized the major hurdles that had to be overcome to link
this potential supply to those markets. These hurdles reached every resident where
they lived, worked, played, learned and worshipped. They ran for the need for
better information to new separation and collection techniques, such as the kind
talked about by Peter Carter and others -- developing the support of local govern-
ments, education, change perceptions on how municpalities private organizations
and businesses sold and bought recovered materials. To achieve these goals and
benefits, the Committee proposed a program financed by a landfill tax. The Plan
and the Act seeks to use market forces and financial and educational incentives,
rather than State-mandated action to induce the changes and behavior required
across the State to overcome the hurdles mentioned earlier.

Presently the Forum in engaged in studying and promoting debate on
beverage container legislation. Further, the Office of Recycling has asked the
Forum for recommendations on a total litter abatement program to effect litter
reduction and pickup. Thus far, the Forum has learned of no compelling reason
to make a major modification in the strategy of the Recycling Plan to reduce litter.
This could be changed by future events. The implementation of the Plan is on
schedule. Emphasis is shifting from the State level preparation to counties and
municipalities. I think some of you on the Committee are already involved in some
of this.

Promising developments are occurring all over the State because of the
Recycling Act. Alsc the Container Corporation of America, encouraged by the Recycling
Act, has initiated its current investigation of the feasibility of using the abandoned
Whippany Mill as a potential site for a new recycling facility. Further, the manage-
ment of solid waste in New Jersey may well benefit from a series of actions initiated
by State agencies and the Forum as a result of examining the shortfall in the
recycle tax receipts in the first six months of the year. The Plan was based on
15 million tons, and we find that maybe the number is only 10 million tons. This
can have a significant effect on a variety of things.

Last, but not least, New Jersey developed a superb Office of Recycling,
administered by Mary Shiel. In focusing on the potential effect of beverage
container legislation on the thrust and goals of the Recycling Plan, we could use
glass as an example. It is estimated that New Jersey residents purchased products
packaged in about 600,000 tons of glass in 1979. Possibly 50%, 300,000 tons, is

beverage container. There are many opinions, but no scientific data, on how much
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of this beverage container glass is littered in any state or in New Jersey. One
current assumption, and I want to underline better than assumtion, is guess -~
is that a maximum of 2% of beverage container glass or about 6,000 tons may be
littered annually in New Jersey.

The New Jersey Recycling Plan requires the efficient and effective
collection of 340,000 tons of glass annually. Frankly, it remains to be seen
how much it will affect litter. The Plan seeks to accomplish this by market
forces and financial and educational incentives.

Beverage container legislation, which by law would mandate a change
in behavior, seeks to recowver about 270,000 tons of beverage glass in order to
reduce the assumed 600,000 tons of glass beverage containers. Under present
regulations, towns will receive no rebate for beverage containers returned under
beverage container legislation. As glass approximates one-third of the total
goal of the Recycling Plan, this will have a profound affect on the distribution
of the incentives within the Plan. There is no guestion that container legislation
would reduce some litter and regover material in states without a recycling plan
of the scope inititated in New Jersey. However, there is considerable gquestion
as to what is the most effective way to go in New Jersey at this time, considering
the substantial goals of the Plan. Present guesstimates, and I underline the
word guestimate -- because the amazing thing is you seek to get common agreement
between the opponents and advocates -~ it is very hard. Present guesstimates
suggest that New Jersey residents may wind up paving an excessive amount per ton
for litter glass, with only incidental help for residual litter pickup. The
critical assumption is: Is there 2% of beverage giass littered? Is it more, or
is it less? The number is outlandish.

Expressed another way: It appears that beverage container legislation
focuses on elimipating a portion of the assumed 600,000 tons, asks the consumer
to assume costs exceeding four times the annual cost of the total Recycling Plan,
which itself focuses on achieviing separation of 1.3 million tons of all materials
annually. The discrepancy becomes larger when all containers covered by legislation
are covered. Most of the non-litter benefits claimed for the beverage container
legislation are expected to be realized under the Recyling Act.

Another unresolved guestion: Is there compatibility of the beverage
container collection through a deposit law and recycling of a significant portion
of the remainder of the glass trash?

Lastly, haulers, public and private, who should be developing the most
economic collection system are impedad from doing so by habit and institutional
barriers such as the public utilities rates mechanism. Currently, a hauler must
deduct any profits that he may make on collecting recyclables from the amount
charged to his customer for waste disposal. This is no incentive for change.
Beverage container legislation could also abort efforts such as has been accom-
plished in Minneapolis to overcome these blocks. In Minneapolis 44 haulers have
banded together to provide curbside collection for 123,000 homes.

The advantages are substantial and they are in my repcrt. Because the
Forum is unaware of any major reascon for upsetting the promising implementation
of the Plan with a contradictory strategy and a collection system, and because
it is still seeking answers to kasic guestions such as the ones mentioned earlier,

the Forum cannot support beverage container legislation at this time.
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Moreover, there is a need for a baseline study on the nature and extent of litter-
ing in New Jersey. It could be the basis for a sound litter abatement program

and for measuring its progress. Such a study should cost between $50,000 and
$200,000, depending upon the extent of the work.

Recognizing all these considerations, the Forum, at its last meeting
on August 3rd ~-- and the resolution is there.

If you have any questions, I'd be glad to answer them.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: The Forum's position, of course, -- within the
Recycling Act, there is a question dealing with litter and promotional programs
and so forth. What is being done with that action?

MR. SCHMITT: The one part of the Act that has been slow in enforcement
or execution, and I think you would probably understand this better than me, is
the development of the specifications to go out and hire professional people
from a professional agency to run the promotional program. This requires a
number of agencies, and that work expects to be done by the first part of September.
That is the one part that has not been done. My hope is that it will be full-
flanked by the first of the year.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: If there was a change in reference to bottle
legislation, do you think possibly that the enforcing agency -- who should be
the enforcing agency?

MR. SCHMITT: At this stage of the ball game, recognizing all that is
going on, all that has been done in setting u any one of the thousands of patterns
that are sliding into place, there is only one place for it and that is the Office
of Recycling.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: The Office of Recycling. If there was legis-
lation dealing with certain areas of bottle legislation that deals with
pull-tab cans, does the Recycling Forum feel that they would oppose those?

MR. SCHMITT: The Recycling Forum has not taken a position on either of
those issues.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: If there was legislation dealing with the
banning of using plastic ring containers on six-packs or =--

MR. SCHMITT: I answered that one a moment ago. I recognize that you
are going to flip-top and I know you're going to high-cone containers. The answer
is: The Forum as of this moment has not taken a position on those issues.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Generally speaking, the Forum does agree that any
program should be handled by the Recycling Department within the DEP?

MR. SCHMITT: At the present time, as some of you may know, the Recycling
Office reports both the DEP and the DOE, and it has been very successful in coping
with the eccentricities of that kind of situation. I would not wish to cast my
ballot between DOE, BPU or DEP. I would like that organization to be where it is
and have the administrative support that it has running all the way up to the
Governor. There are certain issues which we have confidence in, and there are
certain other issues which we run for cover on.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Are there any other gquestions?

Mr. Schmitt, thank you very much. Mr. Schmitt, of course, has been
active in the Recycling Forum for many years.

Ladies and gentlemen, we have now passed 4 o'clock. As I said before,

that will be the last person to speak. For those of you who wanted to speak and

78



testify before the Committee, the record shall remain open. If you will submit
written testimony to the legislative aide of the Committee in Trenton, we will
see that it is put into the record.

I want to commend the audience -- the people of the Millville area --
for their attentiveness in the dealing of this particular subject. I have been
to some hearings that have been very unruly at times. This is one of the better
ones. I want to thank you very much; we enjoyed coming here.

(Hearing concluded.)
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OWENS-ILLINOIS

Rovbert C. Donovan
Regional Public Affairs Director

August 27, 1982

The Honorable Robert P. Hollenbeck
NEW JERSEY STATE ASSEMBLY
Chairman, Assembly Energy and
Natural Resources Committee

536 Washington Street

Carlstadt, NJ 07072

Dear Assemblyman Hollenbeck:

This is in response to your question during the 8/25/82
hearing relative to reaction of the beverage market to a mandated
deposit system and how it translates to jobs and recycling.

As you well know, under a deposit system empty beverage
containers must be returned by the consumer to the retailer for
the refund of the deposit. The containers are then routed back
to the soft drink bottler and beer wholesaler.

This reverse distribution process adds to costs at both
retail and wholesaler/bottler level. These added costs may be
reflected in direct increases of beverage prices at the retail
level or may be recovered by retailers through price adjustments
on other products.

According to studies conducted for the Food Marketing Institute
in 1980; Midwest Research Institute in 1979; and the Michigan Special
Legislative Committee in 1979, the addltlonal costs amounted to $.84
to $.96 per case of beer and $1.00 per case on soft drinks. The
mandated handling fee called for in most of the proposals before
your committee equal to 207% of the deposit is an added cost factor,
as well as, deposits lost by consumers who, for whatever reason,
choosenot to return deposit containers.

To put these costs into perspective, New Jersey consumers would
pay in some manner about $1.00 per case or more on annual anticipated
sales of 131 million cases of soft drink and beer following imple-
mentation of a deposit law. It represents a hidden consumer tax of
at least $131 million.

The response of Michigan, Maine and Connecticut's consumers to
increased product cost and inconvenience caused by deposit laws in

..... continued
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these

states is quite evident.

Michigan packaged beer sales two years after implementation of

its law dropped 10% or 650,000 barrels according to the Michigan
Liquor Control Commission February 1981 Report.

Maine,

Attached are four items demonstrating similar phenomena in
Connecticut and Vermont.

1. A portion of a May 1, 1981 letter from Guy Marcotte,
Director of the Maine Bureau of Alcoholic Beverages to
Representative Twitchell, which includes references to
the impact of the Maine beverage container deposit law
on --

A. Beer prices in Maine ve. New Hampshire

Six pack 12 oz. Budweiser: New Hampshire Maine
Glass 82.40 $2.80 + 5% sales tax = $2.94 +
8.30 deposit = $3.24
Cans $2.50 $2.80 + 5% sales tax = $2.94 +
$.30 deposit = $3.24

Maine non-market cost of $.56 per six pack vs. New Hampshire
(no deposit law) non-market cost of $.085.

B. Confirmation of decline in Maine sales of malt beverages
since Maine's deposit law passage in 1976 despite its 7 to 10%
population increase vs. a 3.7% increase in New Hampshire beer
sales.

Note: malt beverage sales declined only in Maine and Michigan -
two deposit states.

2. Connecticut: February 1981 Department of Revenue Services
Report substantiating a 10.45% reduction in packaged beer
sales and 19.86% increase in draft beer sales due to deposit
law implemented 1/1/80.

Note: substantial increase in sales of other alcoholic beverages.

3. New Hampshire vs. Maine beer sales before implementation of
the Maine deposit law were running about even.

..... continued
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3. (cont'd)
NEW HAMPSHIRE MAINE
1977 26,956,081 26,206,935

Two years later, Maine beer sales were
approximately 5 million gallons below
New Hampshire.

1979 30,813,349 25,617,625
4. Per Capita Consumption (age 21+)

New Hampshire per capita consumption jumped from 48.3 to
51.6 when the Vermont deposit law went into effect
(1973) and from 50.9 to 55.2 the year the Maine law
went into effect (1978). Maine's per capita consumption
decreased from 37.9 to 35.9 the same year.

Reduced packaged beer sales in these four deposit states trans-
lates to reduced container useage and sales. There has been a further
reduction in container useage due to a shift in on premise service of
beer in glass or metal containers to draft.

Job losses occur in proportion to the reduction in the numbers
of containers used. Any shift from non-refillable bottles or cans
to refillable glass containers represents an additional reduction in
container useage exacberated by the number of trips the refillable
glass container makes.

Yours very truly,

OWENS-ILg&NOIs, INC.
LI

| _
Ny
Robertpe. Donovan
Associate Director of Public Affairs

cc: Mr. A. Matioska
Mr. P. Guzzo
Mr. N. Miller
Mr. P. McDonough, Jr.
Mr. M. Bruce
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- Page Two

:Six Pack 120z. beer

1.75 titer Wine
750 :ML, Spirits

%‘;l

.

The result of these methods of taxation is that net

tax revenues from ligquor sales actually Iincrease as the
wholesale price increases. Net tax revenues from wine
and beer sales do not increase similarly, since the tax
is fixed per gallon.

Applied to conventional selling units, he "premium"
provisions of L.D. 1485 have these results .
State Tax Tax Per Sta e Tax
Pre LD 1485 + LD 1485 = post LD 1485 % Increase
$ 014 $ 506 s -20 it ‘Jt
.14 014 328 1003
2.00 .20 2.20 10%

Six Pack 12

of New Bampshire vs State of Maine
(Present Pricegs)

Comparative Prices State
Without L.D. 1485.

oz . Budweiser: New Hampshire. Maine

Bottles S 2.40 $2.80 + 5% Sales Tax=$2.94 +5.30
deposit= $3,
Cans § 2.50 $2.80 + 5% Sales Tax=$2.94 +§.30

~deposit= 53;

20 Q-
A.
30 Qo

what revenues can the State expect to go into the General
Fund from the taxes administered by your office in this
fiscal year without L.D. 14852

without L.D. 1485, the Stata can expect to receive nearly
$29,000,000 from ligquor, bear and wine tax revenuss in this
fiscal year. This sum 1s nearly $2,700,000 in excess of
budget estimates. This increase is due largely to an increase
in wholesale liquor prices. :

What are the trends In the sale of liquor, wine and beér in*Kaine,

“and how are those trends influenced by our competition with

New Hampshire?

As of April, state liquor store revenues were up 6.89% over

the same period, although gallonage sold had increased by only
1.25%. Most of this increase in gallonage is due to an increasing
awareness of the fact that prices at the Xittery store are lower
than prices in New Hampshire.

4x
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J. A. (con:lndéd)

Volume of malt beverages 1s up 1.33%, the first significqnf-—__.w
increase since 1976, the date of passage of the bottle bill.
From 1975 to 1979, malt liquor sales in Maine actually doclined.
Michigan was the only other state in which the same resulit
occurred during that period. KNew Hampshire beer sales ipcreased
3.7%. Maine's lack of growth in beer sales must be viewed

in the knowledge that Maine's population increased by 7-10%
during the same period.

Frankly, while the sales of liquor and wine continue to
increase, I am concerned that the impact of the bottle bill
(two cent handling, five cent deposit and additional labor
charges) has increased the relative price of malt liquor to
the point of market stagnation, thereby depriving the State

of natural increases in revenues rom the malt 11
tax and the sales tax. j The tax proposed by L.D. (six

{6) cents a six-pack) would increase this problem.

One of the major factors affecting liquor sales in Maine
is the price of liquor in New Hampshire. Ligquor prices are
lower in New Hampshire than in all but our Kittery stors.
For example, an eight brand average in Maine was $7.22 a
fifth. In New llampshire, thosk same eight brands cost
$§5.69 a fifth. | Malt liquor is significantly cheaper in

New Hampshire. Our malt liquor tax is now 14 cents a
six-pack. Add two conts pur contalner handling charge and

a nickel deposit per contalner (lgnoring labor costs) and
the non-market cost Is 56 cents per six-pack. New Hampshire,

which has no bottle blll, has a non-market cost of 8.5 cents
per six-pack.T L.D. 1485 would increase the present 45 cont

differential to 56 cents per six-pack. That is a significant
competitive disadvantage for the State of Maine. Continued
operation of that disadvantage willl reduce revenues to the
Genoral Fund.

In general, what impact will a tax increase such as that
proposed by L.D. 1485 have on tax revenues to the General Fund?

Enactment of L.D. 1485 would have two important impacts on
tax revenues to the General Fund. First, by increasing
liquor, wine and beer prices by 5.5 million dollars, the
volume of alcohol products sold in Maine will decrease. The
effect of this decrease will be lower ligquor, wine and malt
liquor revenues, as well as decreased sales taxes on wine
and malt liquor. This decrease is made more certain by the
fact that none of the 5.5 million dollar tax increase will
go to the General Fund.

5x
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' . : February 18, 1981

0XEST T. DUMIO - 92 Farmingten . snue ROBERT J .’ BROWH
COISSICKER OF REVENUE SERVICTS Hartford, Connecticut ~S115 TAX UNIT CHIEF

P COMMODITY !TAX UAIT

- Statistical Statement Showing Sales of Alcoholic Bovers_> for the Calendar
Year 1980 as compared with the Sales of Alcoholic Beverage “or the Calendar

Year 1979. !
SUMZARY BULLETIN ~ | ' '
Type of Beverage Reto of Tax - ~ Quantity Tax 4 of Increase
' - 1980 ) 1979 1980 1979 or Decrease
Malt Beverages $2.50 per barrel 350,240.79 292,210.19 $ 875,600.98 $ 730,525.48 + 19.86
Malt Beverages 8-1/3 per gallon 48,393,712.48 54,041.840.12 $ 4,032,809.38 § 4,503,486.68 - 10.45
}
Total Tax on Malt Beverages o . $4,908,11.36 $ 5,234,012.16 - 6.2
2 .
Vines, under ‘ ' : ! 3
21% alcohol 25 per gallon  7,995,340.96 - 7,394,137.91 § 1,998,835.24 § 1,848,534.48 + B.13
Wines, over 21% ' |
alcohol & also o + ; 24
Sparkling Wines . .624 per gallon 384,122.71 365,004.31 § 240,076.7C 3§ 228,127.64 Je
: |
Total Tax on Wines | $ 2,238,011.94 $ 2,076,662.12 T+ 7.81 j’

Distilled Liquor 3$2.50 per gallon  7,367,523.98  7,342,474.59 $18,418,809.95 § 18,356,186.48  + .3k

Alcohol 8.50 proo® gallon  18,603.74  14,013.74 $  46,509.35 $ 35,034.35  + 32.75

TOTAL TaX ON ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES 825,612,642.60 § 25,701,895.11 -

'wdvﬂ



Maine - New Hampshire Beer Statistics
(1979 Brewers Almanac) 0

Beer Sales - Gallons

Year New Hampshire Maine
1976 + 26,902,079 25,954,409 _
1977 26,956,081 + 54,002 | "26,206,935 + 252,526 )
/1/78 e e e e e e e
‘aine ? oo
eposit 1978 30,135,565 + 3,179,484 24,776,502 - 1,430,433
aw
1979 30,813,349 + 633,865 25,617,625 + - 841,083
Projected 1978 Beer Sales
Based Upon Average Annual
Increase Since 1971 27,236,935 + 1,030,000
Actual vs Projected - 2,460,433
Per Capita Consumption. Increase or (Decrease)
Year (Age 21 +) Malt Beverage Shipments
New Hamp. Maine New Hamp. Maine
1971 48.5 35.2 --- R
1972 48.3 - .2 35.6 + .4 + 3.05% + 5.38
/1773 ________9‘_' ____________ .
Termont ) -
Jeposit 1973 51.6 + 3.3 *37.1 + 1.5 —+ 10.34% + 4.35%
.aw ‘
1974 53.4 + 1.8 38.0 + .9 + 6.59% + 5.15%
1975 52.2 - 1.2 39.0 + 1.0 - (.29%) + 5.18%
1976 52.6 + .4 39.0 -—- + .27% + .15%
1977 50.9 - 1.7 37.9 - 1.1 + 3.31% + .97%
L/1/78 S o e R
‘zine -
Jepesit 1978 55.2 + 4.3 35.9 - 2.0 + 8.43% -(5.45%)
Law
1979 52.9 - 2.3 35.8 - .1 + 2.3 % + 1.8 %

Packaged beer sales decreased dramatically in both
Vermont and Maine following implementation of deposit
laws while draft beer sales increased contrary to ..
national trends.

R. C. Douovan - Ascoc. Dir. Pub. Aff.

Owens Illinois, Inc.

Pzrk €0 Flaza West

Saddle Brock, N.J. 07662
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Gallons

Per

Year

56
55

’

54
53
52
51
50
49
48
47
46
43
44
43
42
41
40
39
38
37
36

35

MAINE - NEW HAMPSHIRE
Per Capita Beer Consumption (Age 21 +)

1971 '72 l73 174 |75 l76 |77 '28 l29

VERMONT DEPOSIT LAW
IMPLEMENTATION

7/1/73

. MAINE DEPOSIT LAW
IMPLEMENTATION 1/1/7

et
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM PEARCE, PRESIDENT

THE NEW JERSEY SOFT DﬁiNK ASSOCIATION

PREPARED FOR

THE ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE

NEW JERSEY ASSEMBLY

AUGUST 25, 1982

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, MY NAME IS WILLIAM PEARCE,
I AM VICE PRESIDENT OF THE COCA-COLA BOTTLING COMPANY OF NEW YORK, INC.
WITH HEADQUARTERS IN HACKENSACK, NEW JERSEY AND I HAVE JUST COMPLETED
A FOUR YEAR TERM AS PRESIDENT OF THE NEW JERSEY SOFT DRINK ASSOCIATION.
I PRESENT THIS STATEMENT IN BEHALF OF BOTH MY COMPANY, THE COCA-COLA

BOTTLING COMPANY AND THE NEW JERSEY SOFT DRINK ASSOCIATION.

THE NEW JERSEY SOFT DRINK ASSOCIATION IS COMPOSED OF 40 INDEPENDENT
BOTTLERS OPERATING 58 BOTTLING PLANTS AND DISTRIBUTION CENTERS THROUGH-
OUT THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY. WE ARE NOT A TREMENDOUSLY LARGE INDUSTRY
YET, WE REPRESENT A SUBSTANTIAL FACTOR IN THE ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT OF
THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY. WELL OVER 50% OF OUR BOTTLER MEMBERS EMPLOY

LESS THAN 50 PEOPLE.

OUR ASSOCIATION WAS FORMED IN 1924; ALMOST 50 YEARS AGO AND AS STATED
IN THE BY-LAWS AT THAT EARLY DATE, "FOR THE PURPOSE OF PLACING BEFORE
THE PUBLIC, THE FACTS WHICH WILL LEAD TO A BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF OUR
INDUSTRY AND OUR PRODUCTS FOR THE MUTUAL BENEFIT TO OUR INDUSTRY, OUR

CUSTOMERS AND THE COMMUNITIES WE SERVE".
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TOWARDS THAT END OUR INDUSTRY IS PROUD QF QUR NEARLY 50 YEAR RECORD
OF SERVING THE CONSUMER OF NEW JERSEY IN A FASHION THAT HAS INDEED

BEEN A CREDIT TO ALL PARTIES CONCERNED.

TODAY OUR INDUSTRY'S ANNUAL NEW JERSEY PAYROLL IS APPROXIMATELY 63
MILLION DOLLARS PER YEAR AND THE NEW JERSEY TAXES PAID BY OUR MEMBERS

THIS YEAR WILL EXCEED 7 MILLION DOLLARS.

OUR ASSOCIATION IS NEARING ITS GOLDEN ANNIVERSARY, BUT THE BOTTLING
INDUSTRY IN THIS STATE IS ACTUALLY OVER 75 YEARS OLD. FOR THREE
QUARTERS OF A CENTURY THE BOTTLER OF SOFT DRINKS IN NEW JERSEY HAVE
BEEN SERVING THE PUBLIC UNDER THE FREE MARKET SYSTEM, PERFORMING AS
RESPONSIBLE CORPORATE CITIZENS AND CONTINUOUSLY INNOVATING TO MEET

THE CONSUMERS NEEDS...AND INNOVATING TO MEET THE CONSUMEﬁ:gzé PRECISELY
BROUGHT US TO OUR PRESENT METHOD OF DISTRIBUTION BECAUSE THE REFILLABLE/
RETURNABLE SYSTEM WHICH SERVED US WELL FOR MANY YEARS BECAME THE MOST
COSTLY AND LEAST EFFICIENT SYSTEM FOR THE DELIVERY OF SOFT DRINKS TO
THE CUSTOMER. AND FOR THAT REASON, WE AND THE 3,113 EMPLOYEES OF OUR
INDUSTRY WISH TO GO ON RECORD AS BEING ADAMANTLY OPPOSED TO ANY FORM

OF MANDATORY DEPOSIT LEGISLATION WHICH WOULD FORCE OUR INDUSTRY TO

TAKE A STEP BACKWARDS.

THE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM IN THIS COUNTRY INCLUDING SOFT DRINKS, IS

THE MOST HIGHLY DEVELOPED AND MOST FINELY TUNED OF ANY NATION IN THE
WORLD. TO "TINKER" WITH THIS SYSTEM BY REQUIRING IT TO ACCEPT BACK
AN} ITEM...IN THIS CASE EMPTY SOFT DRINK AND BEER CONTAINERS ONLY...
MEANS THAT YOU WILL CREATE HUGE NEW COST PENALTIES. THESE PENALATIES

WILL MEAN BASICALLY...ONE OF TWO THINGS. EITHER OUR COST OF BUSINESS

AND, THEREFORE, OUR COST TO THE CONSUMER WILL HAVE TO BE RAISED;
10x
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OR SOME OF OUR MEMBERS WILL HAVE TO GO OUT OF BUSINESS BECAUSE
THEY CAN NO LONGER AFFORD TO DELIVER THEIR PRODUCTS TO THE CONSUMER

AT AN ACCEPTABLE PRICE.

MAKE NO MISTAKE ABOUT IT, HANDLING COSTS ALONE ASSOCIATED WITH A
MANDATORY DEPOSIT SYSTEM, REPRESENTS NO LESS THAN ONE DOLLAR PER
CASE. THIS MEANS THAT BASED ON THE PRESENT BEER AND SOFT DRINK
VOLUME, THE CONSUMERS OF NEW JERSEY WOULD BE PAYING 140 TO 160.
ONMCONSCIONABLE
MILLION DOLLARS UNDER A MANDATORY DEPOSIT SYSTEM...AN ONHCONSCIOUSARBLE
PRICE TAG TO LAY ON THE CONSUMERS OF NEW JERSEY CONSIDERING THE FACT
THAT ANY FORM OF MANDATORY DEPOSIT LEGISLATION HITS ONLY THE "TIP
OF THE ICEBERG" OF THE LITTER AND SOLID WASTE PROBLEM AND PROVIDES
ABSOLUTELY NO ASSURANCE THAT TOTAL LITTER AND SOLID WASTE WILL BE

REDUCED APPRECIABLY.

THE NEW JERSEY SOFT DRINK ASSOCIATION AGREES THAT ALL OF THE STATED
OBJECTIVES OF FORCED DEPOSITS ARE WORTHY OBJECTIVES AND ARE MATTERS
THAT SHOULD BE ACCOMPLISHED. HOWEVER, WE VEHEMENTLY DISAGREE THAT
FORCED DEPOSITS ARE THE VEHICLE TO USE TO ACCOMPLISH THESE OBJECTIVES.
WE WANT TO SEE LITTER REDUCED! WE WANT TO SEE SOLID WASTE REDUCED!

WE WANT TO SEE ENERGY SAVED! WE WANT TO HELP CONSERVE RESOURCES!

BUT NOT AT THE HUGE COST PENALATIES THAT ARE INCUMBENT IN FORCED
DEPOSITS. THERE ARE BETTER WAYS TO ACCOMPLISH OUR GOALS AND TO
ACCOMPLISH THEM WITHOUT THE ECONOMIC DISRUPTIONS THAT ACCOMPANY THE

ONSLAUGHT OF FORCED DEPOSITS.

11x
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IT IS FOR THESE VERY REASONS THAT WE WORKED SO DILIGENTLY OVER THE
PAST FEW YEARS FOR THE ADOPTION OF THE NEW JERSEY RECYCLING ACT AND
PLAN. WE FEEL STRONGLY, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, THAT THE RECYCLING
ACT AND PLAN THAT BEARS THE NAME OF OUR STATE IS A PACESETTING
APPROACH THAT CAN ANSWER ALL OF THESE PROBLEMS. WE RESPECTFULLY
SUBMIT THAT THE NEW JERSEY RECYCLING ACT AND PLAN...WHICH HAVE NOT

BEEN IN EFFECT FOR A FULL YEAR, YET...SHOULD BE GIVEN A FAIR CHANCE.

TO IMPOSE FORCED DEPOSITS OR ANY OTHER FORM OF RESTRICTION AT THIS
TIME WOULD BE TANTAMOUNT OF ROBBING THIS GREAT STATE OF THE CHANCE
TO SHOW NOT ONLY ITSELF, BUT THE REST OF THIS NATION...AND EVEN THE
WORLD...THAT NEW JERSEYITES ARE FORWARD THINKING AND READY FOR THE
CHALLENGES OF THE FUTURE. TO SHOW THAT WE BELIEVE IN MEETING
CHALLENGES INNOVATIVELY AND NOT BE TAKING A PAGE OUT OF THE HISTORY

BOOKS...JUST BECAUSE WE USE TO HAVE IT AND IT USE TO WORK.

THE NEW JERSEY SOFT DRINK ASSOCIATION WILL NOT RETREAT FROM THIS TOTAL
COMMITMENT IN SUPPORT OF THE LITTER ABATEMENT PROGRAM ASSOCIATED WITH
THE NEW JERSEY RECYCLING PLAN AND TOWARDS THIS END, WE PLEDGE OUR

UNWAIVERING SUPPORT.

12x
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CAPE MAY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD

August 23, 1982

Mrs. Ruth Fisher
South Dennis
New Jersey 08245

Dear Mrs. Fisher:

Recently 'you inquired about the amount of earth materials excavated
in Cape May County and the ultimate use of the materials (i.e., glass
manufacture, land filling, highway construction).

Unfortunately such information is not available. In the preparation

of the Planning Board Report, Earth Extraction In Cape May County,

we found that the State of New Jersey records only the volume of materials
mined at each site. No attempt is made to record the use of various
materials. Information on materials mined at each site is not released
by the State because of the need to hold in confidence facts which

relate to private business activity.

'I am sorry we cannot provide the information you requested.
Sincerely,

DMW

David Rutherford
Principal Planner

DR:nl

13x
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.Dear Senator Dodd: - ' R

"j':New Jersey State Senate
_‘Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Re: S 245 (Bottle Bill).

The Cape May County Planning Board at its recent meeting discussed
subject Bill and went on record favoring its adoption. Such legislation
is essential today in light of the need to conserve energy, reduce

solid waste production, and promote a cleaner envxronment

The Cape May County Planning Board hopes that this legxslatlon can -
move from committee to adoption. e ’J‘T,. _

Sincerely,

William J. Diller, Jr.
Chairman

WJD:nl

cc: Mr., Hurley
Mr. Chinnici
Mr, Cafiero
Board of Freeholders
Mr. Mattek

14x .
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Cape May County Planning Board
Minutes, September 19, 1978 3

B
13
e
3

Mrs. Calloway asked.if the Planning Board has made any recommendations
to the state to improve the traffic flow in the Wildwoods. The Director -
stated that the County's Transportation Improvement Plan recommends

a third lane off George Reading Bridge and recommends prohibiting left-
hand turns on Susquehanna Avenue. Mrs. Calloway also suggested
considering a no left-hand turn on Stone Harbor Boulevard. Mr. Haffert
suggested a delayed light for left hand turns from Route 9 into Sez Isle
City. The Director stated these suggestions will be considered under

the County's Transportation Impro\zement Program.

e rr

The Direcior reported that the state expects to adopt the Coastal
ILocation Acceptability Method (CLAM) on September 28, 1978,

He further stated that he will prepare a recommendation for the two
final sites still under consideration as part of the-Cape May County
Comprehensive Plan for the next Planning Board meeting.

In answer to a question raised at the last meeting as to why Site Number 4
was not considered by the MUA for the Cape May Region, the Director
reported that data received in the Planning Board office prior to the
hearing stated that any site would be eliminated if it was determined

to cost too much. Site Number 4 was considered by the MUA to be too
expensive. Site selection was not considered critical to the Cape May
County Comprehensive Plan when the Planning Board did an A-95 review
on the project and the Board analayzed capacity and how much growth that
capacity would allow. Mr. Long stated that a site had to have over-riding
considerations where the cost was considered to be more than ten percent
of the minimum cost alternative, and he is not sure such over-riding
considerations were given in this site, Mr. Long also noted the recent
ruling by EPA that suggested no growth for the Cape May Region due to
the sewerage system.

The Director reported that the Returnable Bottle Bill went to a Senate
Committee on January 10, 1878 and is not moving. There was a lengthy
discussion on the desirability of supporting the Bill at this time. Mr.
Haffert felt that it was not appropriate to support the Rill as it left
several unanswered questions - addresses only certain bottles, what
about tourists passing through the state, what is cost to consumer, will
there be relocation of industry, etc. Mr, Thornton felt that even though
it might be more costly initially for business, the conservation of glass
will make the bottles cheaper in the long run, and he also felt that the

1 ihe largest users of bottles {3o0da and beer),

Bill did address

Sl R R i e el At S R A R AR L PRI B R i e

Bill. Mr, Thornton seconded it, Motion carried on a roll call vote as
r. Diller - Yes, Mr. Long - Yesg, Mr. Clarke - Yes,
d - Abstain, Mr., Haffert - No, DMr. Thornton - Yes,

Mr. Lony made 2 motion to write a letter supporting the purposes of this

16x
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Cape May County Planning Board
Minutes, November 21, 1978 2

7. Letter from- MUA re: Regional Population and Wastewater
Flow Projections

8. Letter from DEP, thanking Board for reviewing '""Proposed
Rules and Regulations for Shore Protection Facility
Construction Restoration and Replenishment Projects'

9. Letter to Bernard Moore, DEP, forwarding comments on
Shore Protection Rules

-= 10. Letter to Assemblyman Bryon Baer re: A 1747 (Bottle Bill)

11. Letter to Senator Frank Dodd re: S 245 (Bottle Rill)
12. Letter to Eckhart Beck, EPA, re: Applications for permits
to Dispose of Sewage Sludge in the Ccean During 1979,
13. Letter to Board of Chosen Freeholders re: Establishment
of a Cape May County Energy Office
14. Letter to Barbara Camp, Upper Township Clerk, re: comments
for growth in the Township
15. Letter from Joseph Chinnici advising of opposition to S-245 and
A 1747 (Bottle Bills)

Joseph Chinnici, Assemblyman,’and Paul Kinkle, representative of

Owens-~Illinois Glass Industry stated for the Board the reasons they

were oppesed to the Bottle Bills. Mr. Chinnici stated that he and
other Congressmen were very concerned about the environment, but
felt that these bills.would destroy the glass industry. Mr. Kinkle o
stated that it is the feeling of the Glass Containers Manufacturing
Institute that an alternative proposal would be better. He stated

that this proposal is being drafted in Toledo and proposes a fee

on the manufacturer, distributOrs and retailers who provide items
which end in the litter stream. The bill further finances educational
programs to this effect,

In answer to a gquestion from MTSs. Calloway, who asked how the alternative
proposal would prevent litter, Mr, Kinkle stated that funds would be made
available for recycling and other programs.

In answer to several questions from Mr, Long, Mr. Kinkle stated that
all 20, 000 jobs would not necessarily be eliminated if the bills were
passed, but the work force would undoubtedly be reduced, and that the
glass companies did produce other types of bottles and glass rather than
just beer and soda bottles.

Mr. MaclLeod summarized the problems of excess litter versus economically
sound business practices and suggested working with the glass industry to arrive
at a mutually agreeable solution such as perhaps better enforcement of litter
laws. Mr. Kinkle stated he will send information from the Toledo office to

the Cape May County Planning Board. '
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(Cape May County Planning Board
\inutes, December 19, 1978

AMr. Long made a motion to amend the above definition to delcte
wateriront restaurants and boatels and to include language that
would only permit motels and hotels if additional sewer and water

facilities were not required. There was no second to this motion.

\Mrs. Calloway made a motion to adopt the definition as originally
proposed above, Mr. Haffert seconded it. On a roll call vote
the outcome was as follows: Mr. Diller - Aye, Mr. Long - No,
AMr, Clarke - Aye, Mr. MacLeod - Aye, Mr. Haffert - Aye,
and \irs. Calloway - Aye. Since the New Jersey County and
Regional Planning Enabling Act requires six affirmative votes

on a Comprehensive Plan change, this motion was defeated.

Sites 12 and 17, therefore, are still under consideration at this
time.

Regarding the Bottle Bills, the Board decided to respond to the
related legislation as it is introduced from time to time as it
respondad to A 1747 and S 245.

Regarding the New Jersey Federation of Planning Officials Awards,
the Board decided to consider recommending the work that has been
done toward helping the municipalities bring their zoning ordinances
and land use elements into conformance with the Cape May County
Comprehensive Plan and to recommend work any particular
municipality has done that is outstanding in the area of planning.
The Director will submit recommendations.

Mr, Diller appointed the following Nominating Committee to present
a slate of officers for consideration at the January meeting: Mrs,
Calloway, 2Mr, Clarke, and Mr. MacLeod.

The Director reported that the staff is reviewing the State Water
! er Plan and will Lo recommending that the data that

pdated. Mr. MacLeod stated that the State RBoard of
11l recommend that either the New Jersey Division

y Counci! or the Delaware River Basin Commission
to 2ot on the quality of water, not both organizations
ates a burden for the farmers., The Director will have

e 1
a draft repert for the Board at the January meeting.

d to submit a letter to
he minutes of the August

: tlocal governments do
~will prepare such a letter for Mr.

18x
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Mining Association of New Jersey

86 Morris Ava. P.7:. Box 359 Srringfield, N J. 07081 - (201) 379 1109

POSITION ON BOTTLE BILL LEGISLATION

The Mining Association of N.J. who represent silica sand producers
oppose Bottle Bill Legislation which calls for return deposits on glass
bottles.

N.J. is the leading state in production of glass, and sand miners
provide the sand which composes 70% of the glass. Needless to say
returning and refilling glass bottles will severely reduce the supply
of sand needed by the glass plants, if the glass plants continue to
operate in New Jersey. If the glass industry leaves New Jersey and
takes the sand market with it, South Jersey can anticipate serious
unemployment problems which will aggravate the 177 unemployment being
experienced by Cumberland County right now.

New Jersey already has a recycling law which has not been allowed
to properly run its probation period. In 1983 the effects of the law
will be evaluated. Any action on returnables and refillables should
be held until this report is issued.

Glass constitutes only 17% of the solid waste in land fills. 33,000,000
pounds of glass was recycled last year by Owens Illinois. This cullet
was used as 30 percent of the raw material. Thus the glass disposal
problem is not being ignored and normal economic incentives are responsible
for handling the problem at none of the horrendous costs to the consumer
and the public that the systems outlined in these bottle bills would

precipitate.

The sand industry on the whole has limited their work force to 3 or 4
day weeks. This reduction at this time of year when production is
normally at its peak, is due to the depressed state of the construction
industry. To pass these bills at this particular time would add more
stress to a struggling mining industry in New Jersey.

These economic arguments may sound self-serving but if the entire
employment picture is analyzed and is compared against the increased
cost of initiating this bottle bill legislation, and the completely
speculative nature of the public good expected to be realized, it
will surface that these measures will adversely effect New Jersey's

economy.

Mining dollars are spent six times over in the ripple effect
created by our interdependent economy. Conversely mining dollars
lost will cost New Jersey six times over.

Let's be practical. We know what the economic picture looks like
now. Government on all levels is struggling to revive business and
keep people working. The bottle bill legislation will work in the
opposite direction as it did in other states. New Jersey should not
gamble the precious jobs =hce has for a "fantasy notion" of clean open
spaces which no one can definitely say will be the result.
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Business
Industry
Association

50 Park Place, Newark, New Jersey 07102 201-623-8359

tugust 26, 1982

Honorable Robert Hollenbeck

Chairman

Assembly Committee on Energy &
Natural Resources

State House

Trenton, N.J. 08625

Attention: Mr. Al Matiosca

Dear Sir:
Enclosed, as promised at the Millville hearing, are ten (10) copies of
NJBIA's statement regarding the "Bottle Bills" along with pertinent attach-

ments.

Your cooperation in distributing these to your committee and your con-
sideration of our views are appreciated.

Respectfully,

Ny . |
A{?Z}#f%1,§j§%%{0;%zéé wmétz/é
GeorgéZ/H. Hartnett, Esq.

Assistant Vice President

GHH:bm

Enclosures:
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STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE

Council on Energy
and
The Committee for Environmental Quality

of

NEW JERSEY BUSINESS & INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION

Before the

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Regarding :

Proposed Legislation Regulating the Use and Sale
of Beverage Containers.

Millville High.School Auditorium
Millville, New Jersey

August 25, 1982
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Good morning iir. Chairman and members of the Assembly and National
Resources Committee, my name is David Lloyd. I am Vice President of Hew
Jersey Business and Industry Association. This statement is heing presented
as a joint position of the Council on Energy and the Committee for Environ-
mental Quality of our association. The membership of those committees and
the more than 12,000 members whom they represent appreciate this opportunity
to express our views with regard to mandatory denosit legislation now pending

before the Assembly Committee on Energy and Hatural Resources.

With public interest focusing upon conservation of natural resources
and public concern beinc expressed for the ever increasina cost of solid
waste disposal, it is only natural that legislation be considered which
attempts to meet these issues. Hovever, it is our opinion that mandatory
deposit legislation will not be a solution to the problems which you seek
to remedy. In fact, the passage of such legislation may hinder the program
that is already under way to achieve these goals and do great damage to few

Jersey's economy as well.

As you are aware, during the last session the lTegislature enacted what
is known as the "State Recycling Act" (Chapter 278 of the Laws of New Jersey,
i981). The Act was developed by a broad based advisory committee with
membership drawn from government, civic and environmental organizations, and
business and industry. Just as the membership of the advisory committee was
delicately balanced to achieve a legislative objective, the "Recycling Act"
and the action program resulting therefrom are delicately balanced to achieve

a recovery of 25% of the municipal waste stream by 1986.

In less than a year from the passace of the act, the program is showing
]

promise that it will beain to solve the comprehensive waste disposal rroblems
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with which New Jersey is confronted. If you upset the balance that has been
struck in the Recycling Act by the passage of some form of mandatory deposit
legislation, it is not clear whether the program will continue to grow and

build on its success.

Since the State Recycling Program was implemented many new glass ahd
multimaterial redemption centers have opened in New Jersey. In some cases
the demand for used glass has allowed the market to exceed $50.00 per ton.
Recyclable aluminum is also in great demand. For the legislature to tamper
vith the program that was developed only a‘year ago prior to the 1984 re-
porting date that they themselves set for evaluation of the program's

success seems self-defeating.

Our greatest concern with mandatory deposit legislation is, of course,
the effect that it will have on New Jersey's economy. HNo less than 10,000
people are directly employed in the manufacture of beverage containers in
the state. With unemployment figures approaching the 10% level we can ill
afford to legislate job losses for our citizens in beverage container plants
or in the various industries that provide support for such operations. The
comprehensive report prepared by Owens-I11inois which we have attached,
summarizes the economic impact that the alternative pieces of legislation
would have. Even in the case of legislation requiring a deposit, but pro-
hibiting the use of refillable containers, it is estimated that no less than
400 jobs would be lost. lle question whether the losses will be worth it, in

light of the dubious benefits of such legislation.
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It is clear that the focus of these proposals is the abatement of litter
and yet no comprehensive study has been made of Mew Jersey's litter to deter-
mine whether the percentage of beverage containers in that litter warrants
such action. If, however, New Jersey approximates the litter mix of other
states, only 20 - 30% of the total would be touched by deposit legislation,

while the remaining 70 or more percent would remain unaddressed.

Furthermora, a 1979 study conducted for iflichigan by the Institute for
Applied Research revealed that total litter in the state continued to in-
crease following the 1978 enactment oi that state's mendatory deposit law

and subsequent surveys reveal that it continued to increase through 1981.

The Connecticut "bottle bill" was enacted in 1978 and the result, both
there and in ilichigan, is that the consumer prices for the beverages effected
have risen to the point where they are among the highest in the nation ...
additional costs based solely on the additional labor and handling required

to implement the legislation.

Our Council on Energy is particularly concerned with the waste of energy
that will occur were such legislation to become law. In those states where
deposit systems exist extra vehicles must be operated to pick up the empty
beverage containers at thousands of retail outlets with the resultant
squandering of gasoline resources. New Jersey should look closely at this
aspect of such legislation, since we know all too well how limited these re-

sources can be.

In conclusion we submit that the speculative benefits to be derived from
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mandatory deposit legislation are not worth the potential loss of jobs,
destruction of a successful statewide recycling program, increased consumer
costs, and energy waste that would result. Therefore, we urge this committee
to discontinue serious consideration of this type of legislation, at least
until 1984 when evaluation can be made of the effect which the Statewide

Recycling Program has had on the objectives which this legislation addresses.

We appreciate your consideration of our views.
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ANTICIPATED IMPACT OF A
| NEW JERSEY
BEVERAGE CONTAINER DEPOSIT LAW
ON THE IN-STATE
BEVERAGE CONTAINER MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIES
(GLASS, CAN, PLASTIC)
AND EMPLOYMENT;
THE IN-STATE
TRANSPORTATION INDUSTRY
AND EMPLOYMENT;
AND
SMALL AND LARGE BUSINESSES
WHO SUPPLY GOODS AND SERVICES
TO THE NEW JERSEY CONTAINER INDUSTRY

7/22/82

Robert C. Donovan
Associate Director
of Public Affairs
OWENS-ILLINOIS, INC.
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7/22/82

SUMMARY

ANTICIPATED IMPACT OF BEVERAGE CONTAINER DEPOSIT
LEGISLATION IN NEW JERSZY ON IN STATE BEVERAGE CONTAINER
MANUFACTURING AND SUPPORT INDUSTRIES

- - m G e v e e e - e e . an e S - . " n SO e W e s e G e e e e S - . e T G S e We e e S A = S W e T s W Gee w8

The attached information is based upon the best available

data relative to the 18 beverage container manufacturing plants
located in New Jersey.

Carteret, Freehold, Millville, Bridgeton,

52;7 glass container plants located in Salem,
Cliffwood, Wharton.

4

Brunswick, Edison (2), North Bergen,

@ beverage can plants located in East
- Paterson, Piscataway, Wayne, Woodbridge (2).

plastic beverage container plants located
?23 in East Brunswick.

Four scenerios are presented representing a range of develop-
ments predicated upon the type legislation enacted and anticipated
market reaction if New Jersey were to enact such a law.

While the impact of a recertly enacted beverage container
law in New York State has not been factored into the attached
projections, we anticipate the New York law will cause a minimum
of 4,100 New York and New Jersey container industry and teamster
job losses.

Were New Jersey to enact a deposit law also, the impact on
the thousands of persons empldyed in the state's glass, can, and
plastic beverage container industries and the hundreds 6f small

and large businesses that supply goods and services to these in-

dustries would be devastating.
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SCENERIO I -- Legislation requiring a deposit on soft drink and
beer containers but prohibiting the use of refillable
containers.

IMPACT

Container industry and support jobs -- Loss of 407 to 502 container
manufacturing and teamster jobs. Similar effect on industries
supplying container industry. (In addition to anticipated
4,100 container industry and teamster job losses due to New
York law). .

Consumer costs -- Minimum increase in soft drink and beer prices
of $1.00 per case. Total exceedlng $131,000,000.

Energy consumptlon'- Increased energy consumption throughout beverage
distribution system.

Solid waste -- Probable increase if diversion of soft drink and
beer containers from 400 existing recycling programs in state
causes a reduction of total glass and can recycling. (example --
- 'New Jersey glass industry anticipates recycling 145, 000 tons
of glass containers of all types in 1982). L

Litter -- Probable reduction of 117 of total litter and 607% to
90% of beverage container litter.

Y e - e e e o e - G e e S S Gee e e e M G G M Wm e e S G e M Me S Ge W e e S S M B W S S0 W s S e G S T e TE e e G e e e WS G S e -

SCENERIO IT -- Legislation resulting in the exclusive use of
refillable glass containers averaging 10 refills.

IMPACT

Container industry and support jobs -- Loss of 4,073 to 5,025
container manufacturing and teamster jobs. Similar effect
on industries supplying container industry. (In addition
to anticipated 4,100 container industry and teamster job
losses due to New York law)

Consumer costs -- Minimum increase of $1.00 per case. Total
exceeding $131,000,000. o

Energy consumption -- Reduced beverage container manufacturing
energy consumption. Increased consumption throughout distri-
- bution system,

Solid waste -- Probable decrease. However, existing glass and
can recycllng programs would probably stop to the detriment
of the objectives of the New Jersey Recycling Plan.

Litter - Probable reduction of 117 of total litter and 607 to
907, of beverage container litter. Increase in weight of
litter due to heavier refillable glass containers replacing
light weight non-refillable glass and plastic bottles and

cans.

New Jersey State wiorary
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SCENERIO IV -- (MOST PROBABLE)

Legislation and/or market fo:ces resulting in:

30% refillable/returnable glass containers

70% non-refillable glass, can and plastic beverage containers
and -- anticipated 107 minimum reduction in beverage sales.

Reduction in New Jersey beverage container market from
3,500,000,000 12 oz. equivalents to 2,299,500,000.

IMPACT

Container industry and support jobs -~ Loss of 1,536 to 1,896
beverage container manufacturing and teamster jobs. (In
addition to 4,100 job losses anticipated following imple-
mentation of New York law) :

Shutdown of 4.1 to 5.1 New Jersey container manufacturing
plant equlvalents ’

34% reduction in production, shipments and jobs in industries
supplying the New Jersey beverage container manufacturlng
industries including:

Corrugated box suppliers

Kraft and medium paper suppliers
Printing ink suppliers

Sand suppliers

Soda ash suppliers

Lime suppliers

Cullet suppliers

Recycling operations

Aluminum can stock suppliers
Stainless steel roll stock suppllers
Plastic resin suppliers

Pallet suppliers

Closure manufacturers

Truck/trailer manufacturers
Transportation industry

Many Other Suppliers of Goods and Services, eg.
office suppliers, etc.

Consumer costs -~ Minimum increase of $1.00 per case on soft drink
and beer. $131,000,000 per year.

Energy consumption -- Reduced energy consumption in container industry
offset by increased consumption of motor fuels used in beverage
distribution and deposit container retrieval.

Solid waste -- Increased volume - or possibly no change. Diversion
of beverage bottles and cans to the retailer thence bottler
and beverage wholesaler from 400 existing recycling programs
would lead to shutdown of most existing programs. 10% to 307%
of deposit containers disposed of in landfills.

Litter -- Probable reduction of 11% of total litter and 607% to
907 of beverage container litter.

Fotr .
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NEW

JERSEY

CONTAINER

INDUSTRY

ESTIMATED NEW JERSEY SOFT DRINK AND BEER MARKET:
3,500,000,000 12 oz. equivalent -- glass, metal, plastic containers
146,000,000 cases (24-12 oz. equivalent)

SCENERIO I
100Z non-refillable beverage containers

10% reduction in market anticipated
Total container market 3,150,000, 000

SCENERIO II
100Z returnable/refillable glass containers

Averaging 10 refills-—-and a 10Z reduction in

market -- total container market 315,000,000 3,185,000,000

SCENERIO III

50% R/R glass - 10 refills (157,500)
50Z non-refillable glass, can, plastic
(1,575,000M)

Total container market 1,732,3500,000
SCENERIO IV

307 R/R glass - 10 refills (94,500M)

70% N/R glass, can, plastic (2,205,000M)

Total container market 2,299,500,000

BEVERAGE CONTAINER MANDATORY DEPOSIT LAW IMPACT

JOB LOSS
EQUIVALENT PAYROLL LOSS ~
IN CONTAINER LOW 1,15/HIGH 1.45 MIN. g:
(JOBS PER MILLION $18,000 @339 JOBS PER ADDITIONAL UNQUANTIFIABLE
12 0Z, EQUIV, CONTAINERS) (PER JOB) ECCNOMIC IMPACT
Due to reduced production and jobs in
industries supplying:
362 $ 6,516,000 - $12,670,000 GLASS CAN PLASTIC BEV.
315,000,000 457 8,226,000 - sand alum. & resins
soda ash steel corr. boxes
lime roll kraft paper
cullet stock suppliers
corr. boxes corr. boxes etc.
kraft paper kraf® paper
3,663 $65,934,000 - $128,205,000 suppliers suppliers
4,618 83,124,000 - 161,630,000 etc. ete.
The New Jersey ccatainer industry ship:s
more than 202,CCC trailers per year
representing more than 1100 teamster
jobs. (400=300 ¥J Bev. Cont.)
Incoming volume of raw materials and
2,033 $36,594,000 - $71,155,000 6.0 supplies by truck and rail = 1000
1,767,500, 000 2,563 46,134,000 - 7.6 additional jobs (est.)
CONTAINER PLANT COMMUNITIES
reduced local business volume
real estate market deterioration
local taxes
1,381 $24,858,000 - $48,335,000 4.1 STATE
1,200,500,000 1,741 31,338,000 - 5.1 lost corporate taxes

unemployment comp, increases
welfare roll increase



LYAS

GLASS PACKAGING INSTITUTE

2000 L Street NW

Washington, DC 20036

(202) 872-1280

COMPANY
Anchor Hocking
Ball Corporation
Brockway Glass
Kerr Glass
Leone Industries
Midland Glass

Owens-Illinois

Thatcher Glass
Wheaton Industries
TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL

ECONOMIC PROFILE OF THE NEW JERSEY
GLASS CONTAINER INDUSTRY FOR 1982

PLANT
LOCATIONS

Salem
Carteret
Freehold o
Millville

Bridgeton

Cliffwood

Bridgeton N
Millville Sand Plant
North Bergen
Vineland

Wharton

Millville

Glass Bev. Container Mfg.

Other Glass Ceontainers

TOTAL

NUMBER

OF EMPLOYEES

1,

(1,

2,

5,
(3 »

746

420 -
737

030 |
100¢est. ).
507 '
850

16
40

729)
831

200)

277 .
929)"

o2

(40,000, 000)

~ $183,540, 000

TOTAL TOTAL TAXES
PAYROLL ~ STATE LOCAL
$ 20,323,397  $463,000 $153,000
8,591,900 177,800
13,706,440 393,000 338,000
20,079,000 890,000 311,000
2,000,000 (est.) |
13,500,000 400,000 150,000
19,744,897
""322.466
800, 000
(28,048, 000)
16,425,000 N/A 708,000
$2,500,000 (combined



NEW JERSEY BEVERAGE CAN
MANUFACTURING PLANTS

AMERICAN CAN
NATIONAL CAN

CROWN CORK AND SEAL
CONTINENTAL CAN '

REYNOLDS ALUMINUM
KAISER . . L=

East Brunsw1ck
Edison

Edison
Piscataway
North Bergen .

Paterson (plastic arts plt.
can manufacturlng process),

Wayme

‘Woodbridge -

Woodbridge

Can Industry

1980 New.JerseX Beverage

6 companies
- 10 plants
1,652 employees.

$50,901,000 payroll
1,924,000 taxes

for

_-----------_____-____;__; ______________ ————————————— -

'NEW JERSEY PLASTIC BEVERAGE
CONTAINER MANUFACTURING PLANTS

CONTINENTAL

- East Brunswick

OWENS-ILLINOIS - East Brunswick

'-jApproximately 300 employees
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OWENS-ILLINOIS IN NEW JERSEY

(Jenuary L, 1982)

3¥giCT PLANT/DIV. EMPLOYEES WAGES PURCHASES
st Glassboro Closure 668 $ 14,669,136 § 59,646,85
2nd Bridgeton CCD 850 § 19,744,897 '$-3z,63s;691
2nd Millville GCD Sand 16 § 322,466 §  672,1E
*2nd Vineland Kimble; 1,678 $ 31,803,627 © § 40,597,76'
0I Schott Process - B L S ,
| Systems, Inc. et
#%3rd ~ . Holmdel Lily 696  § 8,967,255 R/AC
4th  East Brunswick PBO (PPD) 127 $ 2,538,258  $°15,770,38
8th Wayne Closure 82 $ 1,669,190 $ 2,837,40
wkxdth Moonachie ¥PD Box 53 $ 3,322,708 $ 14,036,844
9*4*9th ¥orth Bgrgen GCD 528 $ 12,455,923 | $ 19,374,55
15¢th Edison PPD 179 $ 3,327,306 $ 7,899,7¢
Subtotal Plants 4,877 $ 98,820,766  $198,471,4"
les Offices and Other Operations ' " |
| New Jersey... 50+ § 5,639,929 N/A
TOTALS 4,927 $104,460,695  $198,471,4!

© ool

A - figures not available

-new owners in September, 1981.
located in Holmdel.

o Srate
iy

o wSaelde
Heix1y

North Bergen.

- Moonachie Plant shutdown permanently December, 1981.
employees located in Moonachie.

- Glass Container manufacturing shutdown permanently 3/12/32.
continues to operate.
12/8/81 will continue to operate.

* - Vages, purchases and employees include both Vineland Kimble and OI
Schott Process Systems, Inc. (Associzted Company).

*% - Holmdel along with a number of other Lily facilities was sold to
Currently 12 employees of 0I still

Currently 7

Warehouse

The Glass Recycling Processing Center dedicated

Currently 40 employees located in
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OWENS—ILLINOIS IN NEW JERS“Y
i (contlnued) :

Nt el e vemed

ADDITIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION FOR 1981

State/COun;y/Local Taxes - of whlch | .
$2,231,875 is State’ Employe RN

Wlthholdlng Tax-- - , - - .. $.8,719,723

L

Shareholders Residing.in State .. 1,729 |

LR
i

- . VT T

Dividends Paid to Shareholders .. . .. _FS,“Na823,36i:V

A e RS- -

Retirees Residing in State 1,778 3’ﬁ7~wi

Retirement Income Paid to Retirees. L. :$1 7 113 210 .

Destination Sales ... . oy T $l61 108 140)
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Ball Corporation
345 South High Street, Muncie, indiana 47302 (317) 747-6100

September 10, 1982

Mr. Algis P. Matioska

Office of Legislative Services
Room 305

State House Annex

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Dear Mr. Matioska:

Enclosed is a statement on deposit legislation for
inclusion in the record of the Assembly Energy and
Natural Resources Committee's hearing on August 25, 1982.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely yours,

Ken MacKenzie
Director, Public Affairs

jh

Enclosure
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Statement on Mandatory Deposit Legislation

Submitted to the

Assembly Energy and Natural Resources Committee

State of New Jersey

by

Frank P. Conway
Plant Manager
Ball Glass Container Group
Minue Street
Carteret, New Jersey 07008

August 25, 1982
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My name is Frank Conway. I am plant manager at the Ball Glass Container
Group facility at Carteret. I appreciate the opportunity to testify on

beverage container legislation on behalf of Ball Corporation.

We employ 550 persons in the manufacture of a variety of glass food and
beverage containers at the Carteret plant. Last year our payroll and
benefits totalled $9,957,000 and we paid $262,177 in state and local
taxes. Further information on our facility is attached to this

statement.

My company is opposed to legislation which restricts the free market in
packaging. In particular, we are opposed to laws mandating deposits on
beverage containers. Such laws severely disrupt the beverage marketing
and distribution system by forcing containers back to grocery stores.

Costs rise dramatically for increased handling, storage, sanitation and

transportation.

These added costs result in higher beverage prices, usually about 25
cents for a six pack of beer and soft drink. This does not include the
30 cents minimum deposit required. Understandably, beverage sales fall

due to the higher prices and inconvenience.

The threat this poses to the container industry is obvious. New Jersey
has an unusually high concentration of container plants -- seven glass
container plants, nine beverage can plants and two plastic beverage con-
tainer plants. Presently the container industry is in an overcapacity
situation and is extremely competitive. Two glass container plants in
New Jersey have closed within the past year, for example. More may

close unless the economy picks up and the demand for containers grows.

We are doing everything we can at the Carteret plant to be competitive,
and we plan to remain in operation for a long time. Nevertheless, the
market situation is precarious and may become more so once the New York
deposit law goes into effect. A mandatory deposit law in New Jersey as
well may be a blow from which the container industry could not recover.
In the New Jersey glass container industry alone, we are talking about

more than 7,400 skilled jobs and a payrell in excess of $§155,000,000.
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A severe negative impact on the container industry would result from any
of the deposit bills introduced into the General Assembly -- including
A. 1753. 1In addition to mandating a five-cent deposit, A. 1753 bans
refillable beverage containers. Deposit advocates argue that this would
not cause job losses in glass container plants because demand would
remain high for non-refillable glass containers. This assumes, however,
that job losses result primarily from the switch to refillable contain-
ers, at the expense of nonrefillables, that presumably takes place under

a deposit law.

It's important to realize, therefore, that this assumption is false.
Job losses are sustained primarily because of declining sales due to
higher prices and inconvenience. Banning refillable containers would
deprive consumers and beverage providers of the choice of a package now
available. It would not prevent declining sales and the resultant job

losses caused by a mandatory deposit law.

This is not to say that deposit laws do not affect beverage container
and product mix. Many grocers eliminate local brands, for example, to
avoid some of the added handling costs. Container mix can change dra-
matically also, but this depends on many factors and is very difficult

to predict.

The one thing we can predict accurately is that costs will increase and
sales decline comparatively. What's so distressing about this is that a
mandatory deposit law is so unnecessary. The primary purpose of such
laws is to reduce litter and solid waste. But they do neither effec-
tively. While beverage litter is reduced somewhat, all other litter
(80% of the total) remains. As for solid waste, a federal study commit-
tee estimates that a national deposit law would reduce the nation's
solid waste by only two percent. The figure is so low because beverage
bottles and cans make up only five to six percent of solid waste, ac-

cording to the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency.
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As you know, right here in New Jersey we have a much more promising ap-
proach to litter and solid waste reduction. The New Jersey Recycling
Plan has a goal of recycling at least 25 percent of the state's solid
waste during the next five years. This would do far more to help solve
New Jersey's solid waste and litter problems than a deposit bill. Yet
it does not disrupt beverage markets and thus avoids the job-threatening

costs associated with deposit legislation.

The glass industry has already made impressive progress in recycling.
In the last four years, glass recycling in New Jersey has expanded over
325%. In fact, during 1981 New Jersey led the nation in tons of glass
recycled. The attached memorandum from the Glass Packaging Institute

summarizes glass recycling in New Jersey.

At Carteret we are increasing the amount of glass recylced as rapidly as
we can. Presently we are taking in approximately 1,075 tomns per month,
which is the equivalent of 25,800,000 pounds of cullet (crushed glass)
per year. This represents about 24% of our furnace batch. We can use
up to 50% cullet in our furnace batch without difficulty. We realize
significant savings in raw material and energy costs, as well as a

reduction in particulate emissions, from the use of cullet.

As you can see, we in the glass industry have every incentive to help
make the New Jersey Recycling Plan work. Recycling reduces our operat-
ing costs and provides an effective alternative to mandatory deposit

laws.

We at Ball Corporation pledge to work with others in the glass industry
to increase recycling and reduce litter and solid waste. We ask in
return that the General Assembly allow time for the New Jersey Recycling
Plan to demonstrate its effectiveness before further consideration of

mandatory deposit legislation.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
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Information For:

Z

Assembly Energy and Natural Resources Committee Date _ August 25, 1982
Facility: Ball Glass Container Group
Addrass: ‘ Minue Street

Carteret, New Jersey 07008

Telephone: 201/969-1400

Key Personnel: Frank Conway, Plant Manager
Jim Tackney, Personnel Manager
Fred Kickey, Plant Buyer

Public Affairs Liaison: Frank Conway

Employees: 550

Nature Of Operation:

This facility manufactures a variety of commercial glass containers for the food and
beverage industries. A 350-tons-per-day flint (clear) furnace feeds two 8-section and
three 6-section glass forming machines. A 140-tons-per day green furnace feeds one 8-
section and one 6-section glass forming machine. The 339,640 square-foot facility is
located on a 33-acre site ten miles south of Newark.

The plant maintains an active recycling program, purchasing approximately 25,800,000 pounds
of glass per year from local residents and recyclers. The glass is crushed into cullet

and added to the furnace batch, saving raw materials and energy and reducing particulate
emissions.

Operating schedule: 3 shifts per day, 7 days per week

Payroll and benefits: $9,957,000 in 1981

State and local taxes: §262,177 in 1981

History:

The facility was built in 1960 by the Metro Glass Bottle Company headquartered in Jersey
City. It began operation with one flint furnace, but was enlarged with the addition of a
green furnace in 1969.

The Metro company was purchased by National Dairy Products, forerunner of Kraft Foods, in
1956, and operated under the name of Metropak Containers Corporation until becoming part
of Ball Corporation in April 1980.

Ball Corporation, best known for its home canning products, is a diversified manufacturer
with primary emphasis on packaging products for food and beverages. The company employs
more than 10,000 persons and has 26 domestic manufacturing facilities in 21 ccmmunities.
The Carteret operation is one of Ball's six glass container plants. Its customers include
such names as Kraft, Ocean Spray, Canada Dry, Lincoln Foods, & Coca-Cola.
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Glass
Wrg 2000 L STREET N.W., SUITE 815
Insti WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036
nsfifute (202) 872-1280

TO : New Jersey Recycling Forum

FROM  : E. Gifford Stack 273 =.
Director, Resource Recovery

DATE : June 21, 1982

SUBJECT : Glass Recycling in New Jersey

l."%?

Glass recycling in New Jersey has expanded over 325% in the
last four years.

1978 1979

G

80 1

Tons Recyled

[Pl ool

AT AIATs

N
N

36,342 5

A A AL ]

(W]
~

95 9

A
[e 0}

’ ? u 1197363

Fram 1580 to 1981, the seven glass plants affiliated with
increased cullet (crushed recycled glass) cy  23.3%.

Y

42x



Camparing the first quarter of 1981 to the same period this year,
these plants consumed 22.7% more cullet. If this trend continues,
New Jersey plants will purchase over 144,000 tons of recycled glass in
1982.

During 1981, New Jersey led the nation in tons of glass recycled,
(see attached news release).

Based on the national average of yearly per capita glass consumption,
around 104#, the pecple of New Jersey recycled 31% of their glass con-
tainers.

SOURCES :

The New Jersey glass plants use a variety of methods in purchasing
cullet:

o] At-plant buyback centers. These recycling facilities are cpen
o the general public who may sell used containers directly
to the plant.

o Mmicipality program. Glass is ollected in conveniently
located containers sponscred by a mmicipality and transported
to the plants and/or an intermediate glass processor.

o) Intemediate Glass Processor (IGP). CQurrently, there are some
eight business who collect, process and sell clean cullet to
New Jersey's plants.

o) Private recyclers. These entrepreneurs either collect or buy
glass and sell directly t© the plants.

COMMITMENTS :

Every GPI member plant in New Jersey has made a cammitment to using
more cullet. Each has the capacity to take more tonnage than they
currently purchase. Scare have installed elaborate cullet processing
equipment, others are investigating rew ways to transport reycled glass.
Still others are encouraging existinc IMPs to expand. Quite simply, the
New Jersey glass industry wants more cullet.
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K SOLUT TN
woan Count: Mayor's . R

WHEREAS, the proposed »ottle and container legislation before the
New Jorsey Legislature is basically Lo -onovel Uitter of ondy ;las:
and other sef: drink and aleoholic b v o atainers: aud

WHEREAS, this type of iitter, while objectionable, may be only a
much smaller percentage of tae litter that is lound along our strects
ad cLehwavs and ceaerally paroughour oo reindeipaliticg; and

WHERFAS | it is necessa 'y to pass legsislation that will net he o finan-
cial and otherwise burden o1 be detrimental to the general public, the
businessman or manufacturer: and

WHEREAS, this Mayor's irganization is very interested in controlling
litter, they are alsc very interested in a recycling program that
would aid in controling litt :r and also legislation and better enforcement
of anti-litter laws.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ::ESOLVED by the sixteen (16) Ocean County
Mayor's present at a specia meeting held on August 25, 1982 to discuss
the proposed bottle bill,tha this organization requests the legislature
and the governor to be caref il not to pass any legislation without
considering the full impact iuch legislation will impose on the general
public¢ and businesses.

This Resolution was in roduced by Mayor Benjamine Mabie, Pine Beach;
and seconded by Mayor Theodo ‘e Hutler, Ocean Township and unanimously
passed by the sixteen (16) Miyor's present at the aforementioned meeting,
and shall be distributed to he Legislature, the Governor of New Jersey,
the League of Municipalities the New Jersey Conference of Mayors, and
the New Jersey Mayor's Assoc ation.

lz’//;;c L/q 5 (

ROBERT W. NISSEN, Secretary
Ocean County Mayor's Association

CERIIFICATION

I hereby certify that :he above Resolution 1s a true and correct copy
of a Resolution adopted by t ie Ocean County Mayor's Association at a

special meeting held on Augu st 25, 1982. 7 ,JV B B LA
K Vi «,Q ( S e ape)
ROTTRT W, NISSEN, sl»[ retary

Ocean Lnunty Mavor's Association

44x



LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS
CAMDEN COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

660 Maple Avenue
Haddonfield, New Jersey 08033

September 1, 1982

The Honorable Robert Hollenbeck
Chairman, Assembly Energy and
Natural Resource Committee
State House

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Dear Mr. Hollenbeck:

The Camden County league of Women Voters urges your support for
Mandatory Deposit Legislation, Assembly Bill 1753,

leagues throughout the State and the United States have supported
bottle bill legislation as a means to promote the recycling and

reuse of solid waste, This legislation will help to achieve a program
goal of forstalling the depletion of non-renewable resources,

Assembly Bill 1753 is unique., It contains provisions that will
help to preserve Cumberland County's glass industry, to stabilize
the industry's labor force amd to complement New Jersey's
Recycling Act.

Yours truly,

Q:L‘LJ %Cc Z&%‘(;,u/

Susan McNaughton
Director, Natural Resources

/ 7.
Koo’ ,iA, AR
Karen Sidebotham
President
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" GREATER VINELAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Vineland City Hall, Suite 202, P.O. Box 489, Vineland, N.J. 08360 ® 609/691-7400

August 31, 1982

Assemblyman Robert P. Hollenbeck
Chairman

Assembly Energy and Natural
Resources Committee

CN-042
State House
Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Dear Sir:

The Greater Vineland Chamber of Commerce urgently
requests your careful consideration of the attached
resolution. '

Please reject forced deposit on glass containers.
Passage would be a serious blow to the already
reeling economy.

Give the New Jersey Recycling Act a chance to work.
Sincerely,

rie G. Miller

President
MGM: rm
Attch.
cc: Mayor Patrick Fiorilli
State Sen. James R. Hurley
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- A RESOLUTION OPPOSING FORCED DEPOSIT LEGISLATION FOR THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Whereas forced deposit legislation (I.E., requiring deposits on containers
for beer and soft drinks) is a negative approach to the problems of litter
reduction and solid waste disposal, leaving 80 percent of roadside litter

untouched by its provisions.

Whereas in those states which have adopted such laws, the cost of beer and
soft drink beverages has risen, jobs have been lost, and only a negligible

improvement in the accumulation of roscdside litter has occurred.

Whereas forced deposit legislation causes increased use of gasoline and

diesel fuel, consumer inconvenience, sanitation and storage problems.

Whereas New Jersey already has a positive, workable alternative to forced
deposits in the form of the New Jersey recycling plan, which became

effective January 1, 1982, funded by & tax on the use of sanitary landfills.

Whereas the New Jersey recycling plan will go a long way to combat the
State's litter and solid waste problems without increased consumer costs,

inconvenience and economic/packaging industry disruption.

Whereas the negative forced deposit measure would negate the effectiveness

of the positive New Jersey recycling plan.

Now therefore,

Be it resolved by the Greater Vineland Chamber of Commerce, State of New
Jersey, that we urge the general assenbly to oppose any current or future
forced deposit proposals which come before it for the good of the State
and the Northeast. We urge immediate "NAY'" votes on forced deposit legis-
lation in Senate/Assembly committees and complete support instead for the
New Jersey recycling plan.

SIGNATURE fi? TITLE ’
e ’m LLL) IALD

DAT

LOCATTON

)y e YN A 1 A)
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RESOLUTION 3UPPORTING PASSAGE OF
ASSEMBLY BILL NUMBER 1671

WHEREAS, many bottles and cans appear as litter on the roadway, side-
walks and in other public acces: areas; and

WHEREAS, in the opinion of the Township Committee of the Township

of Plumsted a monetary deposit requirement on bottles and cans would help to

alleviate the litter, ita attendant dangers and the costs associated with
its removal; and

WHEREAS, Assembly Bil). Number 1671 would authorize a statewide
public referendum question to be placed on the general election ballot; and

WHEREAS, said questiori would aid the New Jersey State Legislature in
gauging public support for a morietary deposit requirement for empty disposable
beverage containers made exclusively of recyclable aluminun or glass containers;
and;

WHEREAS, the Township Committee of the Township of Plumsted,
supports the concept of gauging public opinion through the referendum
procedure;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Township Committee of the
Township of Plumsted, County of Ocean, State of New Jersey, as follows:

1., It hereby goes on record as supporting passage of Assembly Bill
No. 1671 for the reasons set forth hereinabove, It hereby goes on records as
requesting that Assembly Bill No, 1671 be reported out of the Energy and i
Natural Resourceé Commnittee so that it may be considered by the New Jersey
State Legislature,

2. A certified copy of this resolution shall be provided by the
Office of the Township Clerk to each of the Following: i

a) Energy and Natural Resources Committee of the New Jersey State

Assembly
b) All Ninth Distriet Legislators
¢) Ocean County Board of Chosen Freenolders

CERTIFICATION i

I, ANGELA SEEDS, Clerk of the Townsnip of Plumsted, County of Ocean,
New Jersey, hereby certify that the above is a true copy of a resolution adop-
ted by the Township Committee of the Township of Plumsted on the 13th day of . |

September, 1982, -
) - / ; o 3
Vi 2 N
ANGELA SEEDS, Township Clerk
Plumsted Township
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1930 1ISAAC NEWTON SQUARE BUILDING, ROOM 109, RESTON, VIRGINIA 22090, (703) 4351210

September 7, 1982

Mr. Al Matioska

Assembly Energy and Natural Resource Committee
CN - 0b2

State House Annex

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Dear Mr. Matioska:

This letter is written on behalf of 83 vending machine
companies which sell food and beverages through vending machines
in New Jersey. The 83 companies are members of either the
National Automatic Merchandising Association or the Automatic
Merchandising Council of New Jersey. We oppose legislation that
would require that a 5¢ deposit be paid on all beer and carbonated
drink containers sold in the State of New Jersey. Here's why:

1) LITTER

The main reason many people support mandatory deposit bills
is that they believe they will reduce litter. They will, but by
how much, we don't know, and we suspect that very few people do
know. Some people claim that a deposit bill will reduce litter
in public places, by piece count, by as much as 60%. Others claim
the figure will be only 5%. We accept the figure that comes from
people with the most experience with a deposit law --- the people
from Oregon, and they say litter reduced, by piece count, after the
deposit law went into effect, by about 15%. And that's one of the
major reasons we're against deposit legislation. That is, deposit
bills offer a small solution to a big problem. They leave 85% of
the problem still sitting :here in the ditch --- the newspapers, the
fast food packaging, the candy wrappers, the automobile tires, the
boxes, crates, milk cartons, the empty cans of fruit juices, ice tea
and other soft drinks not covered by deposit bills, in short, the
millions of different kinds of products and packages for products
which some people mindlessly discard in the wrong place when they're
finished with them.

If litter is a big problem affecting the public in general, and
we. believe it is, then the solution should be a broad-based one in
which everyone participates --- not just purchasers of carbonated
drinks and beer. And we don't think it's fair to make a very small
percentage of people, like those who make beer and carbonated drink
containers, sacrifice so much, like loss of a good paying job, be-
cause some consumers don't care enough to put their empty cans or
bottles in a trash basket.
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Mr. Matioska
Page 2

We had a mandatory deposit bill here in Fairfax County, Virginia,
from 1977 to 1979. It was just like the ones that have been introduced
in New Jersey: The bill required a deposit on beer and soft drink con-
tainers that contained soft drinks made with carbonated water, so all
the fruit juice containers were exempt. When people realized they could
get some soft drinks without paying the deposit, they bought those
instead of, say Coke. So one of the effects of the law was that we had
fewer empty coke cans along the highways in Fairfax County --- and more
empty Hawaiian Punch cans.

Mandatory deposit legislation is no longer in effect in Fairfax County.

Our vending machine company members do most of their business in
inside industrial, office, hospital and similar accounts, where the factory
worker, secretary, nurse or doctor consumes the product on the premises,
not out on the roadside. When he or she finishes drinking the Coke or
Pepsi or whatever, they put it in the trash can, and it's disposed of by
the location's trash removal service. So the bulk of our customers don't
contribute to the litter problem.

We think a broad based litter tax, like the one that's in effect in
the state of Washington, makes a lot of sense. The tax is small because
it's imposed on all generators of potential litter. The money is used to
pick up the litter (under this tax jobs are created) and to make it easier
to dispose of litter by placing more trash containers around the state, and
to educate people not to litter. We've heard it's been effective, and it's
fair, because everybody, manufacturers, wholesalers, and retailers of
virtually all products, pay the tax.

Another broad solution to the litter problem is one that is already in
effect in New Jersey, but hasn't been in effect long enough to determine its
effectiveness -- the state's resource, recovery and recycling program. Why
not give it a chance to work, and time to measure its effectiveness?

11) ECONOMICS

New York State just passed a mandatory deposit bill which will go into
effect on July first of 1983. In anticipation of passage of this legislation,
the state Commerce Department's Office of Planning and Development did an
exhaustive study of the expected effects of the bill. One of the things the
study predicts once the law goes into effect is increased retail prices for
beer and carbonated soft drinks --- about 2.5¢ more for each can or bottle of
carbonated soft drink. ("In total, the consumer would pay from $186 million
to $194 million more per year for beverages in New York State under the
mandatory deposit legislation.") :

If the 2.5¢ figure is correct, and a bottle bill is passed in New Jersey,
here's what will happen to vending machine prices in New Jersey: add the 5¢ deposit,
plus the 2.5¢ price increase, plus the sales tax increase, and vending machine
prices will have to be increased by 10¢ per unit. With some prices at 50¢,
55¢ and 60¢ already, those prices will go to 60¢, 65¢ and 70¢. Increased prices
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Mr. Matioska
Page 3

as always in the past, will mean a decline in unit sales. And unit sales
decline can mean job losses =-- not many, but it could mean some. And

one thing is certain, mandatory deposit legislation will not mean increased
jobs in our industry.

111) INCOMPATABILITY

Returnable beverage container systems require people --- people to

collect the deposit, accept the empty beverage container (if it's the

right kind and it's clean) and pay back the deposit. Vending machines
can't perform these functions, and the people we employ who can --- they're
only at each vending machine location for a matter of minutes each day. In
other words, for vending machine customers, it will be difficult at best to
redeem the empty beverage container. And this is the customer, who we said
earlier and we'll say again, is normally not littering the can or bottle.

SUMMARY

In summary, we in the food and beverage vending machine industry are
opposed to mandatory deposit legislation because we believe the problem of
litter is a big problem calling for a much larger solution than deposits
on beer and soft drink containers; it's unfair to those men and women who
make a living making beverage containers; our customers generally purchase
their drinks in situations which do not lend themselves to a litter problem,
so application of an anti-litter device to them is illogical; deposit
legislation will force vending machine prices up, causing a unit sales
decline in our industry, and deposit legislation is inherently incompatible
with an industry that sells its product by machines.

| appreciate the time you take to read and evaluate this letter.

Sincerely,

/ /]

s Jus Jra L

Thomas E. McMahon
Executive Secretary
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ACME MARKETS, INC.

TESTIMONY BEFOR:Z THE ASSEMBLY,
ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES
COMMITTE:

PUBLIC HEARINGS ON MANDATORY DEPOSIT LEGISLATION

AUGUST 25, 1982
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Chairman Hollenbeck, Members of the Committee:

My name is Walter P. Rubel, I am Counsel to Acme Markets, Inc. and a
member of the Board of Directbrs of the New Jersey Food Council. Thank you
for giving me the opportunity to present testimony to this Committee. I
would Tike to share with you some of the concerns we at Acme have with mandatory
deposit legislation. But first, let me tell you about Acme Markets.

Acme is a subsidiary of American Stores Company, a seven hillion dollar
a year retail company. Acme operates in seven Eastern states - Pennsylvania,
New York, Delaware, Virginia, West Virginia, Maryland and of course, New Jersey.
Acme has had stores in New Jersey for over ninety years and currently has
one hundred stores in operation. We employ 6,264 people with an
annual payroll exceeding $70,000,000 million dollars. In addition to our
retail stores, we have a food distribution center located in South Kearny and
a regional office located in Whippany. During the past five years we have
opened fourteen new stores and have completed remodeling thirty-two others in
New Jersey. It is clear that Acme is committed to New Jersey and is here to
stay. We at Acme are totally opposed to any form of mandatory deposit legislation.
We feel it is an jneffectfve and much too costly way to fight the real problem
which is the control of all litter, not just beverage containers. Beverage
containers comprise only eleven to twenty percent of total litter and only five
to six percent of all solid waste. In a recent study it was found that the average
litter reduction in urban areas from mandatory deposit legislation states was
fifteen percent compared with a forty-two percent reduction in states with total
1itter control legislation. Tt was found that in Michican total litter decreased
only ten percent immediately after enactment of the Bottle Bill and that in

Maine total litter increased by 43.6 percent one year after enactment by that

53x%



state of a Bottle Bill. In addition, both Michigan and Connecticut, the two
most populous states with deposit requirements, more money was spent for lTitter
abatement for 1980 than in 1979 according to a survey conducted by Rural and
Urban Roads, a magazine published for highway and public works officials and
engineers. According to the survey, Connecticut spent almost two million
dollars on litter abatement in 1980, an increase of almost one-half million
dollars over 1979. Connecticut implemented its deposit law on January 1.
1980. Michigan épent more than 2.1 mil®ion dollars on litter cleanup in 1980,
a $105,000.00 increase over 1979. I think these figures plainly show that
mandatory deposit legislation does not significantly impact the total litter
problem.

MANDATORY DEPOSIT LEGISLATION IS ANTI-CONSUMER

At Acme we feel that consumers do not want mandatory deposit laws.
This type of legislation is anti-consumer in that it has a dramatic impact on
the cost and availability of beverages. Consumers in the six bottle bill states
are paying for laws which only address up to twenty percent of total litter.
In Connecticut, for example, the average cost of a six-pack of soft drinks in-
creased from $1.69 to $1.97 within just a few months of implementation of the
state's forced deposit regulation, according to an August 31, 1980 article in

the Hartford Courant. The average cost of a six-pack of beer jumped 42¢, or

$1.68 a case not including the deposit. The price of forced deposits is even
higher for the Michigan consumer accordinag to a May 22, 1981 story published
by United Press International "the generic beer advertised for $4.99 in non-
deposit Indiana sells for an average of $10.00 here (in Michigan)" the story
said. "State law prohibits importing more than one case without paying taxes,
but it is widely flaunted." The script is the same in Towa, according to an

August 5, 1980 story in the Des Moines Tribune. "The bottle law costs Towans

at least $20 million during its first year and that is a conservative estimate”
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the story began. "That $20 million, $7.02 for every man, woman and child in
the state represents costs which can be directly attributed to the (deposit) law."

The reasons behind these higher costs or hidden taxes are obvious:

Retailers in bottle bill states are forced to incur tremendous costs associated
with pest control and handling, sorting and storage of the returned containers
in each state - these costs are swiftly passed along to consumers in fhe form
of higher beverage prices.

It can also be expected that beverage distributors and retailers who are
located in surrounding states will aaaressively pursue the New Jersey consumers
business. This will be done by simply advertising that beverages could be pur-
chased for a lower price and minus a deposit by patronizing their establishments.
By way of example, the effect of the Michigan state bottle 5i11 on Ohio was
recently reported as follows:

"Ohio does not have a bottle hill. Meighboring Michigan does. Retailers
in northern Ohio prosper because of the Michigan bottle bill. Their Michigan
counterparts.do not. Edward Deeb, Executive Director of the Associated Food
Dealers of Michigan illustrated this contrast in the December 1979 issue of

Food and Drug Packaging: "Channel 7 in Detroit (Michigan) visited a retailer

in Toledo (Ohio) to see what was happening. A Michigan resident walked into

the store and ordered ten cases‘of mixed soft drinks and five cases of beer.

The announcer asked this person "where are you from?" he said "well, I'm from
Michigan". The announcer said "what do you come here for?" he said "I'm coming
here because I can save $2 or $3 a case". Beverage sales along the New Jersey/
Penhsy]vania/De1aware'border will decline because the deposit bill encourages
consumers to cross the state line in search of cheaper, more convenient beverages.
When consumers cross state lines to buy beverages, they don't limit their

shopping to these products. All retail establishments, including grocery stores,

department stores, restaurants and taverns can and will experience sales declines.

- 55x



4-

In 1980, thirty-one legislatures rejected mandatory deposit proposals. More
implemented

than twenty did so in 1981. No state has / a deposit law since Michigan

in 1978. Since 1978, voters in five states - Alaska, Montana, Nebraska, Ohio

'and Washington have rejected mandatory deposit initiatives at the ballot box.

Voters in Howard County, Maryland also rejected the deposit measure. In

Montana and Ohio, seventy-two percent of the voters said "no" to forced deposits.

In Nebraska, Washington and Howard County, close to sixty percent voted in

opposition to deposit proposals. Consumers do not want mandatory deposit

Tegislation.

SANITATION

The prime concern of grocery stores is the maintaining of the highest
level of sanitation possible. Mandatory deposit legislation precludes operating
grocery stores at the level of sanitation which we and our éustomers have come
to expect. Insect and rodent infestation will become a serious problems in
New Jersey's grocery stores resulting in the potential for a serious health
hazard. -An increased use of pesticides and rodentcides will be necessary to
eliminate the vermin that is attracted to these bottles and cans. Beverage con-
tainers will come back to the stores dirty, unsorted and infested with insects
and rodents. This sanitation problem is vividly illustrated by a Feerary 23,
1982 memorandum circulated to all offices in the Connecticut General Assembly
Building. This memo pertaining to the storage of beverage containers (copy
attached) in requesting the removal of containers stated: |

"This storage is causing roaches."

The storage of returned containers will definitely be a major prob]em.'
Backroom space is usually kept at a minimum. Grocery stores are not designed
to provide the considerable space that would be needed to hold the returned
containers until they are picked up by the beverage vendors. In order to comply,

we would have to lease additional space or build onto the existing store. In
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many of our stores, these alternatives are not available to us. We would
then have to either close the store or allocate valuable selling space for
returned containers. Any of these alternatives will mean increased prices
for New Jersey consumers. By way of example, it has been estimated that the
cost for capital improvements will range from $20,000.00 for a small store
to $80,000.00 for one of the larger superstores. New Jersey consumers will
ultimately have to pay all these costs.

ENERGY

Proponents of mandatory deposit legislation arque that deposit regulations
would save thousands of gallons of gasoline per day. The exact oppositeis true.
Under existing statewide deposit systems, extra gas guzzling trucks must frequent]y
be dispatched to pick up empty containers when reqularly scheduled trucks are
unable to handle the load. Deposit proponents often fail to acknowledge this
tremendous and unnecessary waste bf gasoline. For"9xamp1e,.a major West Coast
soft drink company recently discovered that its distribution operation in Oregon,
(a deposit state) required twice as much gasoline as a similiar operation im non-
deposit Washington state. The company's Washington operation required only 47.4
gallons per one thousand cases sold while its Oregon counterpart required 94.0
gallons per thousand cases as a result of the deposit law. A similiar consumption
trend is evident in Michigan. In that state, gasoline consumption by distributors
increased by an average of twenty-five percent per case of beer and thirty-two
percent per case of soft drinks following the mandatory deposit bill's enactment.
The Michigan percentages translate into 4,380,000 gallons of wasted fuel durina
1979 alone. This amount of gasoline could fuel 6,820 passenger cars for 15,000
miles each, assuming a modest mileage rate of 17 miles per gallon. A New Jersey
mandatory deposit law would be devasting in terms of wasted gasoline. Such a
law would force distributors throughout the state to make thousands of extra trips
to countless retail outlets that woulc be required to collect returned containers.
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No one can know for sure the extent to which these trips would have to be made.
It is clear, however, that millions of gallons of valuable gasoline would be
needlessly wasted.

JOBS AND FORCED DEPOSIT LAWS

Proponents of the mandatory beverage container deposit law are fond of
saying "someone has to pay the price".

The price of this so-called anti-litter device is unemployment, which can
a]reédy be numbered in the thousands as a direct result of only six statewide
deposit regulations.

These symbolic measures, commonly known as "bottle bills" have put more
than one thousand skilled workers in the glass container industry out of work.
Hundreds more in the can manufacturing industry have suffered the same fate.

Most of these men and women were working to support families. Deposit
laws changed all that. Instead of working, many found themselves in the un-
employment line, collecting money instead of earning it. |

They are "paying the price".

For what is this price being paid?

* A law that only reduces total litter by twenty percent at best.

* A law that only addresses two forms of litter - cans and bottles.

* A law that completely ignores the remaining eighty percent of litter -
newspapers, fast-food wrappings, plastics, cigarette packages and filters,
automobile parts and so on.

Mandatory deposit proponents argue that employment gains in other fields
offset job losses in the bottle and can manufacturing industries. They fail to
acknowledge, however, that many high-paying, skilled jobs are lost, while a few
unskilled, minimum waqge jobs are gained.

Under a deposit law, a father might lose his skilled manufacturing job,

while his teen-age son might find a part-time, after school job helping a local
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grober clean up the mess created by the returned bottles and cans. Most
families would reject such a trade-off -- if they were giventhe chance.

The deposit lTaw equation is not limited to the personal tragedy of
unemployment. Inflation, in the form of substantially higher beverage prices,
results when non-productive jobs replace productive manufacturing jobs.

For example, bottlers in deposit states must hire additional drivers
to retrieve the empty containers even thouch total beverage sales remain stable.
Grocers are forced to hire workers to clean and sort the containers. The
costs associated with these non-productive jobs are swiftly passed on to
caisumers.

Forced deposit laws are in effect in six states: Connecticut, Iowa,

Maine, Michigan, Oregon and Vermont. The resulting unemployment was particularly
painful in Connecticut and Michigan, where more than eight hundred workers
"paid the price".

Connecticut, which enacted its deposit measure in January 1980, was the
first state to establish a compensation allowance for workers who Tost their
jobs because of a statewide deposit law. HoWever, the legislature did not
anticipate the large number of jobs that would be lost (approximately five
hundred fifty) and consequently found the program too expensive to maintain.

As a result, Connecticut now holds the dubious distinction of becoming
the first state to establish and then scrap a deposit-related compensation
program. The program was costing the state more than $10,000.00 a week and would
have cost more than $400,000.00 next year.

Citing the potential loss of as many as nine hundred jobs, Massachusetts
Governor Edward J. King vetoed a deposit bill in July 1979. Unfortunately for
Massachusets  the impact of deposit laws in surrounding states resulted in
the February 1981 closing of the Owens-I111linois olass plant in Mansfield,

Massachusetts.
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Michigan's deposit law, enacted i1 late 1978, has been equally devastating.
In April 1979, a leading glass containar manufacturing firm was forced to layoff
one hundred sixty workers at its Charlatte, Mich., plant while a can manufacturing
firm closed its suburban Detroit facility, idling another seventy-three workers.‘
A glass manufacturing plant in neighboring Indiana reported laying off forty
employees as a direct result of the Mi:higan deposit law.

The reasons behind these job loss2:s are obvious. As demand for new
containers ebbs, bottle and can plants serving a deposit state are forced to
curtail operations or shut down completely.

It is no surprise that a number of AFL-CIO unions, including the Steel
Workers, Aluminum Workers, American Flint Glass Workers and-Glass Bottle
Blowers, actively oppose mandatory depisit regulations.

Their members "pay the orice". I urge you not to ask your constituents
to also "pay the price".

| Never having had to live with a »ottle bill, I recently took a trip to
Connecticut to see for myself what 1if: was like in a bottle bill state.
Every single person I spoke to, either consumer or retailer, wanted to have
the Connecticut bottle bill repealed. So that the members of the Committee
might get a feeling for what life is like for both retailers and consumers in a
deposit state, I have included and attached to my testimony photographs of
what I saw. [ think the pictures speak for themselves, however, I would like to
point out that they were taken on a Wednesday which was described to me as the
slowest day for beverage container returns. I would only ask you to project
a store having ten to fifteen times as many beverage container returns as you
see in the pictures.

In conclusion, let me state that Acme Markets, Inc. and the New Jersey
Food Council completely and fully support the New Jersey recycling act which was

passed in the New Jersey legislature in September 1981 without a single dissenting
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vote. Barbara McConnell, President of the New Jersey Food Council, said in
her earlier testimony to you: "When one looks carefully at the record, it
becomes apparent that those states that have'adopted alternative recycling
programs are the states that are doing the most comprehensive job of controlling
Titter and solid waste." The New Jersey Recycling Act addresses all recyclables -
paper, glass, metal, plastic, used motor oil and food wastes, not just beverage
containers. It is clearly a much more comprehensive approach to a very complex
problem. The success of the recycling act has been shown by the fact that one
year éfter its passage, the number of communities operating recycling programs
increased from two hundred fifty to four hundred. The recycling statistics
themselves are startling. New Jersey is leading the nation in the amount of
glass containers being recycled. In 1981, New Jersey recycled 119,363
tons of glass, up from a total of 42 tons in 1978. It is clear that the New
Jersey Recycling Act is working. However, proponents of mandatory deposit
legislation claim that forced deposits on beer and soft drink beverage containers
will result in great reductions of sold waste, which reductions will be in ad-
dition to the recycling efforts of comprehensive litter control programs.
Unfortunately, that is not the case. The United States Congress' office of
Technology Assessment in May of 1977, issued a report stating: “Confainer
legislation may harm resource recovery plans by removing saleable items with
relatively high value, vis., aluminum and steel, and other economic incentives
may be required to offset this loss. Beverage container deposit legislation
may be counterproductive in expediting environmentally acceptable disposal of
the organic fraction of waste". In effect, the U.S. Congress has stated that
comprehensive litter control programs which have proven to be very effective
will be negatively impacted by the passage of mandatory deposit legislation.

In conclusion, [ respectfully urge you to continue your committment to the

recycling plan, an Act that is in effect and to reject forced deposit legislation

in New Jersey.
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Statement By
NEW JERSEY CONVENIENCE.STORES ASSOCIATION
Before
.ASSEMBLY ENERGY AND NATURAL RESQOURCES COMMITTEE
PUBLIC HEARING ON BEVERAGE CONTAINER DEPOSIT LEGISLATION
Delivered By
WARD WETTLIN, Ekecutive Director

Wednesday, August 25, 1982

Chairman Hollenbeck, members of the Committee, my name
is Ward Wettlin ahd I am the Exebutive Director of the New Jersey
Convenience Stores Association.

No doubt, all of you, at one time or another, have
patronized one or more of our member stores, since we represent
such chains as Cumberland Farms, 7-Eleven and WaWa. Our Association
also includes several regional chains and a number of small,
independent grocers--the so~-called "Mom and Pop" stores.

We know that your Committee has already received
extensive comments on proposed beverage container deposit legis-
lation from many organizations including one whose positioﬁ we
endorse-~the New Jersey Food Council. Since you already have heard
how this type of legislation would affect supermarkets, I'll
concentrate today on how the average "Mom and Pop" or convenience
store owner views these proposals.

We realize that, in questioning the wisdom of such
legislation, we expose ourselves to rather extreme charges levied
by some environmentalists. I'm talking about those who view any
opponent of mandatory deposit legislation as part of some vast
conspiracy to business interests whose concern for profits totally

blinds them to the ugly problem of litter.
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We want you to know that convenience store operators
are just as concerned about litter as anyone else. We have
chosen to live, work and raise families in New‘Jersey and thus
have a personal stake in keeping our state clean and attractive.
We are appalled by the inconsiderate few who feel no compunction
in tossing empty cans from their cars or dropping fast—food
wrappers in parking lots.

| Frankly, if we believed--as supporters of these bills
obviously do--that deposit legislation was a simple way to wipe
oﬁt litter in New Jersey, we would not be appéaring before you
today. The unfortunate truth, as we éee it, is that the promise
of a few pennies for a returned bottle or can is not going to
deter litterbugs from their sloppy habits. What it may do is to
encourage‘others to collect discarded bottles and cans. But |
that, of course, still leaves much of the litter behind.

We think there are two important questions which underlie
this issue: First, what is the econémic cost of such legislation?,
and second, Is there an alternative to mandatory deposit laws?

The answer to the second question, frankly, lies beyond
the expertise of our Association. However, we are encouraged by
the enormous progress which the state has made within one year of
the passage of legislation to encourage recycling. The staté's
Office on Recycling reports that already some 400 individual
programs are in effect in close to 300 communities. We understand
that the state recycling plan not only involves cans and bottles
but also targets paper, used motor oil and food wastes. It occurs
to us that, with the encburagement and cooperation of both the
privafe and public sectors, this organized and professional
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veffort'offers a far greater potential for litter reduction (not
to mention material for energy conservation) than any store-
redemption plan could ever hope for.

As to the first question regarding the cost of such
legislation, small store owners will tell you without hesitation
that the mandatory redemption of bottles and cans (which would
turn each of our stores into a recyéling center) would not only
disrupt their businesses but also could result in serious
economic damages. Simply put, mandatory deposit legislation
will make it much more costly for a small store owner to do
business in New Jersey.

To appreciate the seriousness of our claim, you must
understand that small grocers, all of whom work within a very
tight profit margin, may be forced to shodlder a disproportionate
share of the financial burden. At present, about 40% of all
beverages sold in the food industry are sold by convenience
stores and "Mom and Pop" operations. With a total of 3,500,000,000
beverage containers sold in New Jersey last year, that would mean
thét one- or two-clerk operations would be responsible for
receiving, counting, reimbursing,, sorting, stacking and storing
bof up to 1,400,000,000 containers annually. And that's assuming

that they redeemed only those containers which they originally

sold. Theoretically, the burden for convenience stores is

staggering, but we fear that in reality it could be even worse.
That's because, although many beverage containers would be bought
during weekly shopping trips to large supermarkets, they likely
will be redeemed by younger members of a family during the week
at the most "convenient" location--likely the "Mom and Pop" store

at the corner.
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The popularity of convenience stores is due primarily
to the fact that they are close-by, open more hours a day than
most supermarkets, and easier to get in and out of. Quick
trips may no longer be the norm, however, if the checker
previously available to ring up your bread and milk purchase
is now busy redeeming empty bottles and cans.

And where will those bottles and cans go? Convenience
stores make money based on their efficiency; that is, the abilify
to reduce overhead by displaying a large variety of products
"out front" while maintaining the minimum "backroom" storagé
space. Beverage container returns would force either a loss of
display space or storage room--both very costly to a small grocer.

On top of these factors, there's a potential increase
in labor costs to handle the returns, a negative cash flow factor
(which poses a special burden for the "Mom and Poo" owner who
could find himself paying redemptions on far more containers
than he sells) and finally, the very serious problem of sanitation.
The sugary residue in soda bottles, for exampie, is a virtual
magnet for ants, flies and roaches. Before the passage of
bottle bill legislation in Connecticut, smail’store‘owners there
used the services of professional exterminators an average of
once per three to five week periods. Many of the same stores
are now being sprayed at a minimum of once a week. Such spraying
is not only costly but its frequency raises a host of other
health-related questions.

Many convenience stores are franchised operations,

owned and operated by small businessmen whose success, as we
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mentioned before, is subject to an extremely tight profit margin.
Small grocers in New Jersey make a valuable contribution to our
state's residents by supplying needed products in a convenient
setting at reasonable costs. We also contribute to the state's
general economy by providiné local employment and generating
substantial tax dollars.

Mandatory container deposit laws, for all the reasons
I have noted, directly threaten the small grocer's ability to
operate. That is why the New Jersey Convenience Stores
Association opposes such legislation and urges this committee to
support the state'sbrecycling plan which offers a more reasonable,

far-reaching and cost-effective approach to litter control.
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Unimin Corporation
P.O. Box 145, Millville, New Jersey 08332
Phone: (609) 785-2700

25 August 1982

Gentlemen:

My name is Gary Dietze, I am Plant Manager for Unimin
Corporation's Dividing Creek Plant. Unimin is a miner
and processor of high quality silica sand employing 45
people in the local area. Our business is almost wholly
dependent on the glass container industry.

The passage of the promulgated legislation currently
before the State legislature to regulate the use of -
beverage containers will accomplish several things,

none of which is the one which they are intending to do:

1. These laws will increase unemployment in an area

where unemployment is already 17+%. The fifth highest
in the nation. This increased unemployment would not
only affect the work force of the glass industry, the
area's largest employers, but the many employees of
sand industry and the many support industries whose
businesses rely heavily on the glass container producers.
New Jersey and particularly South Jersey does not need

ré¢durgant higher unemployment.

2. They will increase consumer pricinq at a time when
inflation is just beginning to slow and put beverages
beyond the reach of some consumers.

3. The legislation will place an undo economic burden on
retailers thereby further contributing to inflation.

4. Will reduce the supply of glass cullet, a necessary yet
expensive ingredient to the efficient manufacture of
glass containers.

ch “T"

What is)moreaimportant is what these bills will not do.

That is, reduce the amount of litter along this State's

roadways. Look around you as you drive, the most obvious

litter is not beverage containers, but paper, plastic and
foil.
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25 August 1982
Page 2

There is already an existing law among the New Jersey Statutes
to deal with beverage container litter. It is necessary

that we support active effective recycling in this State not

a returnable beverage container law.

We strenuously urge the legislature to reject this promulgated
legislation and future similar measures and urge that they
adopt a position which actively encourages, supports and
implements an effective workable recycling system.

Sincerely,

UNIMIN CORPORATION

Gary Dietze
Plant Manager

GD/paw
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STATFMENT OF DANIEL ROBERT OLTKER

PLANT MANAGER, OWENS--ILT.INOIS, TNCORPORATED

NORTH LAUREL ST., P. O. BOX 10
BRIDGETON, NEW JERSEY 08302
(609-451-6800
MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, MY NAME
IS DANIEL ROBERT OLIKER. I AM MANAGER OF THE OWENS—ILLiNOIS,
INCORPORATED GLASS CONTAINER PLANT AT BRIDGETON,'NEW jERSEY.
OUR BRIDGETON PLANT IS JUST ONE OF THE TEN MANUFACTURING
. FACILITIES WE HAVE IN NEW JERSEY EMPLOYING OVER 4,000 PEOPLE
WITH A PAYROLL EXCEEDING $104,000,000 PER YEAR. OWENS--ILLINOIS'
PLANTS PURCHASE OVER $197,000,000 IN GOODS AND SERVICES AND IN
1980 PAID IN EXCESS OF $8,700,000 IN STATE AND LOCALVTAXES.
OUR GLASS PLANT IS JUST ONE OF TEN SUCH fACILITIES
OPERATED BY NINE DIFFERENT COMPANIES IN NEW‘JERSEY. THIS MAKES

US THE NATION'S LEADER IN THE PRODUCTION OF GLASS CONTAINERS

WITH A TOTAL GLASS CONTAINER INDUSTRY EMPLOYMENT IN EXCESS OF

9,000.
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OWENS-ILLINOIS IS ADAMANTLY OPPOSED TO ANY LEGISLATION
WHICH WOULD FORCE DEPOSITS ON SOFT DRINK AND BEER CdNTAINERS.

WHILE THE ARGUMENTS, BOTH PRO AND CON, RELATIVE TO
FORCED DEPOSITS WERE INITIALLY BASED UPON SPECNLATION, THE
ISSUE HAS BECOME HIGHLY EMOTIONAL IN LIGHT OF RESULTS IN
INDEPENDENT STUDIES CONDUCTED IN STATES WHERE SUCH LAWS HAVE
BEEN PASSED. THE COMMITTEE HERE MUST SEPARATE A MAZE OF
ALLEGATIONS AND OPINIONS TO DETERMINE THE ACTUAL FACTS WHICH
HAVE:CdME TO LIGHT FOLLOWING PASSAGE OF SIMILAR LAWS IN OTHER
STATES. THE ECONOMIC REALITIES WOULD APPEAR TO OUTWEIGH}THE
MINIMAL BENEFIT GENERATED BY SUCH LEGISLATION..

THE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM IN THIS COUNTRY IS THE MOST
HIGHLY DEVELOPEDHAND FINELY TUNED OF ANY NATION IN THE WORLD.
THE VARIETY, AVAILABILITY AND QUALITY OF BEER AND SOFT DRINK
PRODUCTS IS UNRIVALED. IN ADDITION, THIS IS ALL DONE FOR THE
LEAST PERCENTAGE OF DISPOSABLE INCOME THAN ANY COUNTRY IN THE
WORLD. = I HAVE ALWAYS TAKEN éRIDE IN PRODUCING HIGH QUALITY,

COST EFFECTIVE GLASS PACKAGES AS PART OF THIS SYSTEM.
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NOW I AM BEING TCLD THAT WHAT I HAVE BEEN'DOING‘IS
WRONG. I AM BEING TOLD THAT WHAT I DO IS "SYMBOLIC" OF OUR‘
THROWAWAY SOCTETY. THAT I AM CONTRIBUTING TO LITTER AND
.SOLID WASTE AND THAT THE SCLUTION OR ANSWER IS IMPOSITION
OF A STATEWIDE FORCED DEPOSIT- -SYSTEM...A SYSTEM THAT WILL
CAUSE MY INDUSTRY AND OTHER SUPPORT INDUSTRIES TO SUFFER
SEVERE ECONOMIC DISRUPTION, WITH THE POSSIBILITY THAT MANY
PEOPLE LOSE THEIR JOBS. THIS JUST ISN'T FAIR.

FIRST, ON PHILOSOPHICAL GROUNDS THIS ISN'T RIGHT.
FORCING A DEPOSIT BY LAW ON A PACKAGE OR MATERIAL BECAUSE
IT ENDS UP AS LITTER OR SOLID WASTE WOULD MAKE THE MOST SENSE
ON NEWSPAPER, A MUCH LARGER FACTOR IN BOTH CATEGORIES, YET
I KNOW OF NO BILL INTRODUCED TO ACCOMPLISH THIS.

IT SEEMS LIKE THERE IS A STRANGE NOSTALGIA TO RETURN
TO THE "GOOD OLD DAYS" OF THE REFILLABLE BOTTLE, YET UPON
CLOSER EXAMINATION I FEEL IT ELITIST TO DEMANDbTHAT CONSUMERS
GIVE UP THE GAINS IN CHOICE, VARIETY, CONVENiENCE, COSTYAND

QUALITY BY LEGISLATIVE MANDATE FOR PERCEIVED AND SYMBOLIC

SOCIAL BENEFITS.
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I HAVE REVIEWED MANY OF THE SO-CALLED LITTER STUDIES.
THEY ALIL SAY. BASICALLY THE SAME THING---THAT 16-20% OF ALL
LITTER IS BEVERAGE RELATED BASED ON PIECE COUNT. FORCED
DEPOSIT PROPONENTS WANT TO SAY BEVERAGE RELATED LITTER IS
40% BY VOLUME TAKING THE PIECE COUNT AND MULTIPLYING BY SOME
GUESSED-AT VOLUME EQUIVALENT. IT IS RIDICULOUS TO ME Td TAKE
A PROﬁLEM AND BANDY AROUND GUESSED-AT NUMBERS TO JUSTIFY
DEVASTING AN INDUSTRY WHOSE ROOTS ARE HERE IN THE STATE OF
NEW JERSEY. IF WE HAVE A PROBLEM, LET'S WORK TOGETHER AND
SOLVE IT.
I WOULD LIKE TO SAY SOMETHING ABOUT JOBS. TODAY THE
COMMITTEE IS MEETING IN AN AREA OF THE STATE WHERE UNEMPLOYMENT
IS 17.7%,PLACING IT 5TH ON THE NATION'S "UNEMPLOYMENT DISASTER"
LIST. RIGHT NOW MY PLANT AS WELL AH THE ENTIRE GLASS INDUSTRY
IN NEW JERSEY, IS FACED WITH EXCESS PRODUCTION CAPACITY.
RECESSION AND COMPETITIVE ATMOSPHERE HAS TAKEN ITS TOLL IN

LAYOFFS. FORCED DEPOSIT LEGISLATION WILL RESULT IN
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JOB LOSSES OF 1,300 TO 1,700. (NOTE: SCENARIO ii ACCORDING
TO DONOVAN IMPACT). MOST OF THESE JOBS ARE LOCATED RIGHT IN
THIS PART OF THE STATE.....THEY ARE GOOD, HEAD~OF-HOUSEHOLD JOBS.
PRICE IS A COMPLICATED ISSUE, BUT LET ME ASK YOﬁ TO
THINK ABOUT THIS----THE COSTS FOR THE REfAILER_AND WHdLESALER
TO HANDLE, SORT, TRANSPQRT AND CLEAN CONTAINERS MUST BE PAID
BY SOMEONE----THAT SOMEONE IS THE CONSUMER.
I BELIEVE THAT THE STATEloF NEW JERSEY HAS A UNIQUE
OPPORTUNITY TO WORK NOT ONLY WITH THE GLASS INDUSTRY, BUT
PAPER COMPANIES, CAN MAﬁUFACTURERS, BEER AND SOFT DRINK
BUSINESSES AND MANY OTHERS TO SOLVE THE. PROBLEMS THAT GIVE
RISE TO FORCED DEPOSIT LEGISLATION. OPPORTUNITY LIES IN THE NEW

JERSEY RECYCLING ACT. O-I BELIEVES IN THE RECYCLING ACT,

HAS PLEDGED ITS SUPPORT AND HAS GONE INTO ACTION.

WHAT HAS THIS ACTION MEANT? I7 MEANT THAT OWENS-ILLINOIS
HAS CONSTRUCTED A $600,000 GLASS PROCESSING UNIT AT OUR NORTH

BERGEN, NEW JERSEY LOCATION, AND THOUGH WE WERE'FORCED TO SHUT

DOWN GLASS PRODUCTION AT NO.BERGEN, WL HAVE KEPT THE RECYCLING STATION
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OPEN; WE MAINTAIN THE SAME PROCESSING CAPABILITY IN THE
SOUTHERN PART’OF THE STATE THROUGH A PRIVATE RECYCLER WHICH
WAS ESTABLISHED WITH THE HELP OF A $150,000 O-I LOAN. WE
HAVE PUSHED UP THE PRICE PAID FOR RECYCLED GLASS TO INCREASE
ITS RETURN INTO THE RECYCLING STREAM. WE ARE WORKING WITH
SEVERAL PRIVATE RECYCLERS WITH EQUIPMENT AGREEMENTS IN
CONJUNCTION WITH LOW-INTEREST LOANS TO SPREAD THE MARKET
AVAILABILITY FOR GLASS RECYCLING.TO THE PUBLIC. GLASS PLANTS
IN NEW JERSEY RECYCLED 119,363 TONS OF GLASS, A 23% INCREASE
OVER 1980. THIS IS BY FAR THE HIGHEST QUANTITY OF GLASS
RECYCLED OF ANY STATE IN THE UNION.

IN CONCLUSION, LET ME SAY THERE CAN BE LITTLE DOUBT
THAT JOBS HAVE BEEN LOST IN THE GLASS INDUSTRY DUE TO FORCED
DEPOSIT LEGISLATION. WITH NEW JERSEY HAVING THE LARGEST
CONCENTRATION OF GLASS MANUFACTURING IN THE UNITED STATES,
THE IMPACT WILL BE MAGNIFIED, ESPECIALLY SO IN THIS AREA
ALREADY DECIMATED BY UNEMPLOYMENT. THE NEW JERSEY GLASS

INDUSTRY HAS YET TO FEEL THE EFFECT OF THE RECENTLY SIGNED
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NEW YORK BOTTLE BILL---BUT WE CERTAINLY WILL. THE PROBLEMS
WOULD ONLY BE COMPOUNDED BY PASSAGE OF A SIMILAR PIECE OF
LEGISLATION HERE.

WE HAVE IN PLACE A VIABLE SOLUTION IN NEW JERSEY
ALREADY WITH THE NEW JERSEY RECYCLING PLAN. THE RECYCLING
ACT WAS PASSED WITHOUT A DISSENTING VOTE. IMPLEMENTATION IS
ONLY SEVEN MONTHS BEHIND US AND ;T IS WORKING. WE SEEK THIS
COMMITTEE 'S ACTIVE SUPPORT TO WORK WITH US IN PURSUING THE
GOALS OF THIS ACT. WE BELIEVE WE CAN ACHIEVE MORE LASTING
RESULTS WITHOUT THE DAMAGING RESULTS OF FORCED DEPOSITS.
FORCED DEPOSITS ARE WELL INTENTIONED BUT A.MISTAKE. AS A
COMPANY, OWENS-ILLINOIS IS TOTALLY COMMITTED TQ THE GOALS
OF THE NEW JERSEY RECYCLING ACT.

THANK YOU.

Hi#
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TESTIMONY OF THE HON. JOHN J. TARDITI, JR.
OF THE CAMDEN COUNTY SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL
ON PROPOSED MANDATORY DEPOSIT LEGISLATION
SPONSORED BY THE ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON ENERGY

AND NATURAL RESOURCES

My name is John J. Tarditi, Jr. I am testifying on
mandatory deposit legislation as Chairman of the Camden County
SOqu Waste Advisory Council,’and,also as the Mayor of the
Borough of Haddonfield. On behalf of both organizations, I
thank you for the opportunity to present our views for your
consideration. -

We in Camden County, much like New Jersey's twenty other
counties, have been spending a lot of time, effort, and money
to solve the problems associated with the disposal of solid
waste. The economic and environmeéntal dilemma that we now
find ourselves in is a direct consequence Qf our dependency
on landfilling as the primary method of disposai. These
problems are fairly well documented so that I will not
dwell on them here. Suffice it to say that the magnitude
of the problem is such that Camden County has embarked upon
a léng range, multi-faceted program of waste disposal and
management that we consider more economically palatable and

more environmentally acceptable than the current process of

burying cur solid waste.
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These long range plans include both the recovery of energy
from our solid waste through high temperature incineration,
as well as materials recovery through the source separation
of the municipal waste stream.

'I should point out that in Camden Couﬂty élthough energy
recovery is still several years away, sovurce separation is
very much a reality. We are very pround of the fact that nine
of the thirty-seven Camden County municipalities have curbside
recycling collections, many of them at the urging, and with
the assistance of the county government that I represent.

In addition to the local support recycling has received,
passage of the New Jersey Recycling Act ét‘the State level
also must receive credit for the increased levels of munieipal
recycling.

With the experience garnered over the years, and with so
many recycling programs already in place, we feel that we in
Camden County qualify as experts'on the effects that recyciing
has on solid waste disposal. We have seen firsthand the
savings in landfill fees, landfill space, and collection costs
that recycling can effectuate. Conversely we have also seen
what municipal recycling has not or cannot accomplish. One

of these areas is litter abatement.

The legislature acted very wisely when it passed the
Recycling Act last year, with its series of taxes, loans,
and grants. It recognized the need to establish financial
incerntives as a means of encouraging recycling. Passage of

mandatory deposit legislation would be equally as prudent
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since it too attempts to alter bad habits through financial
incentives, namely the redeemable deposits. The two pieces
of legislation are very similiar in approach, yet address
vastly different problems. However, I often find that people
confuse the two.

We often hear it said that deposit legislation is an
inadequate metﬁod of recycling because it encompasses only a
small portion of the waste stream. This is partly true be-
cause deposit legislation is not meant as an answer to in-
creased recycling, but rather a solution to our profound litter
problem. We already possess an effective method of encouragihg
recycling, the Recycling Act. What we now need is an effective
measure for litter control to coincide and complement the.fine
recycling activities currently operating. In my view, mandatory
deposit legislation and the Recycling Act should be viewed as
complementary, each offering an effective solution to its
respective problem areas.

It is generally agreed upon that beverage containers
constitute anywhere from 5-8% of the municipal waste stream.
The removal of these materials from the municipal waste stream
via deposit legislation could bring about significant savings
in landfill capacity, tipping fees, and collection costs. This
is especially true if instituted in conjunction with the re-
cycling of other materials such as paper. Another practical

effect of diverting beverage containers from the waste stream
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through deposit legislation, would be to allow the substitutioﬁ
of other recyclables into the collection scheme in place of these
beverage containers. What better way to encourage the recycling
of materials with little or no market valug such as yard waste,
than under the Recycling Act's series of economic incentives?
The problem has been that rarely is a community in a position
to collect these materials because of all the time and money beihgb
spent on recycling beverage containers. Furtherﬁpre, if we
really believe that the most significant sa&ings attributable
to récycling is through cost avoidance at the 1andfiil, ﬁhén
removal of these materials from recycling programs and thus
loss of their revenue, should not concern us. The landfill
savings would still be there since the material still will
be kept from the landfill, in addition to significent savings
realized by not having to collect these materials.

Recognizing that deposit legislation is not a panacea,
and that there are significant hgrdles to be overcome with
deposit legislation} the Solid wWaste Advisory Council of
Camden County, through the work of its Recycling Sub-Committee,
has developed several specific recommendations that we feel
will minimize any problems and enhance any deposit legislation
effort in New Jersey. I should note that the Recycling Sub-
Committee is chaired by my fellow Mayor, Millard Wilkinson of
Berlin Borough.

The first and most important of these elements is the
stipulation that the malt and carbonated beverage containers

be recyclable and not simply refillable. This will accomplish
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several things. The most important of these is to ensure
that these materials are in fact kept from the landfill. For
example, refillable glass containers ultimately lose their
usefulness as reusable containers and can therefore still wind
up in a landfill. Under our proposal thié very same glass
container would be processed after redemption and returned to
the manufacturer as cullet and truly recycled as now practiced.

Another result that requiring recyclable, rather than re-
fillable containers would have, is to minimize any duplication
of effort by establishing a homogeneous method of processing
all of these materials. Rather than having some ccntainers re-
fillable (ite. malt and soft drink containers), and some con-
tainers recyclable (ie. food containers, or unreedemed be;—
erage containers), we will now have all recyclable containers.

Finally this requirement should minimize any adverse im-
pacts that the container manufacturers might feel, especially
glass, since it establishes a prdcessing system that they can
already accomodate. 1In South Jersey, we are particularily sen-
sitive to the impact o our neighbors in the glass industry.

The second point that we feel needs to be included in

any mandatory deposit legislation is that all materials used

as beverage containers should be covered by the deposit re-
quirement. This means that plastic as well as glass and
aluminum is included. The integration of plastic bottles
into the beverage market is a reality that should not be
ignored, and since they too are recyclable we believe they
should be included. BAgain we feel that this stipulation will

not discriminate against any particular manufacturer.
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The third and final point of our recommendations involves
the remuneration to the manufacturers, distributors and
retail establishments for added costs attributable to man-
datory deposit legislation:
- Displacement or loss of jobs by the container man-—.
ufacturers is one cost. Whether emPloYaes change
jobs or lose them, retraining is something we feel
is appropriate to provide for them.

-~ Increased storage and handling costs is another
common effect of deposit legislation, especially for
retail establishment. Cémpensation for this should also
be provided.

An appropriate source of revenue for both of these césts, is
the large number of unredeemed depoéits that have proven as high
as 30% in some states. We feel this would be a valuable use of
a portion of these funds in addition tr their use in defraying
some of the administrative costs that are required to establish
and maintain this program.

The other source of revenue that we feel appropriate to
help pay for these costs is the per/container handling fee paid
by the distributors to the retailers as contained in several
of the proposals before us today. The distributor may of
course recoup these expenses through increasing the cost of
their product. This is as it should be.

I do not pretend that there are not siénificant costs
agssociated with legislation of this sort. This is a proper

and necessary consequence of properly resolving a problem,
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and litter is indeed a problem in New Jersey. Does anyone dare

calculate the cost to New Jersey of establishing a recycling
program for beverage containers in each of New Jersey's
municipalities?

Imagine the money and manpower expended in more than 500
separate collection programs statewide. That I submit, is a cost
New Jersey cannot afford to bear.

New Jersey also has the good fortune to be able to evaluate
and learr from the deposit legislation experience of geveral other
States. According to the New Jersey Chapter of the Sierra Club,
enactment of deposit legislation in States such as Maine, Vgr-
mont, Oregon, Michigan and Oregon have shown the following results:

- 85% reduction of beverage container litter including

broken glass. |

- 40% reduction of total litter.

- 6% reduction of municipal solid waste going to landfills.

- in Michigan, 4,505 jobs were created by the deposit

system, mostly in urban areas.

With this sort of a proven record in other states, we may
feel relatively comfortable that enactment of mandatory deposit
legislation will in fact reduce New Jersey litter.

We have a unique oppoftunity here in New Jersey to adequately
address two of our biggest problems, solid waste disposal and litter.
Through the Recycling Act we are helping to solve the former,
the latter can only be properly eschewed through mandatory

deposit legislation. Hopefully I have helped to show that the
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two go hand in hand and that a choice between them need
made as some would advocate.
Again I thank the members of the committee for the

to present my views on this extremely important issue.
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My name is Linda Joseph and I am Executive Director of the Southern
New Jersey Development Council. The Council, a non-profit organization
representing business, industry, and government, promotes economic growth
and seeks to enhance the economic climate for existing businesses in the eight
counties of Southern New Jersey. Representing over 200 organizations, the
Council serves as the leader in coordinating regional develéphﬁent activities
among businesses, local and county governments, and community organizations.

Since this hearing involves the consideration of a new government
regulation for the State of New Jer‘sey, I would like to share with you statements
made by our current and former Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors
(CEA) in their writings on new government regulations. First, our current

Chairman, Martin Feldstein, said:

"As the pressure grows in Washington and in state capitals to limit
tax collections and government spending, there will be more and more temptation
to shift costs directly to consumers and firms through regulation. It's important
for voters to remain skeptical of such attempts and to ask the cost of all such
plans to 'improve our lives' through increased regulation." (The Boston Globe,

9/15/81)

I believe Murray Weidenbaum's comments, our former CEA Chairman,
summarize the considerations to be made when we look at any new government
regulation, including deposit legislation. He said:

"At first blush, government imposition of socially desirable requirements
on business appears to be an inexpensive way of achieving national objectives:
it seems to cost the government little and therefore is not recognized as much of
a burden on the taxpayer. But, on reflection, it can be seen that the public does
not escape paying the full cost. . . . What is at issue is not the worthiness of the
objectives. Rather, it is that the public does not get a 'free lunch' by imposing
public requirements on private industry. Although the costs of government
regulations are not borne by the taxpayer directly, in large measure they show
up in higher prices of the goods and services that consumers buy. These higher
prices represent the 'hidden tax', which is shifted from the taxpayer to the consumer.
Moreover, to the extent that government-mandated requirements impose similar
costs on all price categories of a given product, this hidden tax will tend to be

-1;..
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more regressive than the federal income tax." (Business, Government and The
Public by Murray Weidenbaum, 1977.)

I believe that both Mr, Feldstein's and Mr. Weidenbaum's remarks
should be carefully considered in relation to the proposed deposit legislation
which we are considering today. Né one would deny the potential benefits of
reduced litter in our state if deposit legislation were enacted. But, as the noted
economists 1 quoted point out, all of the costs associated with deposit legislation
must also be weighed.

Upon careful consideration, the Southern New Jersey Development
Council has determined that the costs of deposit legislation far outweigh the
advantages to be achieved., For that reason, we strongly oppose any proposal
to mandate deposits on beverage containers in New Jersey.

I would like to take a minute to review the potential costs associated with
this legislation. Since the glass industry is a major one in our region, deposit
legislation would be extremely detriméntal to Southern New Jersey's overall
economy. Over one-half of the workers in New Jersey's glass container industry
are employed in South Jersey, with nearly 2000 workers employed in the Vineland-
Millville-Bridgeton Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA). (See Table)
It is generally agreed that passage <.;of ‘a mandatory debosit bill wou‘}d significantly
reduce the wokkforce in Southern New Jersey's glass industry.

The Vineland-Millville-Bridgeton SMSA is currently experiencing a 17.7%
unemployment rate, ranking fifth highest in the nation. Those of us living here
in South Jersey are looking for assistance from our State to bring our region out
of its serious economic woes. Instead, our Legislature is considering deposit
legislation which would result in a further significant loss of jobs in the Vineland-
Millville-Bridgeton area. The bottom line effect of deposit legislation could very
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well make Cumberland County our nation's unemployment capital, a notoriety
which New Jersey cannot afford.

Members of the Southern New Jersey Development Council recognize the
importance of each manufacturing job to our region's health and prosperity. If
deposit legislation is enacted, South Jersey's glass industry may have to terminate
up to one-third of its current workforce. This conservative estimate of South
Jersey's potential workforce reduction could also result in our loss of:

$13 million in gross payroll

$11 million in regional expenditures

$9.5 million in disposable income

$7 million in federal taxes

$2.2 million in corporate taxes

$836,000 in state taxes

$700,000 in the unemployment insurance fund

$436,000 in time deposits

(What Typical Manufacturing Firms Employing 1000 Support)
(Source: N, J. Department of Commerce and Economic Development)

A similar workforce reduction in the rest of New Jersey could bring New
Jersey's loss to over $100 million, In addition, it is estimated that the additional
cost of beverage containers (including handling) to the consumer due to a mandated
deposit system would be well over $100 million annually. This state's 'free
lunch'" (or hidden tax), e;\s Mr. Weidenbaum puts it, which would result from deposit
legislation could easily exceed over $é00 million annually.: Our state, county and
municipal governments, as well as our financial institutions, construction industry,
retail stores, and glass industry suppliers cannot afford this tremendous cost for
the sake of an estimated 20% reduction of our state's litter problem.

We believe there are more cost-effective methods of reducing our State's
litter problem. Recycling is one of the methods our Council favors. As you have
heard from testimony presented _by the N. J. Office of Recycling on July 14, 1982,
our State's recycling programs proviqe a more comprehensive (affects the entire

municipal waste stream) and cost—effeéctive program of litter control. Passage
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of deposit legislation could seriously impact the economic viability of recycling
programs underway in the state.

Private sector initiatives, although often overlooked, have had and will
continue to have a significant impact on our state's control of litter. The
beverage container industry has worked to alleviate the litter problem in the
United States for years. They began the "Keep America Beautiful" campaign.
They also funded, staffed, and researched a behavioral study on litter. Clean
Community Systems were an outgrowth of that study. Today, over 270 communities
in 37 states have joined the Clean Community Systems. These communities have
reduced their litter up to 88% and have sustained these reductions as long as seven
years., It is expected that the N. J. Recycling Forum will soon begin a statewide
litter program based on the Clean Community Systems.

The container industry has also taken an active role in recycling. Owens-
Illiﬁois, for instance, has invested $600,000 in its glass pr‘ocessihg facility in
North Bergen. They expect to undertake a similar project in Bridgeton. In
addition, they are offering their assistance to municipalities who are developing
their own recycling programs.

Finally, we believe that our Legislatur‘e must recognize the impact this
type of regulatory legislation has on our attempts to attract new businesses to
our state and to encourage existing businesses to expand within New Jersey.

Our state cannot afford to continue the enormous regulatory burden it has placed
on its business and industry and the result that burden places on the average New
Jersey citizen, Only when New Jersey's Legislature begins to assess the true
costs of our government regulations will our state be able to compete on an equal
footing with the many other already enlightened states across our country.

-4
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GLASS BEVERAGE CONTAINER INDUSTRY

IN NEW JERSEY FOR 1982

, NUMBER OF
COMPANY . LOCATION EMPLOYEES
Southern New Jersey
Anchor Hocking Salem ' 746
Kerr Glass Millville 1030
Leone Industries Bridgeton 100 (est.)
Owens-Illinois | Bridgeton ' 850
Owens~Illinois . Millville 16
Sub total 2742
Rest of New Jersey
Ball Corp. . Carteret 420
Brockway Glass Freehold . _ 737
Midland Glass Cliffwood 507
Owens-Illinois : North Bergen 40
Thatcher Glass {Wharton _831
Sub totatl 2535
Total 5077

(Source: Glass Packaging Institute, Washington, D.C.)
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ANHEUSER-BUSCH COMPANIES

August 25, 1982

Robert D. Hollenbeck
Harry A. McEnroe
Catherine A. Costa
Arthur R. Albohn
Maureen B. Ogden

Dear Chairman Hollenbeck and Committee Members:

Attached please find a brief one page Anheuser-

Busch Companies, Inc. statement on forced deposit

legislation and a more comprehensive paper "The
Facts on Forced Deposits".

We have requested Mr. Dan Adams of the U. S.
Brewers Association to submit these documents
in the belief that they will be helpful to the
committee as it considers suitable legislation
for New Jersey.

Should the material generate questions, we will
be pleased to respond.

Sincerely,

g/.m//t%_/

Edward L. Miles
Director
State Affairs

. Lambright

cc: Messrs. S. K
D. J. Adams
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August 25,1982

STATEMENT ON FORCED DEPOSIT LEGISLATION
TO THE NEW JERSEY COMMITTEE ON
ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

We at Anheuser-Busch Companies,Inc. share your concern for finding
a solution to the litter problem. We attach a paper, "The Facts
on Forced Deposits your consideration.

Some of the principal conclusions of the paper are that Deposit
Laws:

. are a hidden "tax", they cause significant price increases

. reduce state tax revenues

. displace skilled workers, often head of households, with
Tower paying, less skilled jobs, often part-time.

. do not achieve substantial reductions in roadside litter.

. do not significantly effect solid waste volume or
collection and deposit costs.

Anheuser-Busch supports progressive litter control and recycling
legislation such as is in effect in nine states. The attached paper
also discusses these "solution" approaches and we believe you and
your staff will find one or more of these proven approaches to be
helpful in determining what is right for the great State of New
Jersey.

Attachment
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United States Brewers Association, Inc.

EXECUTIVE PARK TO.WER, STUYVESANT PLAZA, ALBANY, N.Y. 12203

(518) 489-4551

DANIEL J. ADAMS

VICE PRESIDENT PUBLIC & GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRG -~ NORTHEASTERN REGION

TESTIMONY ON FORCED DEPOSIT LEGISLATION
BEFORE THE
NEW JERSEY ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES
AUGUST 25, 1982

My name is Daniel J. Adams. I am Regional Vice
President of the United States Brewers Association, Inc., Northeastern
Region. The Northeastern Office is located in Albany, New York. The
United States Brewers Association, the nations oldest, active, con-
tinuous incorporated trade association, represents American and
importing brewers, and a wide variety of associate members
which engage in aluminum, glass, plastic and steel manufacturing,
and/or container and packaging production.

The Association strongly opposes forced deposit/
refund legislation; prohibitions on beverage container closures and
carriers, and other restrictions which are regressive and piecemeal
in nature, including 'Timits' in relation to container typne usage
in the marketplace.

The brewing industry in New Jersey hires approx-
imately 2,550 employees, and pavs out 75 to 77 million dollars
annually to its work force in wages and benefits. The State of
New Jersey ranks 9th in the nation in malt beverage (production)
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output, and 8th in malt beverage sales. In 1981, New Jersey beer
drinkers consumed 5,311,000 barrels of beer, while the states
brewing industry produced 7,761,000 barrels.

Also in 1981, beer generated $5,488,000. state
excise tax dollars, while New Jersey beer wholesalers collected
for the state an additional $27 million in the form of sales tax
revenue. The beer industry in New Jersey, therefore; generated
over $32 million in 1981 in the form of special taxes toward the
management of state government programs.

Costs associated with any forced deposit system
overwhelmingly outweighs any potential litter or solid waste
reduction that might occur. Moreover, and while forced deposit
legislation does not require recycling, it places substantial cost
burdens on consumers; results a loss of sales in the beverage
business and skilled jobs in the container manufacturing industry;
disrupts the livelihood of thousands of small retailer business
men and women, and forces the states beverage industry complex
to invest millions of new no-growth dollars to accomodate a less
efficient and energy intensive 'returnable' production and distri-
bution system.

Corresponding sales losses result tax revenue
losses to state and local governments. Moreover, projected in-
creases in government tax revenues are based on expected sales
gains. Accordingly, state governments have lost significant
amounts of excise and sales tax dollars based on (both) direct
market decline and on the markets failure to obtain expected
growth rates. Beer consumption growth in New Jersey, over the
past four years, has exceeded the national average.
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A loss in beer sales is based on a variety of
concerns created by a system of forced deposits. Sales losses
are principally due to concentration, inconvenience and price.
Concentration is an economic truism where by marginal company's
find it more difficult to compete, and as a result such businesses
either close or cease to register all or most of their beer brands
in the state. Package choice and brand choice declines. Inconvenience
deals with consumer dissatisfaction with the system and the
purchasing of other beverages which are not subject to forced
deposit mandates. And, sales losses due to higher prices are obvious.
Any legislation which is designed to create a real price increase,
creates a real, not artificial sales loss.

Combine the factors of concentration, inconvenience -
and price (sales loss) with package shift‘in the market, and skilled
job losses in the container manufacturing industries occur. A
forced deposit system not only creates volume decline, but a package
usage decline is experienced as a result of such legislation as well
two general shifts occur: a shift to returnable refillable con-
tainers or to larger size containers occurs off premise, while
the on premise account also moves to a higher usage of the refill-
able or 'shifts' to the exclusive or .added use of draft beer.
Following, trippage rates and the degree of 'shift' are combined with
direct losses in sales and produce skilled job losses.

Over 14,500 licensened retailers sell malt beverages in the State.
Generally, these retailers are considered small businesses and

many operations are family managed. Each business would experience
equipment and storage problems, labor costs attributable to hand-
ling and sanitation requirements, direct costs concerning inventory

control , pilferage and administration, and indirect costs in relation
to float outlays.
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The brewer and beer wholesaler would experience an
almost similar set of costs, while additional cost burdens in
relation to new machinery, down-time, foaming, energy, machinery
obsolescence and machinery installation would befall the brewer.

Accordingly, and based on study and experiences in
deposit law states, the average consumer price increase per case
of beer is (24/12 oz) (excluding brewer cost) is $1.03. (56.95
retailer; 34.25 wholesaler; 12.0 forfiet). The brewer's cost is
not solely applied to the state in question. It is applied to
all areas within that plants' shipping pattern.

The adoption of a fofced deposit system in New Jersey,
therefore, will cost the states beer consuming public at least .
68.5 million dollars annually. Surely, this cost alone, exceeds
any potential benefit the state might experience in terms of solid
waste or litter reduction.

The New Jersey Recycling Plan and Act, a superior law
to forced deposit legislation, is already in place. Regulations,
instructions and educational programs at all levels are under way.
This act will generate four to six million dollars annually through
1985, and two to three million dollars in 1986.... and, 15% of
such 'new' monies will be utilized for promotion and education on
recycling, litter abatement and new market development programs.

New Jersey is a leader in relation to positive solid
waste management and litter control legislation. A 'Bottle Bill'
is a negative, regressive and piecemeal approach, and, anti labor,
anti business and anti consumer in application and intent. We
strongly urge you to reject this legislation.
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[_—J @‘%S Pennsylvania Glass Sand Corporation

A Subsidiary of ITT
Three Penn Center
Pittsburgh, Pa. 15235
Telaphone : (412) 243-7500

August 25, 1982

The Honorable Robert Hollenbeck
Chairman, Assembly Energy & Natural Resources Committee

New Jersey State Assembly
Dear Mr. Hollenbeck:

Pennsylvania Glass Sand Corporation operates a glass sand producing
plant at Newport, Cumberland County, New Jersey. Our product constitutes approxi-
mately 60% of a glass batch and the glass bottle industry is the lifeblood of our
New Jersey facility. The proposed beverage container bill A-78, if enacted, would
undoubtedly eliminate jobs at our plant. Our skilled employees, who contribute
substantially to the financial stability of Cumberland County, would then add to
the current staggering 17%% unemployment rate.

At the present time, eight New Jersey glass bottle plants are recycling
glass and 424 million bottles and jars were reused in the State of New Jersey in
1981. Nationally, in excess of 11 glass containers were recycled in 1980 for each
man, woman and child in the United States, as compared with one-half of a bottle
for each person in 1970. Clearly, the American public has become more aware of
the need to recycle. It is our belief that this type of approach will reduce
litter and the need to dispose of it, will conserve energy and will preserve the
jobs of thousands of people in the Garden State.

We implore you to give the Recycling Act of 1981 a chance to prove itself.
The Office of Recycling must report to the Legislature by October 1, 1984, and by
that time the citizens of New Jersey will have had two years of experience and will
be in a better position to judge the merits of the Act.

Thank you for allowing us to present our views on this very important

subject.
Very truly yours,
PENNSYLVANIA GLASS SAND CORPORATION
4{‘7Q:f»0w£
Jatk T. Brady 4\7
(_—~—General Manager - Sales
JTB:msb
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. VAN EMBDEN

JNSELLOR AT LAW

RESOLUTION REGARDING BOTTLE BILL

BE IT RESOLVED by the Township Committee of the
Township of Downe, County of Cumberland and State of New Jersey
that,

WHEREAS there has been proposed a series of bills
in the New Jersey Legislature, Nos. A-78, A-182, A-482, A-1180
and S-1130 which will have a devastating effect on the mining
of sand in the Downe Téwnship Cumberland County area for
bottle making purposes, in an area already subject to one of
the highest unemployment rates in the nation, and -

WHEREAS the passage of the aforesaid bills will in all
probability cause the suspension of mining activities within
the Township, said mining activities being the only'substantial
year-round source of employment for residents of the area,

NOW THEREFORE, Be it Resolved by the Township Committee
aforesaid, that it place on record its objection to such
legislation and it hereby requests the legislature to reject
the aforesaid legislation inasmuch as the effect of said
legislation will be to substantially curtail production of glass
bottles and to undermine the economic base of this Township
whose industry is based on mining raw materials for the pro-

duction of same.

erle iley, Clerk
I certify that the above Resolution was duly
adopted by unanimous vote at its regular meeting held

August 19, 1982,
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PETITION

We, the undersigned employees of Pennsylvania Glass Sand
Corporation, are opposed to the enactment of the "Bottle Bills"
that are being considered by the New Jersey General Assembly, The
passage of such a bill will eliminate many jobs, such as ours, at
companies that supply the glass industry, in addition to the jobs
directly lost in the glass industry. We believe the severe personal
impact that the bottle bill will have on us and Cumberland County - :jﬁué:

greatly out-weighs any speculative benefits that may be achieved

by reducing litter. Dated: August 20, 1982
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PETITION

We, the undersigned employees of Pennsylvania Glass Sand
Corporation, are opposed to the enactment of the '"Bottle Bills"
that are being considered by the New Jersey General Assembly. 7T
passage of such a bill will eliminate many jobs, such as ours, ac
companies that supply the glass industry, in addition to the jobs
directly lost in the glass industry. We believe the severe perscnal
impact that the bottle bill will have on us and Cumberland Couniy

greatly out-weighs any speculative benefits that may be achieved
by reducing litter. DatedNiQAugust 20, 1982 : c;;%L
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THE FACTS

ON

FORCED DEPOSITS

Industry and Government Affairs
Anheuser-Busch Companies
St. Louis, Missouri
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OVERVIEW

At first glance, the idea of placing a deposit on beer and
soft drink containers appears to be a very good one indeed.
Everyone wants a clean environment, and placing a required
deposit on cans and bottles seems to be a harmless way of
controlling litter on our urban and rural roadways.

This brochure documents the objective facts about deposit
laws - not in some theoretical or idealized or emotional

way, but by examining the actual impacts of deposit laws
where they have been implemented. We will examine:

The economic effects of deposit laws on
e Consumer prices

® Government revenues

e Jobs

The consequences of deposit laws for
® Roadside litter
e The solid waste stream
® Voluntary recycling activities

Health and energy issues relating to mandatory

deposits.

Positive alternatives to forced deposits.
Anheuser-Busch is also vitally concerned with the problem of
litter. We believe, however, that any reasonable person who
objectively examines the facts about mandatory deposits will
come to the conclusion that more effective and less expensive

forms of litter control do exist, without the need for additi-
onal government intervention in the public's daily life.
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ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF DEPOSIT LAWS

Six states have implemented mandatory deposit laws -
Oregon (1972), Vermont (1973), Maine (1978), Michigan
(1978), Iowa (1979), Connecticut (1980). New York,
Massachusetts and Delaware are scheduled to implement
deposit laws in 1983. ‘

The impacts of forced deposit legislation, therefore,
are now a matter of fact, not conjecture. And the pub-
lic record clearly shows that the anticipated benefits
of deposit laws have failed to occur.

The failure of deposit laws is especially evidenced in
the economic sector, in terms of consumer prices, govern-
ment revenues, and jobs.
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CONSUMER PRICES

Advocates of deposit legislation argue that deposit laws
should cause prices on beverages to decline.

THE FACTS: 1In each of the deposit states,
consumer prices have risen, by about 25
cents per six-pack for beer and 15 cents
per six-pack for soda, in addition to the
required deposit.

Prices increase for several reasons. Capital investments
are needed for packaging equipment, warehouse space, and
additional delivery trucks. Most importantly, labor costs
rise dramatically, as a result of the multiple handling of
cans and bottles in returning them to distributors and then
to manufacturers.

Additional consumer costs also occur. On average, 10 per-

cent of cans and bottles are not returned for their deposit.
These unredeemed deposits cost consumers an additional five or
ten cents per non~returned container in deposit states. Finally,
consumers tie up their money in deposits, at an interest cost
of about one-half cent per six-pack. :

Nationally, a forced deposit law would have the following
price impact:

Higher consumer prices $§3.9 biliion/year
Lost consumer deposits $0.6 billion/year
Finance cost of deposit $0.1 billion/year

Total out-of-pocket costs $4.6 billion/year

No wonder that economists Martin and Kathleen Feldstein
(Harvard and MIT) have predicted that Massachusetts' deposit
law will cost consumers in that state nearly $100 million

a year.

CONCLUSION: DEPOSIT LAWS ARE A HIDDEN
"TAX": THEY CAUSE SIGNIFICANT PRICE
INCREASES, NOT PRICE REDUCTIONS. AND,
BECAUSE OF THE DEMOGRAPHICS OF BEER AND
SODA CONSUMERS, DEPOSIT LAWS ARE A TAX
WHICH FALLS MOST HEAVILY ON LOWER INCOME
FAMILIES. -
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TOTAL CONSUMER COST INCREASES

25 CENT INCREASE
| N SHELF PRICE
87.7%

PER 6-PACK CAUSED BY
- FORCED DEPOSITS

TOTAL INCREASE IS 28.5 CENTS PER 6—PACK

2 CENT FINANCE

<+—1 COST OF DEPOSITS - |

1.8%

J CENT UNREDEEMED
DEPOSIT COSTS
10.5%




TAX REVENUES

Proponents often argue that tax savings result from deposit
laws. Unfortunately, this is not the case. By increas-
ing prices and reducing convenience, mandatory deposit

laws hurt beverage sales. As a result, on average, DPeer
and soft drink sales in the six deposit state have

dropped by 10 percent, in comparison to their non-deposit
neighbors.

THE FACTS: These sales losses mean that
states lose substantial tax revenues if
they adopt deposit laws.

The current deposit states lose in excess of $6 million per
year in beer excise tax collections. And the federal gov-
ernment loses more than $9 million. A national deposit law
would cost the states over $120 million in lost excise tax
revenue, and the federal government $160 million.

While excise taxes are collected only on beer, state and
local sales tax losses would apply to beer and soda alike.
Sales tax revenue losses in excess of $200 million would
occur if all states adopted deposit laws.

CONCLUSION: NOT ONLY DO DEPOSIT LAWS
INCREASE CONSUMER PRICES, THEY SIGNI-
FICANTLY REDUCE STATE TAX REVENUES.

And, as we shall see, these lost funds are not offset by
savings for litter cleanup. The net effect...a significant
drain on a state government's revenue.
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EMPLOYMENT

Advocates argue that jobs are created by mandatory deposit
laws. And in the six deposit states, hundreds of jobs have
been created - to redeem, sort and store returnables in
retail stores and bottling facilities.

THE FACTS: Deposit laws create many
low-skilled, low-paying jobs, at the
expense of skilled manufacturing jobs.

In Michigan, about 800 skilled workers lost their jobs as

a direct result of the state's deposit laws. In Connecti-
cut, the deposit bill included an amendment which was to
provide a special compensation allowance for those who lost
their jobs because of the law. After about 550 such allow-
ances were granted (at a cost of $10,000 per week), the pro-
gram was abandoned because it had become too costly to main-
tain.

At the national level,the Department of Commerce has estima-
ted that a deposit law would eliminate 82,000 skilled and
semi-skilled jobs in the can and glass manufacturing industries.

CONCLUSION: FORCED DEPOSITS DO CREATE
LOW-PAYING, FREQUENTLY PART-TIME, JOBS
FOR HANDLING BEVERAGE CONTAINERS, BUT

THEY DO SO BY DISPLACING SKILLED JOBS

HELD BY HEADS OF HOUSEHOLDS.

108x



- ECONOMIC IMPACTS

SUMMARY

Deposit laws are indeed an expensive proposition.

e Consumers pay - soda and beer
prices increase significantly

e The beverage industry pays -
sales fall by 10 percent.

e The federal and state governments
pay - excise tax revenues and sales
tax revenues decline.

e Workers pay - skilled jobs are lost.

The question then remains: Do these costs buy a
solution to the problem - what happens to litter
when deposit laws are implemented?
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FORCED DEPOSITS
IMPACT ON LITTER, SOLID WASTE, AND RECYCLING

Deposit laws could be worth their high cost if they solve
the litter problem. An objective analysis of roadside
litter, however, demonstrates that substantial reductions
in total litter cannot be achieved by forced deposit laws.
And further, the hard evidence demonstrates that the im-
pact of deposit laws on solid waste collection is almost
negligible in comparison to consumer costs.

LITTER

Deposit laws can only be evaluated with reference to the
problem they are designed to solve: Roadside Litter.
Proponents argue that beverage containers are a very sig-
nificant part of litter. But recent studies by independent
research firms indicate

THE FACTS: in 1981, beverage containers
represented less than 12 percent of the
nations total urban street litter and 20
percent of all rural highway litter.

Objectively, over 80 percent of what is littered is such
items as newspapers, plastics, food wrappings, cups and
cigarette debris...not cans and bottles.

CONCLUSION: SUBSTANTIAL REDUCTIONS
IN ROADSIDE LITTER CANNOT BE ACHIEVED
BY DEPOSIT LAWS.
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SOLID WASTE

A more general claim for deposits is that they will substan-
tially reduce the solid waste stream, largely by increased
recycling of glass and aluminum. Although this argument is

at first quite plausible, a dispassionate look at the evidence
produces a very different view.

FACT: Less than 6 percent of all muni-
cipal solid waste is beverage containers.

FACT: A forced deposit law, by EPA
estimates,would reduce solid waste by
less than 2 percent.

EPA has also concluded that "the reduction in waste collection
and disposal requirements for a community is not likely to be
great".

CONCLUSION: THE ENORMOUS COSTS OF FORCED
DEPOSIT LAWS CANNOT BE JUSTIFIED BY MAR-
GINAL REDUCTIONS IN SOLID WASTE VOLUME OR
COLLECTION AND DISPOSAL COSTS.
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VOLUNTARY RECYCLING

Advocates of deposit laws suggest that forced deposits
will promote recycling.

THE FACTS: While a deposit law does
increase aluminum can and glass recyc-
ling, it adversely affects recycling
of other materials.

One of the leading groups opposed to mandatory deposits

is the recycling industry. Why? Because mandatory de-
posits often. spell disaster for existing multi-product
recycling centers in a state. Beverage containers,especial—
ly aluminum cans, are the recycler's major source of income,
and their relatively high profit margin allows the recycler
to also accept lower profit items such as paper and plastic_
products. By diverting glass and aluminum containers, deposit
laws have caused numerous multi-product recyclers to shut .
down.

| CONCLUSION: DEPOSIT LAWS DO NOT PROMOTE |
VOLUNTARY RECYCLING: THEY ECONOMICALLY
DAMAGE THE MULTI- PRODUCT RECYCLING INDUS-
TRY BY DIVERTING BEVERAGE CONTAINERS TO
RETAILERS AND/OR WHOLESALERS.
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LITTER, SOLID WASTE, AND VOLUNTARY RECYCLING

SUMMARY

Deposit laws do reduce beverage can and glass -
litter. But...

® Since cans and bottles are only a
small portion of roadside litter
(11 to 20 percent), deposit laws
leave the bulk of litter unaffected.

® Since cans and bottles are <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>