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ASSEMBLY No 2606

STATE OF NEW JERSEY

ﬂ INTRODUCED SEPTEMBER 20, 1984

By Assemblyman HOLLENBECK, Assemblywoman FORD ‘Assem-
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blymen S. ADUBATO, KARCHER, MAZUR, PATERNITI and
~ Assemblywoman PERU\’ -

AN Acrt @neerning beverége con.tainér_s., supple_ment.ing Title 13 of

the Revised Stétutes and making an apptopriation.

BE 1T ENACTED by the Senate and General Assembly of the State
of New Jersey: :

1. The Legislature finds and declares that glass, metal and plastic
beverage containers constitute a significant portion of the solid

‘waste stream disposed of in the State’s already overburdened

sanitary landfills or irresponsibly discarded as litter along road-
sides, on farm properties, in parks, on beaches and throughout the

environment; that the removal and reuse or recycling of this
component of the waste stream would substantially extend the
useful life of the landfills of the State, reduce the safety hazard of
broken glass and metal fragments, mitigate the costs to the agri-
cultural industry of repairing damaged equ.ipment, livestock losses _
and lost productive work tine, provide a more attractive iandséape.
and reduce the financial burden on municipalities charged with the
responsibility of cleaning up the State’s already serious litter
problem; that the reuse or recycling of these containers provides
an energy efficient and environmentally sound means of achieving
these goals; and that it is therefore in the public interest to estah-
lish a State program to promote the return and récycling of

beverage containers.

2. As used in this act:
a. “Beverage” means beer or other malt beverages, mineral
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“water, soda water and siilar nonaleoholic carbonated drinks

intended for human con«umptlon

b. “Beverage contan.er néans an individual, separate. sealed S
‘bottle or can havi m:: a capaclt\ of not more than five liters. com-

posed of vlau, metal, plastic or any combination thereof, containing

a beverae:e, and w hich has been identified by a label, stamp or other

- mark pursuant to section 3 of this act;

“Department” means t].e Departmer-t of Em’rronmenta] P1 0-
tection; ’ , o .
d. “Dlstnbutor ” means a por son who sells beve erages in hev erage g
containers at wholesale to retailers in’ this State, mcludmg am
manufacturer who engages m these sale5° ‘

e. “Manufacturer” means a person botthng, caumng or ﬁllmg
beverage contamels for sale to dlstrrbntcre or retailers or con-
sumers; S v o
f. "‘Recycling” means the process of sorting, cleansing, treating
and reconstltutmg waste and other dlscarded materlals for the

pnrpose of reusing the materials: | . _
. “Redemptlon center” means a p]ace ora busmes> which accepts

.'empt\ beverage containers for 1ec\'chng and pays the refund value

of bever age contamers ;

h. “Retailer” means a person engaged in the sale of be\ erages
m beverage containers to any person at retail for oﬁ'—prennse coli-
sumption, 1nc]udma any manufacturer or distributor eu'ra"mg
in retail sales. _ '

3. a. A beverage container sold or offered for sale in this State
shall have‘ a minimum refurd value of $0.10 when empty.

‘b. Every beverage container sold or offered for sale in this State
bv a retailer shall be clearly 1dent1ﬁed bv a stamp, label or other
mark securely affixed to the beverafre contamer, bearm" ‘the 1n-
scnptlon “New Jersey” or “N.J.” and 1nd1catmg the refund va]ue |

4. a. The refund value shall be paid by the retailer upon presen-

tation at any time during business hours, at the retailer’ s p]ace of
bbusmess, of au empt\ beverage container of the kmd size and.
brand sold or offered for sale at that place of buﬂx ness.

b A dlstnbutor shall accept and pick up all beverage contamerb -
" of the kind. size and lnax 1 which the dletrll)umr dlktrxbutea in tlw'v

dlstnbutors ser\rce area returned’ b\ anv retallel owner and

. operator of a zedemphon centel & person who sells beverages in’

beverage contamers for on-preniise consumptlou, or agents thereof,

~and pav to that person the refund value estahlished in this act, plus
‘a handling fee of $0.015 per bevera se container.

e. If -2 manufacturer accepts for return a beverage container
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for which the manufacturer Las clharged 2 deposit equal to the
refund value established in this sectior. the manufacturer shall
upon return pay the retailer, cwaer or operator of a redemption

center, a person who sells beverages in beverage contairers for on-

‘premise consumption, distributor, or agents thereof, that refund

value plus a handling fee of $0.015 per beverage containcr.

9. A retailer, distributor,’ or manufacturer chall not be requir'ed
to accept for refund a beverage container which is unclean or con-
tains any substance other than dried beverage residuc or. in the
case of glass heverage conAtaine'rs, a lieverage container which is

broken, except that dented or flattened. plastic or metal beverage

~containers or chipped glass beverage containers are acceptable for

refund and may not be refused therefor nil_less they are unusable

for reeycling purposes or, in the ease of refillables, for refilling.

6. No heverag'e container shall be soid or offered for sale in the
State in a metal container designed and construeted so that part
of ‘the container is detachable, or in containers connected to each

- other by ‘pl‘astic rings or similar devices which are not degradable.

For the purposes of this section, “degradable”. means capable of
disintegrating into minute fragments by naturally occurring bio-

logical or physical processes in the environment, within a period

of one year after manufacture. e
-7. a. A person may apply to the department for approval to

-establish a beverage container redemption center, to which. empty
_beverage containers may be returned and from which payment of

the refund Va]ue of the beveragev containers may be received.

- b. An application for approval to establish a redemption center

shall include the name and address of the person responsible for

. the establishment and operation of the redemption center; the kind,

size, and brand names of beverage containers which will he accepted
at the redemption center; and any addi«tiona]'inf ormation which the

department may require.

. . -¢..The department shall approve an application to establish a A

redemption center if it finds that the redemption center will pro-

~vide a convenient service to the public for the return of empty

beverage containers. The order of the department approving the
establishnient of a redemption center shall state the kind, size, and
brand names of empty beverage containers which the redemption

center shall accept and any other requirements which the depart-

_ment deems necessary to insure that the redemption center will

provide a convenient service to the publiec.
The department may at any time review the operation of a

‘redemption center. After affording written notice and hearing to
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" the owner of -a_ redemption center pursuanl to the “Administrative
- Procedure Act,” P.L. 1968, c. 410 (C. 52:14B-1 et seq.), the depart-

ment may rev oke its appr‘oxal of lhe continued operation of the
redemption center if it finds that ‘the center has failed to comply

‘with the conditions set forth in the order approving the center

or if the. redemptlon center no longer provrdes a convenient serviee

to the public: - ‘
8. a. There is levxed upon the distributor a tax of $0 0004 per

12 ounces of beverage sold bv the distributor in a beverage con-

-tainer sold to a retailer.

b. (1) A distributor shall, on or before the 20th day of the month '

' followmg the close of each tax period, render a return under oath

to the Drreetor of the Division of Taxation in the Department of
the Treasury on & form prescribed by the director indicating the
number of beverage containers sold and at that time the dlstnbutor

shall pay the full amount of tax due.

(2)A distributor shall within 20 days of the eﬁectwe date of thls _
act regxster as a taxpa\ er vnth the drrector on forms prescribed B

' 'by the director. .
¢. If a return required by tlus act is not ﬁled or if a return v&hen -

“'filed is incorrect or insufficient in the opinion of the director, the

amount of tax due shall be determined by the director from such
"“information as may be available. Notice of this determination shall

be given to the taxpayer liable for the payment of the tax. ThiS

- determination shall be final, unless the person against whom the
2 tax is assessed, w1thm 30 days after receiving notice of this deter- -

mmatlon, applies to the director for a hearing, or unless the director
independently, makes a new determination concerning the amount

‘of the tax due. Within 60 days of the director’s making this in-

dependent determination concerning the amount of tax due, the

director shall notify. the person to whom the tax is assessed of that’.

detemnnatxon - ' ' .
d. A taxpayer who fails to file hls return when due or to pa)

-th,e tax when due, is subject to the penalties and interest provided ,
in the State Tax Uniform Procedure Law, R. S. 54:48-1 et seq. . '

If the Division of Taxahon determines that the failure to compl‘»
with any provision of this section is excusable under certain
circumstances, it may remit part or all of the penaltv and interest
as appropnate

e (1) A person who fails to ﬁle a return or to pay the tax due

hereunder; who mtenhonalb files or causes to be ﬁled makes or

- causes to be made, or gives or causes to be given any false return,
- certificate, affidarvit, _representat‘xon,. information, testimony or
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statement with respect to any provision of this section or the rules
or regulations adopted hereunder; or who fails to keep any records
required by this section or by the rules or regulatlons adopted
hereunder, is, in addition to any other penalhe: herein prescribed,
-guilty of a erime of the fourth degree ‘

(2) The certificate of the director to the effect t.hat a tax has not
been paid, that a return has not been filed, that information has not

‘been supplied, or that inaccurate. information has been supplled

shall be presumptive evidence thereof. . .
f. In addition to the other powers granted to the dlrector in

this section, the director is authorized:

- (1) To adopt pursuant to the “Admlmstratlve Proeedure Act,”

;P- L. 1968, c. 410 (C. 52:14B-1 et seq.), rules and regulations

necessary to carry out responsibilities of the division under this act.
"(2) To delegate to any officer or employee of the division any

~ powers and-duties necessary to.earry-out the provisions of this

section, and the person to whom these powers have.been delegated

‘shall possess and may exercise all of the'powers‘qnd perform all -

of the duties delegated by the director; -

{(3) To prescribe and distribute a.ll necessary forms for the
implementation of this section. '

g. The tax imposed.by this section shall be governed in all re-
spects by the provisions of the State Tax Uniform Procedure Law,
R. 8. 54:48-1 et seq., except to the extent that a specific provision

- of this section may be in conflict therewith, in which case the pro-

vision of this section shall supersede. the provzsmn of the State
Tax Uniform Procedure Law. . '
h. The “Beverage Container Return Fund,” hereinafter referred

- to as the “fund,” is established in the Department of Environmental

Protection as a nonlapsing, revolving fund. - The fund shall be
administered by the department, and shall be credited with all tax
revenue collected by the division pursuant to this section. Interest
received on moneys in the fund shall -he credited to -the fund.
Moneys in the fund shall be appropriated to the department for
all costs associat.ed with the department’s administration and
enforcement of this act. For the purposes of this act, “administra-
tion” meahs, in addition to its usual meaning, the establishment
of a method for complaint handling and a public education program
to assure the widespread dissemination of information concerning
the responsibilities and benefits of this act and the preparatlon of
an annual report. , '

9. The Commissioner of the Department of Envxronmental Pro-

tection shall, not later than the 90th day after the effective date
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of this act and pur suam to the “Admm:stmtne Procedure Aet.”

P. L. 1968, c. 410 (C. 02,141.-—1 et seq.), adopt rules and rea'ulalxon=‘
necessary to carry out the provisions. of this act. These regulations

shall inc:lude,_but not be limited to, rec’;ui_re.ments concerning the

“labeling of containers and for the adequate servicing and timely

pa}ment of refunds and handling fees by distributors to retailer=

and redemptlon centers and places of on- prenuses consumptlon. or k

agents thereof. ' :

" 10. Aperson who: , _
a. Collects or attempts to collect the refund value on the contamer

a second time, with the know ]edge that the refund value has once

.been ‘paid by .the’ dzstnbutor toa reta.ller, redemptmn center or
_.consumer; ‘ P

= Manufactures, sells, possesses, or apphes a false or counterfelt
label or indication which shows or purports to show a refund value
for a beverage containel, with intent to ue the false or—counterfelt v

-1abel or indication ;

s Collects or attempts to collect 8 refund \alue ona contamer
with the use of a false or counterfeit or indication showing &
refund va.lue, knowi mg the label or indication to be falee or counter-
feit;jor : et :
. d. Inany otber way \nolatec the provxsxons of t}ns act or the rules ;

or regulatxons adopted pursuant hereto;

' sh,all be guilty ’of a petty disorderly persons offense for the first

offense. Each day that the violation continues shall be a separate

-and distinet violation.

- 11. There is appropriated from the Genera] Fund to the waslon
of Taxation in the Department of the Treasury the sum .of

'$100,000.00 for the purpose of administering its responsibilities
-under this act, which sum shall be repaid from mouneys received in
‘the “Beverage - Contamer Return and" as soon as may be prac-
‘ticable. '

12. This act shall take effect on the 180th day after enactment '
except that sections 9 and 11 shall take effect immediately.

 STATEMENT | |
This bill would establish a $0.10 refund value on all beverage

"containers of five liters or less containing beer or other malt bev-
_erages, soda “atel and other nonalcoholic carbonated drinks. The

| : $010 deposn would be 1mpo=ed b\ the dxstnhutor at the pomt of
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.distribution to retailers; Manufacturers who want their bottles
or cans returned for refilling or recyeling are permitted to charge
a deposit. v L

Distributors are obliged to accept for refund all beverage con-
tainers of the kind, size and brand handled by them during normal
business hours. They are permitted to refuse unclean containers
or broken glass containers Tt may not refuse crushed or dented
-plestic or metal containers, or glass containers which are chipped.

Retailers are obliged to accept for refund all beverage con-
tainers of the kind, size and brand handled by them.

Distributors must pay a handhng fee of $0.015 to retaﬂers for
each container returned. v
~ Beverage containers are to be labeled with the refund value and
the inscription “New Jerse)"" or “N.J.” and may not use plastic
ring carriers or other nondegradable fasteners.

The bill permits the establishment, upon approval by the Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection, of redemption ecenters but does
‘not thereby relieve distributors or retailers of their responsibilities
to accept beverage containers for refund.

The “Beverage Container Return Fund” would be established
into which a tax of $0.0002 per 12 ounces of beverage sold, paid
b}' the distributor, would be deposited for administration and
enforcement of the provisions of the act, including a method for
complaint handling and a public education program.

Finally, the bill would appropriate $100,000.00 to the Division of
Taxation in the Department of the Treasury for the purpose of
notifying retailers of their tax liability, distributing tax forms,
and collecting the tax which sum would be paid back to the General
Fund from the “Beverage Container Return Fund” as soon as
may be practicable.
~ The bill provides for penalties for violations.

— e —







ASSEMBLYMAN ROBERT P. HOLLENBECK (Chairman): We will now
call the hearing to order, please. If there is anyone present who -

“would like to submit written testimony to the Committee, we will hold
the record open for three days in order to receive your written
testimony. We will then make it part of the official transcript.

The first person who requested to speak today is Mr. Edward

Lloyd, New Jersey Public Interest Research Group.
EDWARD LLOYD: = Good morning. ’
- ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Good morning.

MR. LLOYD: My name is Ed Lloyd. ‘I am General Counsel for

‘ B
the New Jersey Public Interest Research Group. I would like to thank

you for inviting us here to testify today on Assemply Bill 2606. I am

here to testify on behalf of New Jersey PERG. New Jersey PER; is a
member of the can and bottle pill campaign. I am here to fully

support, on behalf of New Jersey PERG and the can and bottle bill

campaign, the passage of A-2606, the Bottle Bill. - I will refer to the
bill as the bottle bill throughout my test:mony. |

We have had bottle bill leglslatlon pendlng in New Jersey for
the last 13 years. Over that period of time, this hearing has been
repeated many times. In the past, we have had proponents and opponénts
arguing fhis issue on a theoretical plane. The proponents claim that
_the bill will improve the quality of life and the'envir‘onme_nt, and
opponents claim that there will be a loss of jobs and adverse economic
conseguences. | |

'Fort'unately, today and over the years, we have had growing

experience with the passage of bottle pbills in nine other states, and .

we are now in a position to testify regarding the experience of those
other statesl, and how that experience would apply to New Jersey. The

record of the other states is that the bottle bill has been

consistently successful. It has been successful fram an environmental
point of view and it has been successful because of its acceptance by

the governments of those states. It has never been repealed. There .

- have been no significant problems with it.

The arguments of opponents have been shown to be inflated, -

exaggerated, and overstated; they were reduced to arguing that "this



 state," or "that state," where a new bottle bill'was;being proposed,
- was 'u'n'ique. ‘I am here today to present the results of a ’ye"ar-‘-"l"Ong'
study done by New Jersey PERL_% on the _eXperience of other states with
the bottleibill° | ‘The study will be released in the near future.. I
will submit. written testimony within the next three days, detailing the
findings of that study. : |

» ~ My purpose today is to’ summarize those findings for the
Camuttee, in the short time we have. ’ ‘ ’

First of all, I think it is important to recognize exactly

- what the bottle bill does. The bill changes the packaging of beverage
.containers, from the sale of the containers to the consumer to, in
: essence, the loan of the containers to the consumer. v
' v In a state. -without ‘a bottle bill, you can see (indicating on
chart) that we start with the manufacturer, go to the bottler, then
we go to the distributor, the retailer, and the customer. Ultimately,_
the majority of the beverage containers end up in our landfills.

With the bottle bill, that is drastically changed The
bottle bill, in essence, is a loan to the consumer. It goes fram the
manufacturer, to the bottler, to the distributor, and to the retailer,
but when it gets to the consumer it does not, by and large, end up in
landfills, it ‘goes’ back, through refillaples and recyclables, to the

~manufacturers and to the bottlers. - S0, we change the entire nature of
-~ the packaging, and that packaging is, by and large, ‘not ending up in 7
V landfills it is being recycled and refillea. ‘
' There are three major benefits to bottle bill legislation. :
litter reduction, reduction in the amount of solid waste going to
larx:'lfills' and significant increases in the recycling of aluminum and R
glass. I will address these inaiv1dua11y, and T will begin w1th litter
reduction. _ : .
_ Experience in the nine states that have passed bottle bills
vshows that there has been -an 80 to 90 percent reduction in litter from
‘ bev_erage,containers. " 'As you can see (indicating on chart) from New
York, to Vermont, to Oregon, to Michigan the rate runs 80 to 90 percent
in beverage container litter. What that means is, overall litter
_freduction is fram 30 to 40 percent. This has been the experience in
~ other states. |




In addition to the litter »reduct_ioh, we have seen a reduction
in solid waste generation. States that have passed the bottle bill
have seen from five to nine percent reduction in the amount of solia
waste produced. A commonly accepted figuré is six percent. We would.
then expect that New Jersey should see a six percent reduction in solid
waste. Given the depth of the New Jersey solid waste crisis, we think
this is a significant reduction, and an immediate reduction. .

What this would mean to New Jersey is a savings of 22
landfill days per year. For New Jersey municipalities, it would also
- mean a reduction of between $17 and $20 million, per year, in the cost. _
- of solid waste disposal. This may be why the 240 municipalities in New
Jersey have endorsed the passage of the bottle bill legislation.
| The bottle bill legislation would also mean a significant
increase in recycling. We have seen recycling levels in other states
increase sign'ificantly. As you can see here (indicating on chart) in
deposit states with giass' container recycling, they have from 91 to 96
percent recycling of glass. In New Jersey, according to the New Jersey
Department'of Recycling, it is only five percent. '

With aluminum container recycling, we have seen an 88 to 97
percent increase. These figures, by the way, are Envirdnmental
Protection Agency figures. This figure is the New Jersey figure.
(indicating on chart) Aluminum and glass in the non-deposit states is
only 10 to 20 percent.. This is an industry figure, and I will call it
"aluminum figure."- So, what we have seen is, when the bottle pbill is
. passed there is a significant increase in the recycling of both glass
and aluminum. In addition, the plastic industry has predicted that for
1985, 100,000 tons of plastic soft drink containers will be recycled,
and that 98 to 99 percent of that recycling will occur in bottle bill
states. | , , : o
‘There are other benefits to the bottle bill as well. There
are reductions in energy and water AConsumption,, according to national
government figures. ‘ o ’

- Also, significantiy, a Long Island University study ha‘sA shown
that a 50 percent‘ increase in recycled glass in glass furnéces, reduces

the temperature of those furnaces by 50 ~per:cent. The necessity of



:rebrlckmg those furnaces 1s thereby reduced and it has to be done less ‘
‘often. ' _ ‘ , ’ _ '
v I am sure you are gomg to hear arguments today -fram
_opponents. ‘The major. arguments you will hear 1nvolve sanitation,
enployment, and the ‘cost to the consumer. Let me address each of these
arguments. ) A , ' o - "
F1rst of all sanltatlon. This is the ea51est thing to
qulckly dlspose of. Retail stores, dealing with food, already address
sanitation problems every day. There will be no s1gn1f1cant increase
in those problems with the bottle bill, Moreover, sanitation
departments and health officers in the states uhere bottle bills have
- been passed have unequlvocally and unammously indicated that there are -
no sanitation problems due. to the bottle bills in those nine states
where they have been enacted . : |
: Let me address the employment 51tuat10n. Opponents will tell
you that there will be a loss of jobs fram the. bottle bill. The fact
is that the glass industry has suffered a steady declme in ]ObS over
the last 10 years., The U.S. Department of Commerce has ’mdvlcated that
the glass industry has lost 31 percent of its jobs in the last decade.

. There are two major reasons for ' this: One is the long-term'

L mechanlzatmn of production ‘in the bottle 1ndustry, and the second is

_ the rapid shift to plastic contamers. o
Accordlng to '"Busmess Week,“ Owens-lllinois. the leadingr
glass producer in the country and the leadlng producer in New Jersey,
has invested $550,000 in equipment to slash its labor cost; and, it has
-effectively slashed its labor cost. ~ The average' industry' labor cost
| for bottle production is 40 percent; Owens-1111n015 has slashed those
costs to 25 percent. - . -
Plastics have made a significant impact on the glass
industry. In the last four years, plastics have taken over 20 percent -
of the soft drink market. Owens-Illinois, which controls 27 percent of |
the market nationally, and Brockway Glass, which controls 17 percent of
the market na’tionally — Doth of which are important manufacturers in
New Jersey — are 1nvest1ng heavily in plastic container manufacturmg
outside of New Jersey. These are the major reasons why there have been
‘ -job losses in the glass industry. '




‘ Merrill Lynch's capital market analysts ‘have predlcted that
there is a reasonaole possibility that very few glass contamers will
be used at all by the end of the century.

Secondly, with respect to the job issue, experience has shown
that estimates of job losses by both management and labor in other
states have been grossly inflated, fram five to ten times' their
actual impact.__ In Ohio, opponents of the bottle bill said there would
be a loss of 10,000 jobs. 1In fact, there were only 3,600 employees in
the industry at that time.  The ‘same thing happened in New York.
Opponents said that 7,000 to 8,’000 would be endangered. In fa'ct, only
4,600 were 'erployed in that industry in New York. '
- Even in New Jersey, at the ‘last hearing on the bottle bill _'
Congressman- Hughes told this Committee that 10,000 jobs would be
“endangered. In fact, there are only 4,400 jobs in the industry in New
Jersey today. , : _
The fact is that the bottle bill will result in a net .
1ncrease in Jobs. This has been the experlence in every other state
that has enacted a bottle bill. _

As you can see (indicating on chart) the rate varies from a
few hundred"to a few thousand: 5,000 or 6,000 in New York; 4,600 in .
Michigan. These are net increases in jobs. In Michigan there was a
net increase of 4,600 jobs, and an absolute loss of only 240 jobs. Our
estimates are that in New Jersey, the bottle bill wouid create 3,400 to
3,500 jobs. It is also important to note that as many high-paying jobs
would be created as are lost. In addition to those high4paying jobs,
there are literally thousands of lower-paymg jobs that w111 be
created. '
; " You will also hear fram the opponents that the bottle bill
will drive up the cost of the product. 1In fact, in the bottle bill
states we have seen_ an initial increase in product cost upon
implementation of the bottle bill, but after implementation, we have
seen those costs go down to even lower levels than we saw before. What
is important to stress is, the major impact on cost due to the bottle
bill is the cost avoidance by municipalities for solid waste disposal.
- To give you an example, the town of Montclair has saved $60,000 a year
in the cost of its solid waste.



| Jersey.

' I'thi'nk' perhaps the most important thing for this Committee
_ to recognize 1s that the people in New Jersey have seen the bottle bill
work in other states. ‘They have seen it work in New York. They havej

seen it work in Connecticut. They have seen it work in Massachusetts. . Q

~ They have seen it work in Michigan, and they want it to work in New

‘New JefSey " PERG = conducted Aa .poll .feoently which was
'supervised by experts at Rutgers University. “We found that citizens in
New Jersey support the bottle bill by a ratio of five to one. This is

' true in other states.' Polls taken in the states where bottle bill's o

~have been passed have conmstently and overwhelmmgly found broad
consumer support for the bottle bill. We ‘have also had indications
from governmental officials . in-‘ other- states that _they support the |
" bottle pill. I have teiegrams ‘with me today fram two governors .of
states that have the bottle bill which I would like to read. - One is
from Joseph Brennan, - the GoVetnor of Maine: "Maine returnable
‘ contamer law working exceedlngly well. Environment cleaner. No jobs
lost. Citizen support 100 percent." N ‘ ' _ _
From Terry Branstad, the Governor of Iowa- "Iowa's bottle
bill has helped to kéep our state's roads, streets, parks, and open
spaces clean. Iowans are proud to have been one of the first states to
~adopt- mandatory deposit legislation." _ ' : o
I also have a letter from the Departznent of Env1ronmenta1 '
Conservation in New York, and fram the Governor of Oregon. - The support |
throughout the country, where bottle bills have been passed, has been
strong. - C1t1zen support is- strong. We urge_ this Committee to vote the
" bill out as soon as possible. Thank you very much. (applause) |
ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBLCK Ladies and gentlemen, please, I am
going to lay down same ground rules fast, all right? This is not a
popularity contest. No applause, please. It is not necessary and it
is unwanted. We will llsten to your test].mony, just kind of oontrolp
your emotions, please. o , o
’ Are there any 'ques'tions? (no c';uestions') Thank you very .
‘much, Mr. Lloyd. . ‘ |
MR. LLOYD: Thank you.




ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Ms. Barbara McConnell fram the New
Jersey Food Council who, at great sacrifice, returned from a desert '
paradlse to be with us this morning, as we anticipate a snowstorm.
BARBARA MCCONNELL: = I didn't even get to go, much less return. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. It is a well known
fact that the New Jersey Food Council and its members strongly oppose
Assanbiy Bill 2606, or any other leglslatlon that forces a dep031t on
beverage containers in New Jersey, and which requires grocery retailers
to became redemption centers or garbage collectors for this type of
litter and solid waste in our State.

The food industry doesn't oppose th1s leglslatlon because we
don't have a social or environmental conscience. We oppose bottle
- bills because they are a nightmare to any grocery retailer; they are
costly and inconvenient to the consumer; and, because bottle bills
don't work effectively in achieving their intended goals of litter
reductlon and solid waste management. |

As Mr, Lloyd from PERS has pointed out:, most of our arguments
in the past have been theoretical in nature. Perhaps that is true, but
he also pointed out that now we have the experience of deposit states,
such as New York. Taking something fram that remark, I would like to
point out to the Committee —- or to remind you -- that, as you know, in
New York, - The Temporary Cdﬁmission on Returnavle Beverage Containers,
which is made up of representatives of not only industry but also of
environmental groups and government officials, and which is charged
with the responsibiiity of studying the impact of the beverage
container law in New York, commissioned the Rockefeller Institute to do
a study with regard to the impact of the law and its effectiveness in
dealing with thel' problems of solid waste litter, jobs, cost to the
consumer, etc. Throughout my remarks I will refer to this commission,
which has not yet published its findings in final form. The draft has
been published, and as a result I will refer to same statistics and
findings taken fram the Rockefeller Institute draft. |

' In the last 12 years, only nine states have enacted bottle
laws. Far more states have rejected such legislation overwhelmingly by

either legislative action or by referendum. Legislatures and public



officials across_ ._the country - are looking seriously, as we are doing
“here in New .Je_r'sey,' at the problem of ‘solid waste, diminishing
landfills, and litter control’,"and they are concluding‘ that there are
more effectlve and comprehenswe ways to deal with these problems than
through a costly and limited system of forced dep051ts.

Even publlc opinion polls, or surveys which measure consumer
attitude . on bottle bllls, show . some interesting . results.; 'The'
Rockefeller Inst1tute, which was commssmned by the New York Temporary

Commission on Returnable Beverage Containers, further cammssmned» -
. Professor Joseph wWuffle of the State University of New York at Albany

to conduct a survey of consumer attitudes toward the New York bottle
bill. While 43 percent of 'respondents thought a bottle bill was a good
law, however 1nconven1ent, 53 percent were not thrilled w1th the law, |
one way or another. ' A o

It was. suggested in the Rockefeller Report to the New York
Temporary Commission that while New York residgents might reg1ster
support for the bottle bill, they would register even more support for 3
~ alternative p011c1es. This theory is supported by a survey done in.
1982 by ”Research and Forecast, Inc.,": when they examined the degree of
support for a total litter control alternatlve, compared to a bottle
-bill in Connectlcut. Remember, the Connecticut bottle bill had been
operating for two years prior to this survey. The results were that 37
percent of the respondents favored the bottle blll, and 55 percent_. ‘
favored a total litter control alternative. '

' I_» refer to these publ1c_ opinion surveys not because they are
so J'.mportant; but because the proponents of a bottle bill tend to'over'--
‘emphasue public opinion and mislead elected officials and the press
~away fram the real issues that need to be examined. These issues, in
- my opmlon, are: What mlpact does a bottle bill have on total litter
and solid waste reduction, and at what cost ‘to the consumer, 1ndustry,
and th_e State ‘in terms of - ‘price increases, jobs, beverage. consumption,
lost revenues, shifts in container mix, and our exiSting recycling
~goals? - ' _
| | It is my hope that as a result of today's hearing you will pe
v persuaded that the cost and negatlve impact of a bottle bill would be '




too great to impose on the people of New Jersey, and that it is a
- solution which is limited and which runs counter to good solid waste
and litter reduction programs.

1 appreciate hav1ng the opportunlty to appear . before thlS
Committee, and to share w1th you -same very critical facts concerning
the issue of forced deposit legislation and 1ts 1mpact on the retail
food 1ndustry and, ultimately, the consumer. _

First, let me introduce our Association for the record The
New Jersey Food Council is a trade association that represents the
retail food stores, including Supermarket chains, indepehdents,~
cooperatives, and oconvenience stores, as well as 'the' small grocer.
There are approximately 9,000 food stores in this State, employing
nearly 100,000 people. The retail grocery business is one of the
largest industries in New Jersey, generating tax dollars into the
hundreds of millions, and sales well into the billions. Add to this
the large labor force and certainly it becomes clear that any action
that adversely affects the retail grocery business will have a direct
and significant effect on eur State's economy, the consumer, and the
food distribution system. | '

For retailers, redemption of .bottles and cans 1is a
labor-intensive chore which requires the hiring of additional
,empioyees, or the shifting of employees from a productive to a
non-productive position. In addition, they must make building
renovatlons, or additions, for storage of empt1es, they must purchase
new equlpment, such as cash reglsters, racks, she1v1ng, pallets,
storage bins, and reverse vending machines; and, they incur various -
miscellaneous expenses that are related to sanitation, breakage,’
pilferage, and sometimes the use of thirdearty firms to collect and
sort containers.. The initial capital cost investment for any retailer
can run as high as $50 thousand per store, not including the annual,
ongoing cost of handling the redemption of beverage containers. These
costs, according to ebstudy done by Case and Company for the Food
Marketing Institute, ae well as a study conducted by the Rockefeller

| institute_for the New York Temporary Commission, can vary, depending
upon geographic location, size of store, and type of beverage

container.



_ However, it is estlmated that the average cost for handlmg '

in New York ‘State is 2.6 cents per contamer. Th1s.study clearly:?'
'p01nts out _that redemptlons, for small reta1lers,' are particularly
;costly and difficult because of 11m1ted space and sanitation problems'
_ that are incurred. And, in splte of PERG's testlmony, let me pomt out
v' to th1s Committee that sanitation is a real problem with . any deposit
system, especially for small retallers who do not have storage space. V
_ _ ' Take a- tr1p to New York City or New York State and go into -
any supermarket and see for yourself. Go into the beverage storage _
: ‘roam and the stench wlll knock you out. The clutter will appall you.
"It is a problem. People do not bring back bottles and cans that are

'washed-,,
~ Based on these figures and the New York experience, it can be
-"expected that a bottle bill w111 cost retallers, and ultlmately the

_consumer, well over. $100 million a year in handling costs and ;

‘unredeemed deposits, and this figure does not include initial capital
investment by retailers, nor interruptions and other 'inefficiencies
" caused by traffic patterns, disagreements with customers on container
counts and cleanlmess, nor does this 1n_clude the money a retallerv'
floats, or puts up front,'th'at is never collected in deposits because
under thls leglslatlon they are requ1red to redeem ‘any oontamer
" that is of a brand they sell. _
_ ~As a result, in New York some retail stores are redeemmg
anywhere fram 113 percent to 150 percent more than they sell. This
figure, again, was taken from the Rockefeller'Report.v This can be
‘described ‘as loaning millions of dollars — sometimes for as long as 60
days — interest—free. Needless to say, this costs retailers money.
‘Taking all- these factors into oonsmeratlon, I wouldn t
he31tate to estnnate that a bottle b111 in New Jersey could cost
_consumers well over $150 million ‘in mcreased beverage prices. Not

o only does .the price of soft drinks and beer 1ncrease 31gn1f1cantly in

.any deposlt state, ‘but these 1ncreases cause sales to dlmmlsh and
. consumption to decline.

Another impact of deposit legislation on consumption is the
‘discontinuance of brands or sizes. The most likely ori_'es to IOSe’their
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attractiveness are the marginal brands which retailers find costly to
handle and return. The discontinuance of brands reduces consumer
- choice, «causing sales to declme, economically affecting the
manufacturers and suppliers of these dlscontmued brands. Thus, if New
Jersey enacted a bottle bill and it led to significant declines in.
sales, as it has done in New York -- a six percent decl_ine - the’ cost
. to New ~Jersey consumers, bottlers, and distributors, ocould be
substantial and should be 1nc1uded 1n the calculation of the cost of
this leglslatlon. _

In addition to the retailer and consumer costs I have
outlined above, this Committee must also consider the fact that the
bottle bill in New York has resulted in job losses in v‘the glass
industry, as well as in soft drinks and beer, and that it has had a
dramatic impact on container mix, causing a definite decline in glass
containers and an increase in plastic containers, from 50.6 percent to
61.3 percent. '

- According to the draft report of the New York Temporary
Comlnlssmn, "Employment has declined sharply in the glass industry."

' Certainly, some of the enployment changes would have occurred
in any event because of national shifts away fram glass to plastics and
cans. However, the report states, "our susp1c1on, based on looking at -
trends in other areas, is that two-thlrds to three-fourths of the
present beverage container shift away from glass is due to the bottle
bill, and that most of the consumptlon decline is due to the bottle’
- bill," _
| There is every reason to believe that a bottle bill in New
'Jersey would cause even greater losses to the glass ihdustry and
.greater shifts to plastic containers. ‘ '

| Bottle bills don't came cheap. It is evident that the_ cost -
associated with the process of forced deposits is substantial. A ’
bottle bill would cost the consumer at least $150 million -- as I
pointed out — in increased beverage prices. It is inconvenient and
inefficient. It limits beverage choice for the consumer. It causes a
reduction in: sales, wnhich results in lost revenues, profits, and
unemployment; and, it impacts every industry in the beverage
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distribution system, causing a shift in container mix which hurts the -
glass industry and encourages the greater use of plastic containers:
'whlch, at this time, cannot be refilled or recycled eff1c1ently. t V
~To impose these costs and effects on the consumer of New
Jersey through a system that w1ll deal with less than seven percent of
"the SOlld waste and less tnan 20 percent of the 1litter ‘is :
1rrespon51ble. : |
v ‘-If the goal of a forced depos1t system is to reduce solld
waste, extend the life of landfllls, ‘and clean up the State's litter, -
then a bottle bill is not the solution. : |
Based upon a recent study done by the Institute of Applled :
Researdn on the New York 11tter cond1t1on, as well as surveys in other
dep031t states, a bottle bill is a fallure in ach1ev1ng total lltter
) control. R . ‘
The Instltute of Applied Research Survey corrpares beverage
contamer and total litter rates, accumulated 1tems—per-m11e, for New ’
York and Pennsylvania. = Pennsylvania was chosen because ‘it is v_
comparable to New York in terms ‘of populatlon density, economic
: character, and urban/rural mix. Secondly, Pennsylvania has', not
© implemented leglslatlon aimed at reducmg litter. In' the first
1nstance, the" Instltute of Applied Research cites a 7 to 20 percent
range of beverage container contribution to total litter, based on
‘previous studies done in Oregon, Vermont, Maine, and Michigan..

- In the'present study, comparing New York and Pennsylvania,
they found that beverage containers make up 5 percent of the total
litter in Pennsylvama with no bottle b111, and 18 percent in New York.

In conclusion, the study confirms that beverage container

vlltter has ‘been. reduced by nearly 70 percent, but that changes in total
11tter were found to be, negllglble and statistically insignificant,"
and the cost. savings associated with reduced beverage contamer l1tter
are, m1n1mal at best." _ - '
_ This study is comparable to many other 11tter studles which
have shown that Washmgton State, a state whlch has had a total litter
program in place for over nl_ne years, is doing a better job in reducing
overall litter than any deposit state. ' ’ ' .
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If the bottle bill is doing such a good job in cleaning up
litter, why then have New York C1ty off1c1als asked for $60 m11110'1 in
~ litter cleanup monies? ‘

In addition, a major objective of the New York Bottle Bill,
or any dep051t system, was to remove beverage containers from the solid
waste stream, which was to result in lower d1sposa1 cost and savings 1n
“landfill space.

Again, the Rockefeller Institute Study reports that beverage
contamers represent only 7 percent of the solid waste stream and that
the bottle bill in New York has reduced that percentage by only 3. 4
percent, at best, and that there has been no substantial solid waste-
management. cost savings. ’

They further suggest that the bottle bill has had the effect
_-6f- dri\}ing recycling markets away fram an industry with established
conversion technology, toward an 1ndustry which is just startlng to
develop such technology, such as glass to plastics. The effectiveness
of any solld waste reduction program is linked to the health of the ‘
recycling markets.

A bottle bill, based on experience in New- York and other
states, will cause dramatic shifts in those markets that are not
" compatible with sound economical recycling goals.

: - You can't deal effectively with any problem by attackmg only
'part of it.  Our State's problem with solid waste, d1m1n1sh1ng'
landfllls, and litter, is only partially due to bottles and cans. The
New Jersey Food Council and its members agree that there 1s a great
‘social and environmental need to reduce sohd waste and remove our
litter, but we feel a bottle ‘biAll is. costly, ine‘fficient, and
illogical. | | . |
The New Jersey Recycling Act was the first of its kind in the
‘nation, and it has developed into a good example by achieving its
intended goal of encouraging .nunicipal  recycling and cooperatioh
amongst state and local governments, industry, labor, and the
environmental cammunity; however, we need to do more, and that is why
our industry supports the proposed mandatory recycling legislation, due
‘to be introduced in this Legislature within the next few weeks. Not
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only will this legislation require every resident, municipality, and
industry to cooperate, but the legislation recognizes the need to
”prOVide incentives for recycling, develop markets for these materials,
~ and put in place collection systems that are convenient, equitable, ‘and
’ oost—effective., S ' :

This legislation was. shaped by the - 22 members of the"

Recycling Forum, of which T am a member as a representative of a food

industry, and I believe the bill contains all the elements needed to
'make mandatory recycling ‘work.: _ . i
’ To address our State's litter problem, our industry supports‘ -
AcanprehenSive litter legislation, such as Assembly Bill 2003, sponsored
by Asserm:lyman Marsella and Senator Hurley. This legislation, which ‘is
based on the Washington State program, will clean up and remove all
. types of litter, not just ‘bottles and cans; it will provide finanCial
‘assistance to municipalities' for this purpose; and it will provide‘
jobs. This legislation is expected to cost . from $10 to $15 million,
‘and it will do a far better job, at mich " less cost, than a bottle bill.
- Mr, “Chairman and. members of the Committee, I thank yo.i for
giving me the opportunity to speak on this important issue. I urge you |
- to defer the notion of supporting a bottle bill in New Jersey, and give-
mandatory recycling and total . litter control a chance to work and a
chance to show the nation that there are more effective, creative, and
logical solutions to our solid waste and 1itter dilenmas than forced i
.depOSIt legislation. ' .
, ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much, Ms. McConnell '
You went a little over your time, but your industry is one which will
have a major impact and I thought we would all want to hear your
testimony.’ Just as with all previous testimony on bottle legislation, _
~ when dealing w1th statistics — since the general public is not used to -
statistics — St&tlStl(S can be made to do anything you" want them to
do, either on the proponent ‘side or the opponent Side of the
legislation. B _
I will give you an example of what comprises litter. One
person might say, as a percentage of the total, that a match is one 'and.
a beer‘_bottle is one; so, consequently, 50 percent of the litter was
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from beer bottles. Obviously, we can lock at that and say there is

some‘thing wrong with it, Another person might say a match is one and a
beer bottle is one; however, based on volume, one could come up with an
' _astronomical percentage of the litter being beer bottles. Again, we

are dealing with the same two numbers. We could have samebody else

say "one beer bottle and one match," but they burned the match, ‘so
then we start going into the biodegradable life of the litter and have,
again, the beer bottle way out front when talking about its

blodegradable llfe as ccmpared to the match's. This all deals with the _

same two items in order to create a statistic.

We are well aware of statistics and percentages, and how one
can make them doanythlng one feels like making them do; one can come
to any kind of conclusion with statistics, be he a proponent or
opponent. We are well aware of this. ‘This is just a wbrd' to the

_ general public; informing them as to why they hear dlfterent flgures »

relating to constant statistics.
' Thank you very much again, Barbara.
_ MS. MCOONNELL: Mr. Chairman, I would just like to point out
that I will reference my testiinony, giving you the information as to

where I obtained these statistics, and sharing with you a copy of the

Rockefeller Institute Report.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I did not want to infer that you‘

intentionally, or in any other way, tried to misdirect the Committee.
MS. McOONNELL: All those figures and facts were taken from
that Report. Thank you. '
ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK:  Mr. Chairman, in reference to the
mention you made regarding vstatistic:s,' the previous speaker referred to
surveys. Well, surveys can be worded in such a way that one can make
‘the answer to the question come out any way he or she wants it to. So,
I would like to bring that to light. |
ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: I said that for both the pi'oponents
and opponents alike. Statistics'ére statistics and we know they can be
made to do anything, either way, just so the general public reallzes
that. Thank you very much, Barbara.
Our next w1tness will be James Morford, New Jersey Chamber of

" Commerce.
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JAMES S. DDRE’ORD » mod mrning, Mr. Chaiman. Mr. Chairman, Iam

’ /James Morford, Vice Pre31dent for Government Relatlons r New. 'Jersey S

State Chamber of Comnerce. 1 would Just like to make a brief comment
for your edification, Mr. Cha1rman. You mentioned matches. Matches'
- are vnot,_ and have: not been, - 1nc1uded in any . 11tter .surveys' bemg‘:'--v
~ quoted. L1tter surveys Demg quoted start with ' the smallest item being .'
a c1garette pack or a match book, not the individual match; they then
- goonup to 1nclude ‘corrugated boxes and rubber tires. So, they do not . '
- start with anything as small as one match., o o
' ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK- I was only using that as an example.
MR. MORFORD: I realize that. ' e
B ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: However, I guarantee I will find one
that has a match in it. (laughter) B : |
MR. MORFORD.' As I sa1d I don t believe any of the surveys
that have been quoted, or that we are quotmg, will include them. o
Mr. Chamnan and members of ‘the Comnlttee, as I 1nd1cated, I
‘am James Morford, Vice Pre51dent for Government Relations, New Jersey
State Chamber of Commerce, and Chalrman of our State Chamber's Beverage'
Contamer Industry Task Force. ' : _
I want to thank you for the opporturnty to speak to you today _
in oppos1t1on to forced deposit leg1slat1on for our State. A proposal
that would substantially increase cost for consumers, that would trade
Well-paying jobs in industry for low-paying. jobs and bottle-counting
clerks, that would threaten ‘tax revenues, and that would not have any
s1gn1f1cant impact on l1tter, just doesn't make sense. ' :
‘ For over a decade the New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce
has led the oppomtlon to forced depomt leg1slat1on as being the wrong
solution to the problem of l1tter., We believe there is no doubt a
forced deposit law in New Jersey will result in job losses and business
reverses in our important glass, 'can; and plastic container ,i‘ndustries,v
‘as well as losses in the smaller businesses that supply and service
Allow me to examine some of these thoughts relat1ve to the
glass mdustry. Since 1980 eleven glass plants have shut down in six

Northeastern states. Glass industry employment in these states has
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dropped from 13,900 to 5,600, and it continues to fall. The glass
industry attrition rate in these states, since 1978, has been a8
percent, compared to 19 | percent for the rest of the country. We
believe that these declines are due primarily to the passage of
beverage container deposit laws. o
- Mr, Chairman, in January we were hit by the news that one of
New Jersey's remaining plants filed for Chapter 11. Seven plants,
employing over 4,000 workers remain in operation in New Jersey. New
‘Jersey is one of the leadmg glass producing states in the country.
This unportant 1ndustry can hold its own, if allowed to compete. But,‘
make no mistake about it, passage of a beverage container deposit law
will produce devastatihg results for the industry and its work force.

‘ The State Chamber is also concerned with increased cost to
the consumers, and reductions in state sales and excise taxes if this
legislation is enacted.

' Since the passage of New York s bottle bill, New York C1ty
consumeré are paying added costs in excess of $150 million per year for
soft drinks and beer. That is 4.4 cents per container, or about $1.50 |
pef case, exclusive of the cost of deposits. A | o |

Due to market shifts and consumer dropout, soft drink sales
in New York have fallen by three to four percent, while beer sales have
decreased six to seven pefcent. Thét results in massive revenue losses -
for the state. |

New Jersey, however, continues to benefit as border sales of
these beverages climb, due to New Yorkers crossing over to avoid the
higher prices and the inconvenience of their deposit law.

Aside from revenue losses and higher prices, what else has
happened in New York since the returnable container law took effect?
Mayor Koch claims a 16 percent reduction in litter on the City's
streets, but the City spent about $60 million in 1984 to hire more
people to clean up litter. Statewide, there has been no measurable
reduction in solid waste. | ' B

The ~ legislation being con51dered this mornlng, A-2606,
mandates a ten-cent aeposit on beverage containers, reguires

distributors to pay retailers a handling fee of one and one-half cent
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for each mntainer "re,turned, and .estab‘lis'hes a tax of two one hundreths
per 12 ounces of beverage sold, to be paid-by distributors. All of
~this, plus increased consumer cost of $150 to $200 million a year, and
lost state revenue, is just to address only 15 to 20 percent of litter.

 There was a study done in Oregon - an official state litter
study - whlch showed that roadside 11tter was reduced by only 10.6

percent one year after the law took effect, urban residential lltterf o

- was reduced by a me_re one percent; and, a later study.found a reduction
of three perce‘nt,_ .after five full years of implementation. This was a
study of the effectiveness of the Oregon minimum deposit law done by
Applied Decisions Systems for the State of Oregon in 1974. And, there
are similar studies 1n Vermont and Mlchlgan that come up w1th s1m11ar ‘
"oonclus1ons. ' ’ : '

The State Chamber supports what we believe to be a better |

idea. We have actively sought a twofold leglslatlve approach that w1ll o |

' address the total State litter problem.
First, legislation proposed by Assemblyman Marsella and
Senator Hurley, called The Clean Comnunltles Act, would raise from alOl
- to $15 million annually from a small surcharge on lltter-generatmg
’products. The revenue would go to ocounties and mun1c1pa11t1es in order
" to fund programs to pick up and remove all litter. ‘
| The State Chamber also supports passage of the Governor s
proposed mandatory recyclmg bill, in order to meet a goal of recyclmg
25 percent of the waste stream by the end of 1986, v
© Mr. Chairman, the State Chamber is appalled at the level of
unfounded cr1t1c1sm leveled at the New Jersey Offlce of Recyclmg
Report by the Can and Bottle Coalition. Using a sllck, well-fmanoed

campaign to ‘attack the State's strong recycling efforts, this coalition v

has used '_questionable polling data,A and it has not even considered
explaining the true reason why that office reported just 267,000 tons
of recycled aluminum, glass, metal, and paper products in 1983. -

. The. American Paper Instltute reported that a whoppmg 756
thousand tons of these products were recycled in 1983, mcludmg a 56
percent recycling rate for newspapers, compared to 30 percent for the
rest of the country. ' B
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Why this disparity -in figures? It is very simple. The
- Office of Recycling is limited to reporting only what is reported by
local ‘governments to that office. Regardless of what the Can and
Bottle Bill Coalition refuses to accept, recycling in New Jersey is an
unqualified success, and it will improve even more with the passage of
the legislation I mentioned previously. _ '

' Very briefly, I would like to mention a common mlsconceptlon '
regarding forced deposit legislation. The mlsconceptlon is that this
legi_élation would clean our State of the most obnoxious forms of
litter, The fact is, the legislation doesn't even address some of
these major forms of litter. - ]

A recent study developed by the Institute for Applied
Research in California shows that newspapers represent’75.7 percent of
urban -- not roadside -- litter, by area. Newspapers also comprise a -
dominant percentage of indoor litter: uncontainerized paper left on
trains, buses, planes, and in terminals and other office buildings.

Each beverage container has the potential to cause 12.2
square inches of visual pollution. A 72-page newspaper, however, if
separated by the wind and blown about the landscape, or against fences,
can visually pollute up to 11, 340 square inches. ‘ .

Now, the State Chamber does not advocate a forced depos:.t on
newspapers, but we use this as an illustration in order to point out
the fact that the 11tter problem is larger than beverage containers.

New Jersey's Model Recycling Act has dramatically
demonstrated that labor, business, government, and environmental groups
~can work together to produce positive results. A total litter
abatement program would, in our view, produce a similar cooperative
~effort. Among its many other faults, the New Jersey Bottle Bill would
| be divisive. a

Bottle bills have been characterized as the most expensive,
least efficient, anti-litter tax in history. Bottle bill laws are
dirty, expensive, inefficient, and ineffective,

- We ufge you to turn your attention towards enhancing the New
Jersey Recycling Program by complementing it with a prog"ram of total
-~ litter reduction. The fate that the forced deposit bill deserves is to
be rejected again, and forever, by this Committee. o
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman., ,.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK Thank you very much, Mr. Morford.
That area is a new one;. it is the newest one we have heard yet. I was -
-wondermg if you were talking about both sides of the newspaper. B

MR. MORF'ORD° Only one side.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLI:.NBECK. - Only one side?

' ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK Then you . could double the numbers.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Do you have anything to add,
Assemblyman Pankok? | ' - o ‘

ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK- No.’ _

 ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: - Thark you very much,

May we hear from Ellie Gruber, please?

" ELLIE GHJBER | Mr. Chalrman, this is the corpus delicti (1nd1cat1ng a S

" can of soda). This is what we are talkmg about. when this’ young girl
- is done with this can, you can bet all your leglslatlve salary ‘that -
i this will go rlght 1nto the waste basket, and that is the bottom line
of the problem. Now she is going to take 1t to ‘a recyclmg center,
watch it. ' ,
- My name is Elhe Gruber and I am Co-Dlrector of the Naturalp :

Av ~.Resources Committee of the- League of Women Voters of New Jersey. The

-League is dedicated to the pr1nc1ple - of active and 1nformedv
part1c1patlon by citizens in govermnent, and it has 84 chapters, with
approxlmately 6,000 members in New Jersey. '
I thank you for 1nv1t1ng me to test1fy on the subject of'
A-2606, a Container Deposn Law, which we support. I have been
_ testlfymg before leglslatlve committees in support of a can and bottle
- bill since 1979. In fact, the League has supported this concept for
over 12 -years." we ask ‘the Committee to keep these dates in mind
‘because ‘during ‘that time, two of our closest neighboring states, in
addition to seven other states, have _adopted a bottle bill, and little
has changed in our State with regard to the recycling of these
.oontamers, except for the fact that our garbage mountains are growmg.
- What is the test of the effectiveness of a piece of
legislation? 1In our opinion, it is a combinat.ion of several factors.
Does it address a need? Does it have informed public- support" ~Is it
~  the most reasonable means of solving a problem’*
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~ Yes, the Can and Bottle Bill addresses a need. Beverage
containers are a dangerous and. nonfdegr;\dable component of our solid
wéste stream. They are not the only camponent; we never said they were
the only component. But, they are among the éasies_t_ to separate. They
are easily recycled, once removed frdn'the waste stream. They are the
largest component of litter on our beaches, and in our parks‘. They are -
a dangerous form of litter in our fatming areas and on our roadways.
- You don't have to guess about this. In reports published in
several botf:le bill states, New York, Michigan, Vermont, and Oregon,
there is a documented improvement in litter ,reduction, as well as
. reduced accidents and injuries. These are facts.

In New York City alone, during the first year of the bottle
bill, a 550-ton-per-day reduction in solid waste was reported. We call
this a significant figure, and I think you would agreé. These are
facts. _ |

Our pa'rks directors and public works directors in New Jersey”
have sent letters to the Governor and the Legislature in support of the
Can and Bottle Bill because they know what it is they pick up each and
every day. They know how much it costs to clean up bevérage container
litter, and they know the damage it causes. We trust their opinions,
and their figures, and so should the New Jersey Legislature.

Yes, the Can and Bottle Bill has the support of an informed
public. The Food Council referred to Dr. Wolper's poll saying that
people weren't thrilled with the bottle bill. . You can be sure they are
not going to be thrilled about recycling either. We are not trying to
thrill the public; we are trying to make them a little more
responsible. ' ' :

Our legislators know that almost half the towns in this State
have signed formal resolutions in support of Geposit legislation, and
their numbers >grcm every day. A recent poll shows that 82 percent of
New Jerseyans support a bottle bill. We have heard that today.

 Organizations such as the New Jersey Retail Merchants'
Association, a group which also employs a heck of a lot of people;
public works directors, the people who do, every single day, with our
garbage what we should be doing; park and recreation directors; the New
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‘Jersey Farm Bureau; sSeven county Boards of Agriculture; the New
York/New Jersey Trail Conference; :10'dailyf.new_s‘papers;'. and over '2:_';:,0.00__ _
residents ,have signed petitions asking for this bill. We consider this
overwhelming support for deposit legislation. This is support fram
those residents who will bear the respon51b111ty for the containers.

. We kncw the residents of the States that have the bill like
it and want to keep it. Attempts made against recent legislation by
~opponents have met with repeated‘ failure, People want the bill in New
Jersey. 'I_‘hey ‘are ‘tired of the falsehoods reported by the special
interest groups who oppose it. These falsehoods include -—- and you |
haveheard them -~ exorbitant price rises; verxnin infestations in 'ev‘ery»
‘j food store; extraOrdinary storage problems; job losses; incredible cost
to the supermarkets; ruination of recycling; and reduced product

Each of these accusatlons has been dlsproved. And, if I
‘could just take a mlnute to rebut what Ms. McConnell sa1d, I do go to
New York, Connectlcut, and Massachusetts, and I go to supermarkets in
those states. I have yet to smell stencn, nor have I seen whatever it
is she sa1d I would be- seeing in the supermarkets.

My uncle owns probably one of the 1argest supermarket chains -
in Maine. His blggest one 1s in a town of 80,000 people. Durmg -the
summer that swells to half again as many people, and there is no stench
and litter in his supermarket. He wasn't thrilled when this bottle

bill went J,.-n,_but _now'he is living with it. It does not cost him that

- much to do. He says he has now accepted the bottle bill, but he will
~ never be happy with it. Hls store is as clean as a whistle, or- else it
would be closed by the Department of Health.

I also say - that open canay contamers 1n supermarkets are
more of a cause for little mice running around than a deposit bottle in
“the back of the store. ‘

_ Any supermarket manager worth his salary should keep  the
- store clean from meat c11pp1ngs, candy droppings, etc. - That store |
should be clean, or we shouldn't be shoppmg in it. '

‘ Yes, the Can and Bottle Bill is the most reasonable means of
solving the problem‘ of vlltter, ;njunes, and that part of ‘our solid
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waste stream which is never going i;o degr'ade in our. landfills. ‘I’he
Bottle Bill is a recycling bill. It goes hand-in-hand with any real
‘efforrt to promote recycling in our State. There can be no conflict
between recycling . and a bottle bill if we are really serious about
decreasing the amount of materials in our landfill.

You might have heard over the past few years fram a few
re'cy'clers who fear for the safety and health of their individual
programs, but their real goal should be to reduce the amount sent to
the landfills and not to make their individual programs loock good.
Their income fram the sale of recyclables will never be as great as the
" savings incurred from not dumping these recyclables into the landfill. |
Cost avoidance is the bottam line. _

A true recycler wants to keep as mich out of the landfill as
possmle by any combination of programs. And, I was very excited to
hear Mr. Morford call the study by Jim Lanard and Al Kent a "slick,
"highly-paid-for publication" because we just figured out that the total
cost of that publication was $550 — that includes the postage and
| ‘zeroxing. I think that's just great. ' :

A statewide recycling program can never be complete without a -

bottle bill, because a significant portion of the volume of recyclable
material will never be recycled. This -can (again indicating soda can)
is not going to get recycled today; you can bet your bottam dollar on
‘that'. But, if we had a bottle bill, and this young woman la1d it dom,
someone would plcx it up, redeem it, and that can would be recycled.

This beverage container litter which, during the summertime
1n our vacatlon state, accounts for as high as 80 percent of total
beach and park litter, will just be thrown away . There are markets
.already estapblished for beverage containers. In fact, ohe, of the
largest aluminum recyclers has left our State because there was just
not enough aluminum volume without a can and bottle bill. Reynolds»
Aluminum stated that it was much more profltable for them to pull their
trailer up to the door of the distributor in New York and fill it upv
with bottle bill aluminum to ship to their plant than it was to stop at
every shopping center in New Jersey.

We need the Bottle Bill. We need recycling of all rnaterlals
that can be recycled, and we need them now.
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‘ -vI‘_,"justl want to’ 'mention one other‘,thing about thi’s price
_survey. I | recei\}e the Sund'ay papers, as do many residents of New
Jersey, and on the flyers of a large chain it always has. the prlce‘
marked, "New Jersey, Connecticut, and New York" written underneath, and
f‘Deposit where applicable." There is ‘the same price on ‘those sodas in
all three states, so I don't see where the increase in price ~cames.
from, because I don't see it when I go shoppmg. ' '

The League of Women Voters believes in factual 1nformat10n )
rather then rumor and mnuendo. ~ 'And, 1 agree with you about price
Vsurveys, cost surveys, and lltter surveys. We did a survey m 1979,
and proved concluswely, w1th the help of a New York- Unlver31ty
economlst, that the price of eggs and butter goes down in bottle bill
- states, so we can prove anythlng we want to prove.

I would like to spec1f1cally address one scare tactlc that
has received same pub11c1ty.‘ Our -opponents call a Container Deposui
Law a hidden tax on the consumer. It is neither hidden, nor is it a
tax. It is not hldden because the legislation states there will be a
10 cent deposit on each carbonated beverage and beer container. It is
“also written very clearly on each container. And, it is ‘not a tax, .
oecause when the container is returned by the consumer to the store, he‘
or she receives- his full 10 cent . dep031t. The depos1t is directly
returned to the person who does what he or she is supposed to do: .
return the container. |
, We hope to have all New Jersey residents consider their
'garbage as a resource which must be dealt w1th, and recycled. We ask
the consumer to oon31der the soda or beer container as a renewable .
resource. The Can and Bottle Blll, is the first step in the concept of
recycling. It can never hinder recycling because it is recycling.

- I have given you _same attachménts to my testimony, in-cludi'ngb
a very interesting full-page ad that appeared in The New York Times the
day the New York Bottle Bill went into effect. As far as the glass -
workers being 'oppo's'ed,to the Bottle Bill, I'd like to tell you that the
' Glass Packaging Institute and 'the workers each chipped in money to pay
for this ad, and this ad says to buy your beverage in glass. Now that
you have a"chance to buy your beverage in glass less expensively, do B |
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it. This is a beautiful ad, so I don't think the workers were that
agalnst the bottle bill.

We also have a letter fram the City of New York explammg’
the tonnage reduction, the 1list of towns that support it, a letter
against the litter tax and in support of a bottle bill by the Retail
- Merchants Association, a list of the supporting groups, and a letter
from one of the most successful recyclers in New Jersey. I believe
that is all there is in the packet. | 7

Thank you very much. Do you have any questiohs"'

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBLCK. No. Thank you . very much for your
testimony. You will submit your packet to us, so I have no questions.

| Assemblyman Pankok, do you have any questions?

- ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK: No questions.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much.

We would like to thank Mr. Charles Marciante, President ofA
the AFL/CIO for his presence here today. He is a very‘ busy gentleman.
He came here today to express his interest 1n the subject because he is
deeply concerned. That is why we asked him to come today and testify.
‘CELARIES HARCIANTE Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you and the
members of the Comrnittee for giving me the opportunity to testify here
today and vent our frustrations — as others have vented them —- on a
particularly irksome bill. |

I would just like to cite a couple of facts we c1ted at past
‘hearings, and to update some of the data. I will try not to bore you |
to death with this presentation. | :

We have always felt it was the responsibility of the
Legislature, along with business and labor, to help create jobs and
Create a healthy economy for the State of New Jersey. Frankly, we have
to view A-2606 as a bpill that certainly works in opposition to that
entire concept. ‘

The glass industry prov1des close to $3 million in State and
local taxes to the various municipalities of the State, and we go into
a payroll exceeding $200 million annually. I hear spokesmen for
workers fraom the business community, and for those who are concerned
about the env1ronment, and, very frankly, I get concerned when I hear
either of them speak for the working people of this State.
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- The idea is that if we have a deposit on bottles in the State

'of New Jersey, 1t would further reduce the. employment levels of glass -

workers 1n ‘this State. I ‘am cognizant of the fact that a number of the

' major compames are sh1ft1ng to plastlc containers. But, I am also -
- aware -- and I have looked at some of the figures that were held up on‘

"the very mpresswe charts — that a great number of . JObS would be
created ' , : :

B I have bee_h‘b clOse to the glass ,industry' for at least 40
years‘.v I par-ticipated"_-in fLinctions,_ many- years ago, with my father, : in
South Jersey,' the heart of the glass ihdustry. And, over that periodv
-of: time, I came to know .a_v_ast. number of workers in those plants and

' mills that have shut down. ~Yet, I see charts that indicate that this - -

is gomg to prov1de all kinds of employment.
' "~ 1 am aware that the union which negotlated for the workers in
those plants has done a magmflcent job over the years by gaining -

contracts and - wage levels for the workers in that area which w1ll_ _

provide them and the1r fam111es ‘with a good form of livelihood. ‘I‘hey
earn a’ wage that perauts them to mdeed part1c1pate in the economic
system. o c
We . 'haye Seeh, with the "a‘doption of depoSit legivslation,_.
:'part1cularly m the Northeast - and New Jersey is a major glass_v
manufacturmg state — that as each _state mlplements a depos1t o1ll,'
there is a falloff in the number of Jobs in the State of New Jersey. I
‘w'on't begin to cite the numbers that were cited by the first speaker-at
this hearing, - because 1 ‘don't know where he got hlS inflated figures
bregardmg» the - numbers of people who are affected. I am not talking -
about wvast numbers -of people, but even 1f it is one person, it is one"
hell of a big loss. : '
I have to tell you that here in the State of New Jersey,
had a membershlp from the glass 1ndustry 1n excess of 15, 000 people,
not f1ve years ago, but maybe 10, 12, or 14 years ago. I_.a_m also
cognizant that through technological change, there will be a loss of
Jobs, Just fram the technical changes that are made. |
But, as each Northeast state unplemented its deposit
leglslatlon, we saw a commensurate loss of jobs here in New Jersey.

They might even be memoers of famlllevsv of some of the people here who
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would like to see this legislation passed. And, if indeed it is
passed‘, I wonder how they will feel when these jobs are lost ahd_ they
can only go to all of the thousands of jobs that will pay only $4.00 an
hour?’ You try to get by on $4.00 an hour, or try to raise a family on
$4.00 an hour for a 40-hour week. Why, it is damn near a joke. Yet,
they are the kinds of jobs — and $4.00 might even be a little high —
that are being put in to replace jobs which pay $12.00 and $14.00 an |
hour, jobs that people have negotiated for, with those kinds of wages,
over the Years., v |
We have, in New Jersey, one of the most productive work
~ forces of any state in the .nation. . We have earned that reputation.
In spite of the fact that we have a lot of old industry in this State,
it is right up 'ftont, compéting with the most modern facilities around
the United States today. And, we do it purely on the productivity |
level. of the New Jersey worker. | .
A-2606 is a step backward. I am not going to get into the
horror stories about the stench in 'back rooms of supermarkets, because-
frankly I don't give a damn. But, I do care about those people you are
going to hurt with this legislation.:
‘ I ask that this Committee give consideration to holding up -

. this bill.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK : Thank you; Mr. Marciante. of
course, your area of testimony is ‘one. that has always carried very
“heavy weight in the Committee's consideration of legislation dealing
with the employment questlon. This is something I know the Governor's
office has expressed extreme concern over when we deal with deposit
legislation. Your argument has very - legltlmate pomts, and your
testimony always weighs very heavily with us. o '

Assemblyman Pankok, do you have any questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK: No guestions.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much.

‘Mr. James Lanard, New Jersey Environmental Lobby.

JAMES LANARD: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Pankok, thank you for the opportunity
. to testify., My name is James Lanard. I am the Legislative Agent for -
the New Jefsey Enviroﬁrrtental Lobby, which is a loosely-knit coalition
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of environmental groups in this State that have formed a lopby to
- represent» them- in - their envirOnm_ent‘al j advocaCy' before the State
‘Leglslature. - - -
~ The thrust of my comments today w1ll ooncern the glass
: mdustry and the jObS questlon, but flrst I have some summary comments’
: to make. - ' o
| First, Ms.,Gruber,' from the'L}eague of Women Vote'rs,' menti’oned o
the flyers that she got. I neglected to give her her flyer back, which
indicates that the prices are indeed the same. What it says is, "New
York, New Jersey, and ConnectiCut, plus dep051t, where applicable.”
This is absolute proof -that pr1ces do not go up 1f the marketplace‘-
-chooses not to raise those prices. It is a choice. ‘ .
, One jobs question that was m_entioned has to do with the
creation of jobs, and it concerns the creation of jobs. Let. me just
‘reference the Committee to a newspaper called, "New Amsterdam", ”wh_ich
- is the*-lar’ges‘t black newspaper in the country, with a circulation of
‘ _55;000.- " William Tatum is thepublishef and the editor. The "Amsterdam,
‘ News" wro_te an editorial, datea ‘September 15, 1984, entitled: "Wwe. .
Salute the vBottle_Billl" I will just read one quote from it: "Tne
~ dozen fec’ycling plants owned  and operated by the franchised' beer
wholesalers are, in most cases, located in minority areas, providing
jobs and creating business for ancillary services, such as food shops,
restaurants, gas ‘stations, and other commercial enterprises needed to
setvice these hew'emplog}ees. over 2,500 jobs for m1nor1t1es have been
created already with the New York Bottle B111 "
| - Concerning the handling of the dlsposals once they came ‘back
" to the supermarket, you heard testimony that it was a n1ghtmare and -
that handling was a disaster. This is the problem that was descrlbedb
(witness shows a picture to Committee) lots of empty bottles and cans
coming back, and here is the solution (witness shows picture of machine
to Committee) a reverse vending machine that is now available
throughout the country, and which is being usea extensively in deposit
legislation. There is virtually no staff required to handle the
empties. Empties go back into either can, plastic, or glass vending
- machines, and through a ‘coxrputerized ‘hetwork the glass, plastic, or
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'alumir'ium is actually crushed, and slips are prepared indicating just
what type of product was returriec'x.v This is used in mandatory deposit. L
states. | ' _ o ' |

You also heard that when you walk into a supermarket sorting
area, the smell could knock you out. I wonder if that same smell was
available before we 3joined the throw-away society, when we were
.returning everything, including sour milk containers and every other
type. of beverage container, before the 1ndustry decided to improve
‘their sales by using throwaways. ,

 Concerning sales, let me ‘just read a quote, and the rest of -
my camments will all be from business trade journals and magazines,
published by companies that are supportive of ensuring new businesses
which support workers who support the industries that pay for these
publications. I am not interpreting any data, I an providing data
glven by the source itself.

Fram the magazine called, "Glass Industry" - and thlS is a
quote: "Experience to date indicates that after a relatively short
period of adjustment, public' purchases of products, 'subject to
mandatory deposit, return to pre-deposit norm." This is the giaSs
industry' speaking. They are telling us, and telling the public, that
sales do not decline, contrary to what you have heard today from their
own spokespeople.

Concerning litter and the New York C1ty Report, the New York
City Report cited a 16 percent reduction in overall litter and an 80
percent reduction in beverage container litter, and they attributed
that reduction to the Can and Bottle Bill, not to any extra econamic
payments they made, nor to an increase in the work force. They
attributed the reduction directly to the depos:.t legislation.,

- Now, if I may go to my industry analysis on the Jjobs
question, let me tell you the sources that I am going to be relying |
upon,  The first one is a magazine, published regularly, called:
 "Resource Recycling." The other sources are: = "Chemical Week;"
"Beverage World;" and "Glass Industry." None of my data comes fram
outside of those reports. " '
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Let me start by saymg that as it concerns the JObS 1ssue for
ex1st1ng workers in our State, we, at the Env1ronmental Lobby, share.
great concern regardmg any 1mpact on jobs that may ‘result from depos1t :
leglslatlon. _ R : .
Mr. Marc1ant1 and I have worked together very closely
~ on the "worker and community right to know issue. It is clear to me
that the New Jersey Environmental Lobby has identified itself as being
very concerned with health, safety, and job retention in this State.

Concerning the argument that the shi_ft to refillables will
cause a job loss, let me say that"acco_rding to the United States _
Department of Commerce statfistics, sincev 1976, refillables for soft
drinks have continuously gone down. There has been a nine-year trend

- away from refillables, even - though, currently, 20 percent. of the

populatlon of the United States 1s covered by depos1t leglslatlon.
. Since 1976, refillables have declmed for nine stra1ght years. That
ideclme is also reflected in non-returnable glass containers.

- ~ For beer, since 1976, refillables have contmuously gone
do_w‘n,, but non-returnable glass has gone up almost every year since
1976, Clearly, with' the advent of more and more deposit laws, what we
‘'have seen in New Jersey and in this country is not a- sw1tch to
:reflllables, but a shift away fram refillables.

Concerning the glass industry specifically, the problem' that

the glass 1ndustry has is that it has a great over-capac1ty. I am just
‘going to give you a couple of statlstlcs as reported 1n their trade
Journal ‘The first one is that glass exports in ‘the Unlted States went
down by one-sixth in one year, from 1982 to 1963. Glass exports . to
forelgn countries have gone  down one-s1xth, whlle, at the same time,
Unlted States glass imports have 1ncreased more than two times its

exports. So, what we see is a Job loss that is partly related to |

‘ forelgn competition, not the bottle bills. J o

- Another comment on the glass industry: It is true that tnere
‘have been a »great amount of plant closures.. Fourteen of ‘the 16 glass '
plants. closed were"i.n the Northeast; eight were closed in the east
~ central region. That is. a tremendous shutdown of capacity.
Ironically, that shutdown ‘resulted in more productive units replacing |
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the older plants. Glass eapacity is not down anywhere near as mach as
is reflected in the shutdowns. What the companies are doing is, they
are investing'in high tedmology, capital-intensive plants so thét they
can run them cheaper with less workers, not more. Their capacity has
not been reduced by anywhere near the amount their closures would
suggest, and upon which they rely to show you job loss. They have
gotten smarter in their old age; they have decided to save jobs and .
increase capacity in other ways. v

'In fact, I will list the glass plant closmgs in New Jersey
for you: 1In 1980, National B_ottle, Salem, New Jersey, in 1981, Ball
Corpbrat_idn, Jersey City; in 1982, Owens-Illinois, North Bergen; .in‘
1983, Kerr Glass Manufacturing Corporation; and, 'in 1984 Owens—
Illinois, Bridgeton. Yet, capacity does not go down anywhere near the
‘trend those shutdowns would indicate.

Concerning over-capacity, we know that there is a minimum of
eight to ten percent over-.cap_acity in glass right now. Ten years ago
“there were 19 major firms producing glass bor,tles. Righr now, there
are 12, and of those 12 two are foreign campetitors. R

I would now like to move into the next area relating to the
jobs question, and that has to do with plastics and whether a bottle
bill causes the use of more plastics, and thus causes job loss. '

' If I may quote fram "Business Week,": "A major glass company
executive said, 'We lost many millions of dollars of glass container
volume to our own plastics division.'" I am going to read that one
agaih: "We lost many millions of dollars of glass container volume to
our own plastics division." Thar is a quote fram "Business Week" and
what that clearly reflects is that the glass industry has chosen to
invest, qulte heavily, in plastlcs. I am going to give you same other
examples of that. "

The industry executives themselves predict that there will
only be four or five major producers of glass within the near future.
Plants will contmue to be closed, notwithstanding whether any type of
legislation is passed or isn't passed.

For beer, the market share is rising for aluminum beer
cdntainers, but it is going down for glass, another reason why the
industry needs to re-think its investment policies for the future.
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~ Now, let me glve ‘you scme examples of three companies that
had been located here 1n New- Jersey and what - their corporate practices
are: S o '

Anchor ‘Hocking Company divested'its' glas'scontainer division,
but acquired Gibson Assomates, a plastics manufacturing Pplant.

'_ Kerr Glass is beefing up its plastics packaging lelSlon, and

it sold 1ts glass plant due to plastics competition.

, ) Brockway closed a glass plant, but’ bought several plastics,
companies. Is this a ccmrnltment to New Jersey workers” Are these Jobs
bemg located here in New Jersey” Are these companies shutting down
glass ccmpanies in the labor markets of New Jersey and opemng up
- plastic companies elsewhere? That is clearly the case. _
_ I suggest to the Chairman and to ‘the members of this ,
'Com,mittee that if the glass industry is really concerned about jobs in »

New Jersey, those plastics plants of Anchor Hocking, Kerr Glass,
Brock‘way, and Owens-Illmms would not be located out of state, but
would use the same work force, trained and expert in makmg glaSS
_bottles, to shift their work to plastics.v That has not. occurred, and’
that is the real answer. It explains why the workers 1n ‘New Jersey
'have been knifed in the back by the same people who are now- professmg
to save their Jobs _ . .

Another problem with glass has to do with the energy waste
~factor, which Vis-‘about 60 percent. One bottle out of every six in thev
production .process is lost. That is a great expense, both to the
» nlanufacturer and to the consumer in the long run, because those bottles .
are not getting to the consumer. Now, we are glad to see the industry
has awakened and dec1ded ‘that maybe they better figure out how to make
- a product that is competitive w1th plastic, and the way to do that is
to find an unbreakable glass bottle. They are working on this, and
when they find it, maybe glass w1ll come back, especially 1f it is
lightweight. -

One  company, Dorsey, has 1nvested $15 million in a joint
venture to develop plastic containers with an extended shelf life for
carbonated beverage containers.. They are ,m‘oving forward with an even
higher technology so that glaSs will really became a thing of the past.




Just to give you an idea of what is happening in the airlines
industry, within two years plastic miniatures =-- those served on
éirplanes -- are projected to replace all glass miniatures on the
airplanes. That will reduce fuel costs because the weight of the
airplanes will be that much less, and they predict major savmgs. An
entire industry, the glass m1n1ature industry, will be virtually
knocked out within two years._ ‘The s1ngle—seiving plastic container is
ready. | ' .
The only thing that has saved the glass industry to date is
that they have captured the market on single-serving glass bottles —
“the 12 ounce bottles and maybe the 16 ounce bottles. But, the plastic
container is ready, and it will soon be introduced and marketed, not
- just for soft drinks but also for beer and other alcoholic beverages;
Where are the containers being made? Are they being made in New Jersey
by our workers? No. The workers in Cumberland County and in the rest
of the State who have exper1encea this job loss should be mighty angry- '
with their employers for telling them they want to protect jobs, when,
really, they are taking those jobs to other labor markets.
‘ I would like to, just briefly, address one SPeCIflc company
" in New Jersey, the Owens-Illinois Corporation, which has been very
~active in leading some of the opposition to this issue. ' Owens-Illinois
has closed more glass plants than any other glass manufacturmg firm;
‘yet, it produces more containers than it did before. Two plants in New
Jersey have been shut down. Owens glass capacity has increased.
Modernization has caused job loss, not the bottle bill.

v Owens-Illinois .ha's had no further growth 1in glass since
1980., It has closed five glass plants, and it has shut down 27
glass-making furnaces. Glass container employment peaked in 1977, with
23,000 e_mployees, that is down to 10,000, but capacity is up. 'I‘here
are plans to reduce Owens-Illinois' glass bpusiness from 59 percent to
30 percent in 1989. The new chief executive officer of Odens has
called for from $40 to $50 million in cash, generatea each year by
Owens glass container business, to be deployed into plastics, health
care, and financial services. -
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‘ v Did Owens-Illmms ever try to invest in refurb1sh1ng the
’ plants 1n New Jersey” ‘We know, by the way, ‘that the ovens: and furnaces-
.heed to be replaced about every seven years, and that costs as much as .
. $24 million, per furnace.} Are those furnaces being recons1dered" Are.

they being refurbished? Or, are 1nvestments go1ng elsewhere”» Are we

- -seemg the ena of ‘the old plants and the com1ng in of new. plants
velsewhere" I fear that may be the case. ' ' .

_ Concernmg the job loss at Owens-1111n01s, it .is ironic that

the chalrman of ‘the recyclmg ccmrnlttee for the Plastic Bottle

.'Instltute is a man frcm Owens-I1linois. His name is Leonard Bronson.
That ‘was reported in the "Resource Recycling” article of November 12, .

1984 ‘What commitment do they ‘have to glass manufacturmg in New
Jersey’ , o ' S » _
I just have same misce'llaneous ‘comments before I conclude. :
First, 'let.me quote from the industry that is regulated -- and this is
in New York. Coca Cola and Pep51 have been quoted in the. newspapers as

statmg unequ1voca11y that there have been no price mcreases relating

» to beverage container depos1t leg1slat10n. The beer wholesalers, New
- York State unit, says that  the bottle b1ll works, and they have .
published a report, relying on some other documents that say this. -

- There have been 3,800 skilled and unskilled jobs created in New York —

' this is frcm the Beer Wholesalers Assoc1at10n, those people who have to
.handle the emptles. There are 3 800 new jobs, skilled and unskllleo,
: resultmg in $31 m11110n in income to those workers.

~There has been $50 m11110n saved fram litter. reduct1on and
'11tter c:ollectlon costs; there has been ,$19 million saved in solid
‘waste dlsposal, in energy savings, including ‘re'cyclirig and reusable
'containers, between $50 and $100 million has been saved; and, new
. container processmg centers have resulted in investments of $40 -
mllllon.\ These are not our f1gures, these are the flgures of the
investors themselves. They have found - that there has been a great A
‘economic benefit to New York. N ' L '
, Concerning the popularlty of this issue, Mr. Chairman, I
think the ‘test- 1s whether this leg1slat10n has ever been repealed It
has_ never been repealed; the public will speaks for itself. New
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"~ York City, which had no bone to pick in this matter —- it was waiting
for the Albany State Legislature to act —— did a poll ana found that 80
percent of the people like the bottle b111

_ Concerning the cost to the stores, dur1ng the last session —-
I think you remember this, Mr. Chairman -- we did offer, under your
sponsorship,. to increase the handling fee to the 'sup'ermarkets in order
to offset their cost, which they said was a disaster. ‘They flatly
rejected that offer. We offered to make sure they did not have
additional expenses, and they, for same reason, decided that they could -
not accept that offer. ' '

I don't know that you have heard a lot of new testimony
today, but I think as we review all the transcripts the public will
clearly be vindicated for its strong support of deposit legislation.
There is eertainly roam to Qork on this with the opponents' of the bill
in order to make it stronger, and. to ensure that any of the1r ooncerns
can be addressed. It would be a great show of support if we unite some
of these different factions. If they would come together with you,
Mr. Chairman, maybe we can see how we can deal with a better Can and
Bottle Deposit Bill in New Jersey. Thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: = Thank you. Do you have any
questlons, Mr. Pankok? |

' ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK: No questions.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Ladles and gentlemen, we have heard
test:unony fram six people, and I think we have gotten a fairly broad
overview on both sides of the issue of deposit legislation. As I said
earlier, before we starteq, if anyone would like to submit what they .
feel is very pertinent, or any idea they have, please submit it in
writing to the Committee aide. The record will be open for three days
to receive your written comments so that the members of the Committee
will be able to review them. I think in that way everyone will pbe able
to submit their input. o o '

I am going to ask Mr, Pankok if he has a statement. ‘

ASSEMBLYMAN PANKOK:  Yes, Mr. Chairman, Just a few minor
1tems that are of concern, as far as I am concerned. The health hazard
is an item that I think we really have to take a long, hard look at.
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Storage space at the local retailers is an item that looks to
me as though it could be an astronom1cal burden. on the retallers.
_ I am concerned about the loss of jobs. I don t know if all'
' -of you reallze that I live 1n Salem County, I represent the 3rd
,Leglslatlve District, which houses the glass industry in New Jersey.

-'My concerns are well-founded. My concerns are for my people, and my B

. concerns are for JObS in New Jersey, which could be lost because of
~this leglslatlon. , ' |

The testmony given 1nd1cated there were a lot of new Jjobs - |
created, and I agree with Mr. Marciante; I think most of these new jObSA
..whlch have been created are Jobs that would probably be minimum wage
“jobs, or, tops, $4.00-an-hour jobs. I think he was being very generous
~ with his $4.00-an-hour figure. My‘question is, what about the person
who is workmg in the glass mdustry today, the person who has two kids
in- school and this is his complete 1livelihood?  what aoout that
person’ He has made a career of his JOb in the glass 1ndustry. ‘ .

There was some indication by Mr. Lanard that Anchor Hocking
left ‘New Jersey. Anchor Glass is a very _eff»1c1ently run plant in
Salem, New Jersey. In fact, it is vdoin‘g a very commendable job insofar ‘
as that corporation is concerned. We are very happy with it. Quite
'frankly, Anchor Hocking, Anchor Glass, or 'Anchor Container -- whatever
~their new name is — 1s probably the life blood of one little town  in
New Jersey, and that 1s my home town of Salem, Not only is that town
steeped in history, because it is seven years older than Philadelphia,
‘but it is a town that is steeped in the glass 1ndustry. In fact, in
our old restored court house there is a wooden sculpture of a glass
blower. - | - ' _

These 'are things I am bvery' (:oncerned with because this is an
industry we cannot be without in Salem- Clty, New Jersey, or there won't '»
be a Salem City, New Jersey. »

_ So, these are some of the thmgs I am very concerned about,
and these are the thmgs I will contmue to work with the Chairman and
- the proponents of this bill on, to see if we can modlfy some of this. -
As it stands right now, I am not a bit happy, but I certainly am
w1llmg to work with the people who are proponents of the leglslatlon.
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Mr. Lanard, ‘one thiné you said is very ‘tme, this revefse
vending machine is Certainly an area we have to take a look at. I
think this is the area we -ought to be moving in, if we are to keep our
‘glass industry v1able.k , ! ,

The glass industry itself, if I understand 1t correctly, is
giving each person in the glass industry five cents of his or her
hourly wage toward advertising and towards the perfection of reverse
.vend‘ing machi'nes.‘ So, that industry is very much concerned, as is
everyone else. I think we are all ooncerned. ' o |

Mr. Chairman, thank you for your tlme; those are my concerns.

ASSEMBLYMAN HOLLENBECK: Thank you very much. I would like
to mentiori a couple of things regarding this issue, I have been -
- dealing w1th container and dep031t legislation for about four years. I
have had hearmgs, mnducted in South Jersey, in west Jersey, and all
over the State, on container legislation. I have heard a great deal of
this testimony. | ' | ’

Quite a few years ago, I think I reahzed that, concernmg
the glass industry — and I said thlS down in Cumberland County — the
‘real danger was from plastics. Statistics have backed that realization
up continuoubsly. We tried, when we last dealt with the legislation, to
accdnmodate the glass industry in order to ensure that there would be
. some - employment w1th1n that busmess, by dealing with recyclable
glass. Personally, I thmk if we used nothing but that, and if ‘we
demanded refillable glass, we would have some employment. But, nobody
talks about that; they came, but they don't look at the problem. What
- you are trying to do is to defeat a piece of leglslatmn, Dut you are
not trying to solve your problem,

Ladies and gentlemen, the pronlem you have, of course, is
this switch to plastic. Now, even the proponents of this legislation
‘will talk about recy‘cl‘ing, and we can recycle glass — some of it —
but it doesn't all recycle. We cannot return it all because of the
color in glass — the green glass. We can't return it because of its
color, and nobody has addressed that. ' o

Is there a market for all the recycled glass fram beverage

‘containers, plus the recycling act I am talking about? I dare say
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there is not, and nobody'has addressed that ‘Shouldn't somebody have
talk_ed about refillable oontai'ners, so that at least we would have
employment; we would be making glass, and, we" ywbould_' not - have""vth’is"- :
problem ‘in - our waste stream” U ' - e

_ We hear about recyclmg. It is ‘a nice catch word We. wantb
to recycle alummum cans. There seems to be a fa1r1y good market for

aluminum cans, although we ‘are havmg sc:me dlfflculty because you can 't

have alummum cans with tm tops.. .

what about plastlc contamers, the enemy of the glass,

mdustr.y" Thls is what 1s -causing the loss of jobs. They talk ‘about
" recycling plastic oontamers, but has anybody sa1d by whan, for whcm, .

or what we are going to do with 1t? .
' I would th1nk that the people who are representmg those in
the glass mdustry should say, "Why don' t we have reflllable oontamers
‘ because the only thmg they can reflll is glass, they can "t refill
| ,valmnlnum. They can't reflll plastlc. That leaves us in charge of the -
whole thmg, we have it; it is ‘all us."  Nobody even mentions t'hatz.k |
So, at least the Canm:tttee can work with that alternative. o
‘ Concernmg enployment, the. people had ‘better look at
themselves, because otherwise they are gomg to lose out to. plastlcs. :
The State, with all its solid waste problems, is going to be .

| A dealmg with plast1cs, and it has no market for those plastics. There

is ‘no market for them. We don't know what to do with them. So,
really, cons:.denng our sol:.d waste problan, the answer m1ght be to go
to refillable glass. Nobody even test1f1es to that. You are_ just V‘
interested because someone told you, "Oh, th1s 1s bad for you, and you.
h belleve it. We have to have thmkmg people. | "Recycle" is a wonderful
 catch word. We use it in the State. But, it is not all going to be
great when you go into that kmd of recyclmg effort. We have no
market for all the glass manufactured in this State after we recycle
E _it. We don't have a market in this State for all the plastlcs. We
might have a market _for newsprint. So, what are we going to do with
‘all this recycled matter? We are going to wind up with landfill sites,
, under’recycling, that are going to be filled with glass. We are going
y' to have glass 1andf111 sites. We are gomg to have metal landfill
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sites.  And, we are going'to’ have plaStic landfill sites. We will
probably mcmerate the burnable garoage in somethmg called a resource
_ recovery unit.

o So, somebody is not thmkmg, and I wish they would. Now
.that I have opened up your mmds a little bit, let us get same
mformatlon back fram the public and fram some interested bodies who
are really interested in their own employment and in the Sta_te of New
Jersey. Not one person talked about the specific bill which deals with
pull tabs. That is in the bill. Do you really want pull tabs on the
cans? Do you really think we need them? The only reason we have them
1is because they are cheaper to make. That is the only reason we have
_ them, but nobody mentioned that. -

The ring binders are thrown around in our waterways; we see
them in our parks. Do yeu really like them? They can be made from
cardboard you know. Nobody cares about that. That is in the bill.

I think the public sometimes gets misled by same people. The
problem with the glass industry in the State of New Jersey stems fram
the competition by plastics. Guess what? It is your own campany that
is manufacturing the plastics in other states. That is where the real
prcblem comes fram. So, let's look at the problem and try to came up
with a solution. |

-1 believe that the amount of mumclpahtles, the amount of
county governments, and the amount of organizations throughout this
State that have passed resolutions in support of deposit leglslatlon,
gives those agencies and those governments the right to have a vote on
deposit legislation in the State Leglslature. They have that right.
There is many a spec1al interest around here that is having bills put
through, just for the1r own little special interest or so they can make
‘more money at the expense of all of us, and those bills go through
both Houses in the Legislature. Yet, when we deal with something as
important as this, we have been denled the right to have that vote by
the Legislature. That is what we are going to flgnt for.

But, I‘ would sure like to have a lot of allies, people who
are starting to think and realize that maYbe this is not a bad idea and
that we can work something out. What is written on a piece of paper,
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or what is printed on a piece of paper, can ‘easily be "changed in order
- to work out somethmg so that we can. accomphsh our goal. _‘

I want to thank you all for attending. ‘The 1ssue is never -
gomg to dle untll the matter is voted on, up or down, ,m both Houses N
of this Leglslature. If it is defeated in the Assembly this year, the |
'Assembly members could rlghtly turn around and say," "I . will not . vote
for another one of those bllls unt11 the Senate votes on it." Let's
see what the Senate does. And, if the Senate votes it down, then it
has to sit. Then there is a. legitilnate 'reason for it to eit. But,
both Houses of thls Leglslature should vote on the 1ssue, that is very

important. o - o |
s ‘Thank you very much. The hearing is now adjourned.
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1.0 : Introduction

"Most Americans failed to realize the environmental and
economic implications of container waste. But, since the
rise of the environmental movement in the 1960's, the public
has become increasingly aware of the drawbacks of non-return-
able/non-reuseable containers.: -

"While citizen's groups, public officials, environmentalists
and conservationists have lobbied for state deposit legislation,
the beverage industry has always responded with formimidable
opposition. The beverage industry has encouraged its members
to oppose deposit legislation to prevent the reordering of
every company's share of the market. 1In other words, they
oppose deposit laws in order to maintain the status quo."

Conference on Alternative
State and Local Policies

An Environmental Agenda for the States

When the first bottle billé were proposed, in the Qake of Earth
Day in 1970, their potential effects were discussed entirely on a
theoxétical plane. Préponents calculated the positive benefits to
the environment and quality of lifé. Opponents bore down heavily on
che potential'for job losses, consumer incbnvenience, and possible

adverse economic effects.

Over the past fouitéen years, however, bottle bill proponents
have been able to point increasingly to the successes of the growing
.numberbof déposit law»states. »Industfy opponents, deprived of a bad
example; have been forced to argue that each state's experience is

. totaliy unique, to make ihcreasingly labored projeétions and, in some

instances, to fabricate.
The Can & Bottle Bill debate in New Jersey has been no exception.

While proponents of a New Jersey deposit law have regularly presented

testimony - through the media, before the legislature, and to the
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‘general public - on the positive experience of other states, oprponents

have argued that other states' experiences have little applicatlon to-

New Jersey.

‘This report is intended to provide a basis for an impartial

analySis of a New Jersey Can & Bottle Bill. The report does three

-'things. First, it presents data on the lmpact of de9051t laws in the

nine’Bottle Elllbstates, Second, pro;ectlons are made ‘about the v
probable impact of a dep051t law on New»Jersey, based on other states'
experiences' And, third, these conclu51ons are contrasted w1th

estlmates made by Can & Bottle Blll opponents.

There are, of course, large gre? areas. It is 1mpossrble to gauge
w1th complete accuracy the impact of an initiative as large scale’ as
the Can & Bottle Bill. 1In many important areas, such as solid waste,
consumer cost, and'employment, the fﬁture'ls dependent-on a number of
variables which have no relationship tO'deposit legislation (e. g;;the'
glass 1ndustry drive to develop capltal 1ntens1ve manufacturlng

capabllltles)

However, the experiencerof other:Bottle Sill states, covering a‘wide. .
range of population size, 1ndustr1al makeup, beverage sales, and geo-
graphic dlstrlbutlon, has provzded a general and consistent guloe to
the range of posszble 1mpacts - on lltter, jobs, employment, and pr1c1ng -

of a New Jersey Can & Bottle Blll.
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2.0 A Summary of Fact & Fiction

Fiction

"The state of New Jersey has already...... ceaes
- suffered a loss of 4,000 jobs in the
'glass industry since 1977. The passage
of mandatory deposit legislation will -
further endanger an additional 10,000.
men and women who are directly employ-
ed in the state's glass industry."

U.S. Rep. William Hughes
2'nd Congressional District
August 25, 1982 ( )

"Litter increased 10%in Michigan during........
the first year of the law."

Floyd David Flexon

" Manager of Public Relations
Ownes-Illinios
July 22, 1982 ( )

"The forced dep051t laws niot only force:..ccecees
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, all day and earn less
for the prlv11ege."

Joseph Brock, Representative
Teamsters Local 830
August 25, 1982 ( )

“The passage of such legislation may-.;-. ..... .
actually hinder the (recycling) program
already underway to achieve these goals."

David Lloyd, Vice President
NJ Business and Industry Assoc.
August 25, 1982

"Our council on energy was particularly.«.cc...
. concerned with the waste of energy that
will occur where deposit leglslatlon ’
becomes law."

‘David Lloyd, Vice President
.NJ Business and Industry Assoc.
August 25, 1982 ( )
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'Fact

.Passage of the Can & Bottle Bill

would result in a net increase of
3,500 jobs and only a small,
potential decrease in container
manufacturing. (Section 4.6
Employment) '

Litter has decreased substantially

in every deposit law state. (Section
4.1 Litter)

Depdsitvlaws create many skilled
and high paying jobs. (Section 4.6
Employment)

A deposit law is the most efficient
means for increasing recycling of
beverage containers. (Section 4.3
Recycling)

Deposit laws produce substantial
savings in energy and water use in
the container manufacturing industry.
(Sections 4.4.] and 4.4.2, Water

and Energy )



» Fictibni

Fact

- "Mounting evidence from states with..,.;.s.;..jMountingbevidence from deposit -
law states indicates that:

forced deposit laws confirms our belief’
- that such laws address only a small
portion of the total litter/solid waste
problem at an unacceptable cost benefit
ratio. Forced deposit laws cause high
beverage prices, consumer inconvenience,

market disruption, sanitation problems in

the home and at the retail level, increas-

 ed consumption of energy, a trade-off of

" high-paying head-of-family jobs for
low-paying, menial and dead-end jobs,

' reduced beverage sale and reduced sales
tax revenues." N

James Moreford, D1rector cf
State Relations

NJ State Chamber of Commerce

July 22 1982

1.

‘Sections 4.1 Litter,.
"So0lid Waste)
‘Deposit laws do not produce hlgh

Deposit laws are highly effeétrve.

‘at what they are intended to

do: reduce beverage container
litter and solid waste. (See
and‘4.2'

' prices (Section 4‘8), create only

low paid jobs (Section 4.6) or
reduce beverage sales (Section 4.°
They do reduce energy (Section
4.4. 2), as well as water (4. 4 1)

"More potentlal and more danger, more.........There are no major or continuing -
sanitation problems in deposit- law}

bugs and more roaches."
Barbara McConnell, Presmdent

NJ Food Counc;l
July 22, 1982
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3.1

Overview

A Can & Bottle Bill places a mandatory, 10¢ deposit on beer.énd
soda containers. Consumers are free to return empty containers to any
retail establishment which sells the same brand of beverage. Beverage
distributors are requirea to pick up empties from retailers, and to

pay them a handling fee.

Thé purpose of the bill is to change tﬁe packagihg patterns of
the beverage industry from a pfimarily one-way system, under which
used containers are the'responsibility of consumers and the community;
to a cyclical system, under which containers become the responsibility
of the beverage industry. 1In essence, a container deposit system |
changes containers from a packaging "product" which is sold to con-

sumers, to a "rental container,' owned by beverage‘distributors and

: 1oaned_ou£ to consumers.

Container Mix

One factor which has a profound impact upon a state's experience
with a dépoSit law is the degree to which the measure causes a shift
in "container mix." Container mix is simply the composition, in

materials and refillable/one-way container ratios, of beverage con-

 tainers used in a state. Most containers are made from glass, poly-

~_ethelene terephthalate (PET), aluminum, and bi-metal (steel and

aluminum).

Changiﬁg market shares for these different'types of containers
make projections of container mix difficult (See Section 4.6.2
Employmént). However, deposit legislation does - under virtually

every circumstance - provide an incentive for increased use of
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3.1

‘refillables.

states; however..

'state s depos;t law - and the local market condztlons.

;The‘ratio of,xefillableSwto_One-ways; ané the percentage
~of aluminum tovglaSS to plastic to bi-metal varies widelyAin deposit

It is dependent on the- substantlve provisions of the

Some’comparisone'ofurefillable’and cne-way ratios for beer in

depositAlaw and non-deposit law states are presented in Chart No. 1 .

Chart No. 1

State

Connecticut
Deleware -
Iowa .
Maine

 Massachusetts -
- Michigan

New York

. Oregon
-~ Vermont
Rhode Island

New Hampshire
Maryland -
Indiana ...0 .

-Washington
" California

. yes
yes
yes
yes

yes:

‘Deposit Law -

(bottles only)

yes

yes
yes
'yes
. no
no
no
no
- no
no

Percentage Refillables

12
5
-9

28
19
23

-1
22

T W
N0 oW s GO

From "1983 Estmiated Draught and Container Share by State," Unlted States

Brewers Assocication,

1983
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Litter

v Even as one-ways entered the marketplace four decades ago, their
relationship to litter was wideiy recognized. Public officials feared .
that broken bottles would create tire hazards; outdoorsmen were con-
éerned that they'would‘spoil the landscape; and farmers complained
‘that they damaged expensive eéuipment and machinery and injured

animals.

Early state and local efforts to regulate one-&ays were largely
ineffective, and sales of disposables expanded. The Midwest Research
Institute (MRI) predicted in 1966 that, within ten years, one ways

‘would dominate soft drink sales. Alonérwith that trend, MRI foresaw a
related phenomehon: | A |

"Litter volume may rise sharply‘in the next ‘ten years,

unless some kind of national conscience can be developed.
'The reason is the dramatic increase expected in throwaway
beverage containers.” o

MRI could hardly have been more correct. Between 1966vand 1978,
beverage eontainer highway_iitter exploded 459 percent, frem an estimated
1.7 billion to nearly 7;9 billion pieces, according to figures derived
from a study by the U.S. Environmental Protectien Agency (EPA). ( 1 )

’ . . . e

Beverage containers are by no means the'only cemponents of litter.

Accordiﬁg to the EPA, beverage containers make up from 35 to 4b%%off

, highway litter, by item coﬁnt. However, by a number of other factors;
container litter is the most obnoxious. For example, beverage conteiners
are: '

(1) the largest volume component of litter, accounting for 40-60%
according to the EPA and information from bottle bill states,
2

(2) the most visible component of litter. They are larger‘aﬁd more:

reflective than cigarette butts, candy wrappers, and other such
items. ‘ ‘
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(3)  the least bio-degradable element of litter. Paper decomposes
guickly; but it takes a steel can 100 years, an.. aluminum can
140 years, and a glass bottle "practically forever." ( 3 )

(4)- the most hazardous element of litter. Unlike most paper and

: plastlc, cans and bottles have jaaged edges and broken pieces
that can damage tires and equipment, defy easy clean-ur, anéd - -
-injure humans, farm stock, and w1ldllfe. :

4.1. l Other States" Experlence i
h state which enacts a beverage contalner dep051t law can’ expect
‘an 80 90% reduction in beverage contalner lltter and a 30-40% reduc-
tion in the overall litter stream by volume. Chart No. 2 presents

lxtter reductlon flndlngs of various deposit law states.

Connectlcut Delaware and New York have not conducted lltter
'surveys to date. However, the City of New York conducted a survey
which found that the state's deposit law has ylelded a "16% reduction
in litter in the Clty s streets and that nearly two-thlrds of all cans
and bottles are belng returned " 4 ) Accordlng to New York City
‘Sanitation Comm1551oner Norman Stelsel ‘there has been an '80% reductlon
‘in littered containers c1tyw1de. The Commissioner noted,‘“Thls clearly

is a renarkable achievement”in'onlyvone short year." ( 5 )

,Many of the state surVeyshfound that'a sizeable percentage of '
those containers which had been littered were not deposit containers;
they had been purchased in non-deposit law states._ Thus, everything
else being equal, a region ccmprlsed of 1nterlock1ng deposit law

states would experlence even hlgher lltter reduction rates.
'4.1.2 Impact on New Jersey

- While the experience of ~other states indicates that adoptlon of
a New Jersey depos;t law would 51gn1f1cant1y reduce the volume of
‘litter in the Garden State, it is difficult to estimate precisely the

size of such reductions. Evidence from federal studies indicates~that

the amount and type of litter varies significantly in different deposit -

lox



chart No.

2 Litter Reduction by State

Reduction of Beverage  Total Litter Reduction -

State Container by Piece by Volume
~Oregon 83% ‘ ' - 47%
Vermont2 76% | 35%
Maine® 86t | 39
Michigané 80% - : 41%
Iowa5 79 » ‘ 6l%

Massachusetts® : S 30 - 35%

;Q.-_.; 1.

-Oregon's Bottle Bill: the 1982 Report Oregon Department
‘of Environmental Quality, pg. 26
' Vermont 5¢ Deposit: A Report on Vermont's Experience Wlth

Beverage Container Deposit Legzslatlon, Vermont Agency for
Environmental Conservation

Letter from Beverly H. Hubbard, Superv1sor in the D1v151on

of Regulations, Maine Department of Agriculture, Food and
Natural Resources referring to a survey performed by the Maine

. Department of Transportation

Survey conducted by the Michigan Department of Transportation, 1979.
Survey conducted by the Iowa Department of Transportation, 1980.
Telephone interview with Mary Miley, Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Management, Bureau of Solid Waste Disposal, October, 1984.
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law states, depending on a number of local varlables ( 6 ). There

is also a lack of data on current levels of lltterlng, litter plckup a

'costs, and the percentage of overall lltter made up by containers.

However, a number of dep051t law state surveys, and federal

studles conducted by the U.S. General Accountlng Offlce have produced

evidence which 1nd1cates a range of llkely litter reductlons for

New Jersey. According to the U S. General Accountlng Offlce, 1f

New Jersey achleved a 920% redemptlon rate, a rate. experlenced 1n

depos;t law states, total litter would be reduced by as much as-

.~ 30-40%.

"Such a. reductlon would produce sav1ngs for state and 1ocal govern-
ments through decreased costs of lltter pickup, transportatlon and

storage.' A New York study estlmated that litter costs in the state may

’decllne by as much as $50 mllllon, "in- the 1mmed1ate future“ ( 7 ) as

a result of that state s dep051t law.

Solid Waste Reduction

"To understand the impacts of»mandatory deposit legislation,
it is essential to recognize that while we may carelessly
talk about throwing containers "away", there is no such
place. Used containers go somewhere, and the alternatives.
are all costly." :

1Governor's Cabinet Task Force
on Deposit Legislation
Massachusetts

Virtually all used’beverage containers, except in deposit law
states, go to landfills. In deposit law states, containers are
-separated from the solid waste stream, coilected,‘and consolidated.
Large percentages are permanently removed from the solid waste stream

through recyciing (Section 4.3), ané by an’increaSe in the use of

_ refillables (Section 3.3). As a result, every deposit law state has
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achieved reduction in total solid waste tonnage} most states reporting
in the range of 5-9% reductions. ( g ) Michigan, the state closest
in size to New Jersey'éxperienced a reduction of 6% in its first year

with a deposit law. (. 9 )
‘4.2.1-_1mpactvon New Jersey

According to the New Jersey Department of Environmenﬁal Protection
(DEP) , New Jersey Currently has only 128 operating landfills with 12 of
those accepting‘over 90% Qf all solid waste in the'state ( 10 ). Thé
New Jersey Board of Public Utilities has estimated thaf 8 of the 12
will be ciosed within 3 years, 2 more will cloée in the following 7

years, and the lifetime of the remaininq landfills is uncertain ( 11 ).‘

"The depth of New Jersey's solid waste crisis is‘staggering.  Land-
' fill,sités are being closed at a swift rate, and new sites will be
hard to identify. Alternatives are slow to be proposed, are costly,
aﬁd have economic, political and enVironmental problems of their own
(See Section 5.0 Alternatives to the Can & Bottle Bill). Most offer
only longer-term relief thle, in the mean time, waste disposal'costs _

continue to skyrocket.

Adéption of a deposit law would, almost immediately, produce a
6% reduction in volume of solid waste flowing into New Jersey landfills.
- The state's landfilled municipal waste equaled 5.1 million tons in B
1983, according to the N.J. Office of Recycling ( 12 ). A 6% reduc-
tion would be the eqguivelant ofb306,000 fons annually, or 22 landfill
~days a year ( 13 ). '

Current costs to municipalities for waste disposal average $47/ton,

with about 20% of that figure spent on dumping fees ( 14 )3
With dumpihg fees being increased by between 100 - 200% by the Board of

13x
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' Public Utilities, the potential cost savings to New Jersey municipalities.

from a deposit law equal;il

306,000 tons/year x $56 - $65  Sfees/ton $17.1 - $19.8 million

annual - .. projected . S :
reduction e : -~ municipal . potential saVingsv
: o - disposal to municipalities.

-~ fees - with deposit law

4.3.0 Recycling'
. The" difference between bevérage container trash which must be
landfilled, and glass, aluminum, and plastic which 1ndustry will buy
'back is 51mply that the latterjééparated out from the waste stream.
‘Where situations allow the segregation and collection of container
materials - as in deposit states - the percentage of'snch materials -

v-‘being reused by industry:increases dramatically.

v.' ir A Recycling of beverage containers has three principal areas of ‘
benefit for the community at large. Recycling reduces overall use of "
’non—renewable resources and helps reduce the rate of enVironmental |
degradation. From an economic standeint, recycling brings down
municipal costs for pick—up, transportation, and disposal of solid
waste (See Section 5.2 Mandatory Recycling) And lastly, recycling
‘improves the economy and effeCiency of the beverage container industry

"by reducing materials costs, producing saVings in plant maintenance,

and improving manufacturing effeciency (See Section 4.4.2 Energy).
4.3.1 Experience of Other States

 While few states have compiled exact statistics on levels of
recycling under deposit laws,;it_issclear that beverage containers are
being'recycled in Bottle Bill states at levels far above those anywhere’
else in the cbuntry - including states with statewide recycling pro-
grams. The three main markets for recycled containers are glass,j

aluminum, ‘and polyethylene terephthalate (PET)

14x
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4.2.1 ‘Aluminum Recycling

Every depesit law state has reported extreﬁely high levels of v
aluminum can recycling, acpording to repofts from the container industry
. itself. A study by the Newark Department of‘Engineeriﬂg, based on
statistics froﬁ the Aluminum Company of Ameiica (ALCOA) , found levels
| of aluminum container recycling in deposit law states, with over 2
‘years experience, to be in the range of 80 to 90% ( 15 ) (See
Chart»No. 2.5 ), while those.states with more recently implementedv

laws have experienced recyclihg rate in the range of 70 to 73%. . (16)

- These rates stand in dramatic contrast to aluminum recycling
rates elsewhere, estimated to be 25% nationally. ( 17 ) Ang, ihere
are indications that even these deposit state figures may be low.
Reports from Vermbnt indicate that “hearly ail"_aluminum containers
are being recycled in that state, and the EPA estimates that aluminum
container recycling in deposit law states is "extremely high", in '

the range of 88 to 97%. ( 18 )

" Glass Recycling

The most recent national'survey, condﬁcﬁed by the EPA in 1980,
‘found high levels of glass recycling in every deposit law state.
It was estimated that glass recycling in deposit states was in the
fangeuof 91 to 96%, compared to a national avefage of 5% for non-

deposit law states. ( 19 )

Recycling rates for recycled glass are difficult to determine,
,due,‘in part, to the fact that glaés recycling markets are not uniform.
‘Glass reéycling is divided into clear, brown, and green or mixed glass.
Buyback rates for clear and brown - for which there is a ready mérket -

are substantially higher than for green and mixed giass. (20 )
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, Cha:t No. 2.5

R ' PERCENT OF ALUMINUM CANS RECYCLED IN EACH STATE o |
. (PERCENTAGE OF CANS RECYCLED LISTED AT THE TOP OF EACH BAR)
 BOTTLE BILL STATES VERSUS NEW JERSEY RECYCLING ACT
o 1984 Estimated by Alcoa
R . 90 __ '90% 8s% 85% 85% a»s%‘ o
2%“85&‘} | B !ll—%g A= #=sy #=sy d=sy 80%

ﬁscvcrl,gp‘ | @Eﬁi@ 4 @@@ is%

70% ¥=SY 70%

AP EE R E
Bmitillill

- R @ @ irg‘gfi‘g @ @@ @@@ -
R LIt
I EE @ £20 080 020 080 &) DAY nay

JEEEUERERE.

. STATE - | .~ MICH MAINE VER CON ORE JoWA MASS DEL NY NJ
. DATEOFBILLENACTMENT 1679 1578 1573 1980 1072 1978 1923 1982 1983 1982
 POPULATIONINTHOUSANDS 9108 1133 516 3153 2649 2905 5781 602 17659 7438
| 1980 POPULATION CENSUS DATA o .

" Reprinted from "The Jersey Sierrah"{‘September-October ]984; '
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The:e is some evidence that, due to the'large Qolume of glass .
produced by deposit law states, the market'for green and mixed
glass has becdme so depressed that it ié no longer econbmical.to
ship volumes to market. As a result, some percentage of glass‘

containers are being landfilled in deposit law States (21 ). Some

~excess, however, is being absorbed by the fiberglass industry.

Plastic Recycling

Recycling of PET beverage containers has exploded over the past
fivé years. An entire recycliﬁg industry has evcived around the |
collection, processing, ana sales of PET containers’from deposit law
states. ,Accoraing to industry figures, lO0,000_toné of PET soft
drink bottles will be recycled in 1985, with'between 98-99% coming‘.
from deposit law states ( 22 ). PET recycling has increased in

proportion with the market share of plastic containers.

Impact on New Jersey

Current levels of beveiage container recycling in New Jersey
are very low, despite a major, state-level-iﬁitiative to encourage
municipal recycling. ' According to statistics provided by.the
New Jersey Office of Rgcycling and estimates made in the 1980

Report on Recycling in New Jersey by the State Advisory Committee

on Recycling, recycling rates for total glass and aluminum have dropped

in the_pastvthree years.

1980 - 1983
Glass 36,000 (23) 22,256 (25)
Aluminum 16,000 (24) 720.5 (26)
in tons

17%
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Based: on the experlence of other states, New Jersey can expect

a tremendous 1ncrease in recycllng of glass, alumlnum, and. PET

'beverage contalners Based on an estlmated 50% ratio of contalner

glass in mun1c1pal waste _( 27 ), New Jersey would increase contalner'

glass recycllng from the currert level of 11, 128 tons - to between

- 144,872 and 166 872 tons per year Plastlc recycllng, ‘of which llttle

- is ocurrlng currently, would increase substantially. (It is estimated

4.4.0

that New York's'deposit law caused a,ﬁump of 10% in the national rate
ofVPET container recyoling) (28), and aluminum recycling would

increase to over 90%.

Other Environmental Impacts -

The envxronmental 1mpact of deposzt laws is dependent on two

varlables related to, but not requlred by, passage of a Bottle Bill.

-These are, the relatxve increase in recycling engendered by the law,"

and, the percentage increase'in the use of refillable bottles.

Different. states’experience guitevdifferent effects in these two

'areas, so ‘it is 1mpossxble to determine exactly the environmental .

effect of a depos;t.

~ Water Consumption

Accordlng to a study performed by the Mldwest Research Instltute

for the EPA, it takes approxlmately ‘184 ounces of water to produce,

’package and dellver 12 ounces of beer. 1In comparlson, the water

: requxrements of the one way bottle, the bi-metal can and the alumlnum

can. for the same 12 ounces of beer are 444, 409 and 181 ounces of
water, respectively. - (29 ) It is estlmated that the passage of -
a national bottle bill would have the effect of reducing this natlon s

water consumption in the beverage container and distribution process

by 63%. ( 30) »Because“New Jersey is a large producer of beverage

' containers, it is clear that the water savings which New Jersey could

-
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expect under a bottleybill would be substantial.

Opponents of the Bottle bill argue that the bill would actually
increase the use of water since refillables require the use of a
washing operation. There is no evidence to support this position.
The pr1nc1pal 1ndustry study which made this flndlng, comm1551oned
by the Continental Can Company, was based ‘upon an analysis which -
cqn51dered only the "beverage filling system", where cleaning and
sterilization take place. It failed to consider the mining and

manufacturing process, where inordinate amounts of water are used.

- In addition to conserving water, refillable bottles pollute our
waters less than any other type of beverage container. Nonerefillables
Generate three times the industrial waste that. ofh f%rlp refillable and

{  twice that of the five trip. (31 )
4.4.2 Energy Savings

In 1972, Bruce Hannon, an engineering professor at the University'
of Illinois, studied the amount of energy expended in the various »
forms of‘beverage container packaging. He did this by scrutinizing -
each step in the life cycle of the container--from the period of raw
material acquisition through waste‘collection. Hannon found that
the throwaway bottle and the bi-metal can use 3.11 and 2.7 times,
respectiveiy,'the amount of energy used by the eight trip refillable
bottle. (32 ) The most egregicus consumer of energy, however, is
the alumlnum can, which uses 33% more energy than the b1-meta1 can, '

or approximately 3.6 times that of the eight trip refillable. (33)

Industry agrﬁes that the enactment of a deposit law would in-
crease energy costs due to the necessity of trucking the "empties"
from the retailor back to the distributors, the throwaway uses almost
35,000‘more BTULs at the manufacturing level. (34) Therefore, ‘
immense energy savings are achieved from the use of refillables because of

its low energy requirements in manufacturing.” . Naturally, the
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more tripsAthe_refillahle makes, the greater its energy savlngs'are.i

This does not mean that a dep051t law w1ll be 1neffect1ve 1n

reduc1ng energy consumptlon absent a Shlft to refillables. The,

'hlgh rates of recycl;ng engendered by deposlt leglslatlon result in

energy savings even if the contalner mix remains constant. -

hAccordlng to the General Accountlng Offlce, assumlng no change in.

the container mix follow1ng the enactment of a national deposit

" law, there would still be . a 24% reductlon in the beverage 1ndustry s
. use of energy natlonw1de. (35) Thls 1s because the recycling of

- a raw material t0»produce a beverage contalner is far 1ess.energy -

intensive than producing the container with virgin material. For
examplei while:the furnacegtemperature required to produce new
glass from virgin material is 2,000 degrees fahrenheit, the‘use of

cullet regulres a temperature of only 1, 100 degrees fahrenheit.

- (These lower temperatures also prolong the life of the furnace whlch

translates 1nto huge savings for the glass manufacturer since rebrick-
ing can cost upward of7$1,500,000.(36) :

-Energy consumption reductions are‘confirmed by the experiences

of the present bottle bill_states. Vermont, for example; has saved

780 billion BTUs of energy per year; “This is ‘the equivalent of
over 5 million gallons of Number 2 fuel 011, or enough to provlde .
for the home heating needs of 15,000 Vermonters " (@37)  Oregon

estlmates that its sav1ngs ‘are 1.4 trillion BTUs per year, or enough.

_ to meet the heating needs of a town of 50,000. (3g) And Michigan is

saving 5.5 trillion BTUs a year, which is the equivalent of 43.8

million gallons of gasoline. (39)

, Based on‘national projections, and the'experience of other states,
it can be assumed that New Jersey would achleve energy sav1ngs of at

least 24% w1th a deposlt 1aw - and perhaps much higher if the state's:

» glass industry increases its percentage use of cullet.
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Sanitation

Can & Bottle Bill opponents have repeatedly raised the specter

‘of increased vermin and rodent infestation of retail stores

following implementation of a deposit law. While retail stores will,
indeed, have to cope with one more source of attraction for pests,

it is clear that the vast majority of stores find the problems to be -

_relatively minor.

In most cases, retail establishments in deposit law states utilize
large piastic bags and closed QOntainer, in which returned depoéit
containers are stored. Many stores are utilizing feversé vending
machines which automatically accept, crush, and store containers and
refund deposits to customers. Many retail g:océry establishments

currently process returnabiés, as well as a great assortment of products

‘which attract vermin. A deposit law brings a new source, but not new

problems, to retail stores.

A recent survey of state and local health officials, found only:

siight, transitory sanitation problems in deposit law states.

Oregon

"I never observed any evidence of vermin around beverage
containers. In my opinion, the vermin issue is a red
herring being raised by the bottling industry."

“"Grocery stores are notorious for attracting vermin because
of large quantities of food which are stored on the pre-
‘mises. We certainly have rat infestation problems endemic
in Portland, Oregon. We have a busy and active vector con-
trol program.. We do not however, have any information that
leads us to conclude that deposit bottles have contributed
to the rat problem."

Dr. Charles P. Schade, M.D.

- Health Officer, City of Portland
'December 7, 1984
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"According to all governmenteagenciesJdharged with inspec-
tion and enforcement of health and sanitation standards,
‘no problems related to .the Bottle Bill have beern reported."

- Oregon's Bottle Bill
The 1977 Report
Oregon DEQ

Massachusetts’

"Since the implementation of the Massachusetts Bottle Bill,
we have not had a noticeable increase in' the incidence of
vermin in retail’ or food establlshments."

Richard A. Wilberg

Principal Sanitarian

Department of Public Health .
City of Worcester, Massachusetts
December 5, 1984 '

‘ New York

"We have found generally that supermarkets have been able
to cope with the potential sanitation problems caused by
returned beverage containers. Greater difficulties in
maintaining sanitation appear to exist in some small food

_stores, particularly in urban areas, as a result of the
“"Bottle Bill"; however, we have found no s1gp1f1cant
overall increase in food store sanitation problems since
the returned beverage container law was enacted o

" L. R. Crowell D.V.M. .

. Director Food Inspection Serv1ces
Department of Agrlculture and
Markets
State of New York
December 17, 1984 -

'Maine”

"Retail stores work at keeping the storeroom area in sound
sanitary condition ‘and, as of yet, we have not seen any
vermin or any: signs they were in the area. It is not a
problem in our state. : ’ -

Beverly Hubbard :
. Supervisor, DlVlSlOD of Regulatlons
‘Maine Department of Agriculture

December 13, 1984 ‘

"Our inspectors report to me that they have not identified
'a single unsanitary condition in a store which would be:
attributed to returnable containers.  Based on our in-

' spections, therefore, I would conclude that the returnable
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container law is being managed smoothly in the city of
Portland from a health point of view."

David C. Blttenbender ,

Director of Health & Social Serv1ces
City of Portland, Maine

July 22, 1978

Employment

No other single isse in the Can & Bottle Bili debate has engendered
as much controversey as the issue of a deposit laws 1mnact on employment
Whlle not an issue of major concern to the general public (See Section
>6.0 Public Opinion), the potentlal for job loss has been a central

question in policy discussion. and political debate.

~ All available ev1dence 1ndlcates that passage of dep051t laws
produces_a dramatic, net increase in jobs. Large numbers of p051tlons
are created'becauseiof the labor intensive nature of the additional
tasks required under.the law. For example, retailers need additional
clerks to sort and handle returned centainers. _Distributors must hire
edditional'truEkers to cart back empties, and workers are needed to
warehouse the empties, operate containervredemption_centers, and manage

recycling operations. Furthermore, as the deposit law is likely to

"induce a shift to refillables, laborers are needed by bottlers and brewers

for eleaning_and handling operations. , ' o d

Deposit law opponents have never questioned a Botte Bill's capacityA
to cteate jobs. But both industry and labor leaders have linked paseage
of deposit laws with tremendous losses of container industry jobs, and with
a switch in quality of ‘Jjobs from high paying, unionized container

manufactuerlng to low paying, non-unlonlzed retail jobs.

Analysis of changing market shares in container sales, and a review

'~ of the experience of deposit law states indicates little job loss as a

direct result of deposit laws, and the opening of high, as well as low

_ paying jobs.
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Containers. and Jobso(4d )

Wlth the end of Prohrb;tlon, the brewxng 1ndustry entered a prolonqeo

period of 1nten51ve centralization. The non-returnable contalner rlayed

o a keylrole in this'pr0cessl The'grow1ng use'of the non-refillable both

permrtted and accelerated industry consolldatlon, since it allowed brewers
to expand into new and- dlstant markets w1thout the added expense of g__
‘contalner retrlevel. At the same tlme, it reduced the labor requlrements

of brewers, dlstrlbutors, and retallers.

Brewers, for example, could expand productxon, and in so dorng take . -
advantage of the economzes of scale whlch permit - _.greater output wlth :
fewer employees. Dlstrlbutors could reduce ‘the 51ze of’their,deliuery'
.crews since they no longer needed to retrleve containers. And retailers,
espec1ally supermarkets, could avoxd labor requlrements associated w1th
handlzng returnables. The sum total of these impacushelped to gradually
transform producers and dlstrxbutors from 1ndustr1es w1th hlgh 1abor

requlrements to ones dependent on inputs of non-human energy and materxals.

Accordlng to data prov1ded by the Brewers Assoc;atlon and the ,
Natzonal Soft Drink Association (Chart No.2. 1), brewing and soft drlnk
industry enployment decl;.ned between1950 and 1976, while production 1ncreased..
~ During that period, the number of jobs requlred per mlllion gallons of

'production dropped s, from 29.5 to 8. 6 in the brewing industry. The soft
.drznk lndustry m;rrored that 51tuatlon, the 1abor=output ratlo decllned 50%
from 37.5 to'18.8 between 1965 and 1977.

* The growth of the.one-way conteiner_elso brought with it expansion
- in the metal manufacturing and container making industries. But because
these industries are-highly‘energy‘and'cepital intensive, the number of

new jobs in these sectors has not compensated for those lost elsewhere.
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Chart No. 2.1

JOBS AND PRODUCTION
IN THE BEVERAGE INDUSTRY

Production® Employment ~ Job Rauno®®
BEER v ' ' '
1950 2,753 8188 295
1955 02,784 - 80,409 289
1960 - 2,931 - 69,838 238
1965 3,351 - 60405 - 180
1970 = 4,205 §7,300 13.6
1975 4,745 47,100 9.9
1976 4,981 42,700 86
1965 3.156 118,300 - 375
1970 4,645 130,800 28.2
1975 §.874 125,600 214
1977 7307 137190 18.8

- *Milhon; of g;lions
**Jobs per million gallons :
Sources Calculeted from BA. NSDA
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Chart No. 3 - Containers and Job Quaiity»

A ‘ 'IMPACT OF MAlNE S BOTTLE BILL ON SALARIES AND PAYROLL

, (1977 doligrs) _

Employmem v Employment Average ‘Total Change

- Sector : Change Salary - mpnpu'
Metals Suppliers - _ -6 . 815,892 - -895.352
Container Manufacturers ~ -326 12,500  -4,075,000
Ao orape Nuicihutas B 2 1Y) IR £ {12 42,175,450
Retailing : +396 9,000  <+3,564,000
Weighted Average Salary in Job Loss-Areas— - -512.861 ).
Weighted Average Salary in Job Gain Areas: .7;._..- 10,512
Average in Job Gain Area Excluding Retail: ~ 14,503
Net Gain in Payroll: - ' . - 81,569,098

Source: CaIPIRG report. “The Muaine Bottle Bill", 1980.

Chart No. 4 - Net IncreeSes in Jobs Experiehced by Deposit Law States

,State_ o | ’ " Net # Jobs
Mich:i.g'an1 o ' 4,648
Mainez , , . 626
| Vermont> 4ﬁ - - 350-450
' o_regon4 s o 365 |
New Yorkv5 S o - 5,000-6,000 (projected)_
Massa‘c_hosetts6 : - 1,800 (projected)
- Sources:

1. States Ezgerlence with Beverage Contalner Degosit Laws Shows Positive
Benefits, .Report by the Comptroller General, v.S. General Accounting

. - Office, December 11, 1980
2. Ibid.
3. Vermont 5¢ Deposxt A Report on Vermont s Experlence with Beveraoe
.- Container Degoszt Leglslatlon, Vermont Agency for Environmental
Conservation. =
4. G. Oliver Koppell, ”Inconspzcuous CQnsumptxon° A Look at New York s
' Bottle Bill," April, 1981.
- 5. Mandatogz Degoszt Legzslat10n~ Benefzts and Costs for New York, The
Executive Office of Development Plannlng, June 1982.

‘6._Mandatorx Degos;t Legzslatlon for Massachusetts: Report to the
: Cabinet Task Force on the Bottle Bill, May 22, 1879.
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Containers and ‘Job Quality
Much has been made of the relative quality of employment under a
system of returnables as opposed to one of disposables. According to v

Joseph E. Vanpool, Director of Legislation for the Glass Bottle Blowers’
Association:
"(A deposit law)... would trade off well-paying, highly
skilled jobs for menial, non-union, minimum wage, litter
plckup, bottle sorter type Jobs. (41)

It is frequently argued that, on the average, jobs under depos;t

" laws will be lower paying than those under the present system. . Although

data on this topic is very scarce, a study conducted by the California

Public Interest Research Group (CalPIRG), and cited by the U.S. General

Accounting Office, found that'deposit laws create many high paying jobs,

equivelant’in salary to preeent jobs in the container and manufacturing

pinaustriesQ See Chart No.3

4.6.1,

- 4.6.2

Experience of Other States

The experlence of deposit law states has been uniform. Each has
experienced an extremely slight negative impact on employment, offset in every
case by a dramatic increase in jobs. The exper1ence~of deposit law

states is presented on Chart No. 4

Impact on New Jersey

The Decline of Glass Industry‘Jobs

The two greatest factors affecting emoloyment in New Jersey's glass

1ndustry are the long-term mechanlzatlon of glass product1on by industry,

. and the rapid shift from glass to PET-composed beverage containers. Both

trends have had a devastating effect on employment in New Jersey's glass

industry, the largest exporter of glass containers in the country.

Glass industry jobs have been on a steady decline for over a decade,

‘although it has only been.since 1982 that the guantity of glass produced
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: has»not increased According to figures prepared by the U S. Departmen
. of Commerce, jobs in the glass industry declined by 3ls% over the last ten

years.

The increase invproductiviﬁy_is'a reflecpion of the industry's
suceessful effort to retool manufacturing capabilities by-switching from
lahor to capital-intensive production modes. oﬁens-IllinoiS the largest
glass producer, has taken a leading role in the changeover.. According to

Bu31ness Week:

' "Too boost productivity in glass operations, Owens-Illinios
_ has invested more than $500 million since 1978 in new ecuipment,
slashing labor costs to only 25% of manufacturing costs versus
the 40% industry average." (emphasis added) (42)

In the 1980's, glass production has declined in absolute terms.

According to Robert A. Drake of the national Glass Packaging Institute,.

"...the reasons were twofold. First was the recession which-
hurt all of industry and was the worst since the 1930's.
Second was the impact of competition from plastics, aseptics,
‘laminates, and aluminum cans. The combination of recession
and competition was devastating... But without the inroads -
of plastics, the glass growth rate in nonreturnables and
returnables would have been very different." (43 )

" The polyethylene terephthalate (PET) container has captured over
20% of the soft drink market in the pastvfour years. In response to
this swift rise in market share, glass industry leaders - principally
Owens-=Illinois and Erockway Glass with 27% and 17% of the national.
market, respecti#ely - haven‘chosenhto invest:in plastic contaiher man-
ufacturing, perhaps inlreaction to anbapparent inabilityvtobeffeetively

market glass. ( 44 )

Richard S. Palm, a sPecialist with Merrill LynchpCapital Markets
believes that, "glass will face strong challanges from plastic in just
about every segment including beer. There is a reasonable possibility

that few glass containers will be used by the end of the century." (45 )

28x% .




-25-

Job Losses in the;Ney Jersey Container Industry

- According - to the Glass Package Instltute, there were 5 277 peorle
employed in the productlon of beverage container glass in New Jersey in
1982. S1nce'that time, plant closlngs have reduced the number to 4,387.
Since New Jersey is theyla:gest exporter of beverage container glassein
the United States; (46 ) it is difficult to calculate what peroentage'
of the work force is employed in produc;ng containers for use in New
Jersey. Assum;ng that between 60 to B80% of glass container productzon in
New Jersey is exported, the number.of New Jersey glass workers who m;ght
be affected by a state depo51t law are in the range of 877 to 1,754.

According to a report of the Resource Conservation Committee, a task
force composed of nine federal agencies at the Assistant Secretary level,
the "worst case" scenario for job loss in the glass industry would be a

]4% reduction in jobs, assuming a mix of 60% refillables. (47 ) - In New

York, whlch expe:;enced an increase in reflllables from 11. l to 30%, (48)

4ndustry estimated Job losses to’ the state's glass 1ndustry of 7%, equivelant
to the national findings.

New Jersey refillable rates for beer are currently lower than
Neﬁ York's orior to its adoption of a deposit law (11.1% for New York
compared to 6%, New Jersey). However, assuming a worst case scenario,__
of an increase in refillables to 30% in New Jersey, it can be entioipated

that New Jezsey would experlence job losses at approxxmately the same rate

‘as New York, or about 7%. Thus the total, worst case, job losses for

the New Jersey glass industry resulting from impleﬁentation of a deposit

law range from 61 to 123.

~According to Owens-Illingis, the:e are 9 plants in Ne&'Jersey producing
aluminum‘ano bi-metal beverage containers,_e?ploying 1,652. Assuming
a range of 40-60% production for use in New Jersey, there are between 661
and 991 jobs in metal container production which might be affeoted by passage

of a deposit law.

 According to the Resource Conservation Committee, with a worse case

scenario of 60% refillables, the national metal container industry would
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ekperience job losses of 28%t. Assuming a refillable mix of 30% with a
New Jersey deposit law, a worst case scenario for jot losses in the state's

metal container industry would be about ]4%, or between 93 and 13¢ jobs.

It is hlghly unlzkely that these projectlons w1ll exactly mlrror the
employment picture of the container market with a deposzt law. In the first - .
' place,,manufacturlng capacity and employment are not dzrectly proportional
to con tainer sales. Should demand for beverage contalners decline,
manufacturing capac1t1es could ‘be switched to other forms of glass contalners;
In addltlon, PET manufacturers, which currently employ about 300 workers 1
in two New Jersey plants, (49) mlght increase capac;ty as the PET container

market share increases, openlng-new contazner manufacturing jobs. .

- It is also difficult to determine the exact connection between the
effect of deposit laws on sales, the effect of sale on manufacturing,
and the impact of changin§ market-conditlons on corporate planning. Because
the industry is strongly anti-deposit_laﬁ, there is a powerful incentive.
to equate general inoustry job losses with sales declines resulting from
deposit laws. The General Accounting Office, for example, questioned
whether job loss figures for Mlchlgan, estimated at less than 250, coula
 be counted as d:.rectly attributable to the bottle bill.

| Certalnly, beverage 1ndustry estimates of projected job losses due
to deposit laws have been wzldly inaccurate. For example, opponents of
Ohio's deposit law have warned that passage of a bottle bill would cost
10,000 jobs in the state's container industry when the entire indnstry only
employed 3,600 people."While only~4 SOOIQorkers were employed in: New
York's conta;ner industry prior to the state s passage of a deposxt law,
1ndustry opponents cla;med that the law would cost New York between 7 000

and 8,000 container manufacturzng jobs. (501

Calculations of job losses based on government projections and -
checked against the actual experience of deposit law states can, however,
provide a-generalzguide to the upper:range of job losses which might

occur in a worst case scenario. Similarly the experienceiof other states

can provide a general guide to the number of jobs which might be created
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with a New Jersey deposit law.

“Based on the experience of Michigan, a state similar in size to

" New Jersey, passage of a deposit law would result in an increase in ‘jobs

4.7.0

of 3,719. Assuming a switch to 30% reflllables, assumlng the container
manufacturing industry cuts employment in direct proportion to sales
losses for containers, and assuming no increase in PET container jobs,

passage of a New dersey deposit law, in a'worst case scenario, would

' result in an increase of between 3,457 and 3,565 jobs'for~the state.

Sales

' The general pattern  of beverage sales in deposit‘law states has
been'a slight decline immediately following implementation, followed by -
a resumption of ncrmallgrowth patterns. (51) It is extremely difficult.
to seperate out the impact of deposit laws on sales in Bottle Bill states
because consumption patterns in many regions have declined overall in
respcnse to factors wholly unrelated to deposit 1aws,The§g}nclude changes -
in the legal drinking age, general economic conditions, fluctuations in -

tourism, and industry price increases.

According to statistics compiled by Environmentalbhction, a national |
envzronmental research organization based in Washlngton D.C., sales . i

patterns in deposit law states have been as follows:

“Oregon: Dep051t law implemented October e 1972. Experienced a 5.11%
growth in beer consumption in the following year. Between 1973
and 1979, saw a 33.5% growth in beer consumptzon, compared to 25. 9%
nationally.* .

Vermont: Deposit law implemented July 1, 1973. Experienced_a dip in sales
following implementation. Between 1974 and 1978, consumption grew
25.9% compared to a national rate of 18.1%. Soft drink sales
flgures immediately following implementation are unavailable,
" however, sales between 1977 and 1981 increased by 97.7%, compared
wzth 66.1% for the Northeast region as a whole.

: |
Maine:,Deposzt law implemented January 1, 1978. Beer sales initially down o
' ~ due, in part, to an increase in the drinking age in October 1877.

Sales in the first three years grew by 5.0% compared to 1.13%

in the three preceeding years. Maine's dollar sales for soft drinks

grew by 4.87% in 1978, and 12.98% in 197¢.
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'Michigan: Deposit law implemented December, 1978. Beer sales were up 11% ir

1978, but dropped to 3.64% in the following year due, in part =

© to an increase in the drinking age from 18 to 21. Another

" contributor to the decline was Michigan's sagging economy one of
the most depressed in the nation. Michigan soft drink sales were
stationary in 1978 and 1979 but were up 10.7% in 1980 and 13.0%

in 1981. : :

:COnnectxcut: Deposit law implemented January 1, 1980. 'Beer saleS'dipped

6.1% in the first year, but grew at a rate of 6.83% between 1981 anc
1983 compared to a national average of 2.91%. Soft drink sales -
increased 17. ll% in 1980 : :

Iowa: Implemented in m;d-1979. In 1979 beer sales rose .86%, with a_

' - increase in the drinking age the previous year. Sales dropped .58%
in 1980, but were up .59% in 1981. 1Iowa's soft drink sales '
were up 29.4% in 1979 and 14.59% in 1980.

Deleware- Implemented January 1, 1983. Beer sales went up 1. 73% compared

with a national growth rate of only. .35%*

‘Massachusetts: Implemented in 1983. Beer sales were down 3. 43$ in 1983 the

- same rate of decline as the preceeding year.*

New York: Implemented September, 1983. Beer sales for the ent;re year were
~ down .8% compared with a national growth rate of .35%. Most
of the sales drop occured before the law went into effect. Between
January.and Aug'ust, 1983, sales were down .91% compared to the
previous year.* :

% Indicates soft drink figureS‘unavailable.

SOURCES National Soft Drink Assoczatzon Statistical Profile 1982, National
Soft Drink Association Sales Survey of the Soft Drink' Industry,
1981, Brewer's Almanac 1975- -1982, and United States Brewers
Assoclatzon State Shipment Bulletin, 1983,

Every state which experienced a decline in. sales followzng ;mplementa-“

. tion have other factors which helped to depress the market. 1In attempting

to gauge the impact of a deposzt law on sales, it must be assumed that

4_whlle some of the initial sales dropeoff results from famlllarlzation wzth

the law by both consumers and 1ndustry, this effect dces not account for

the entire decline.
Cost
The amount of'increasevin retail prices caused by a deposit law

is based on three factors. The first is increased costs to distributors

and retailers for capital and labor increases required to comply with the
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law. The seconqiis‘tbe degree of increase in the availability and use
~of refillable containers.v‘And the third is the extent to which the
beverage industry chooses to pass on their costs_toithe consumer or,

‘as has been the case in some states, the extent to which industry. chooses
to use the new depoSit law as a pretext for price hikes beyond the level

of actual costs to industry.

While experience in deposit law states have provided a basis for
calculating probable costs tobindustry, the actual cost to consumers is
‘much more directly related to the degree that market forces operate to

keep consumer.cost,”and industry profit-taking, low.

There has not been a uniform change'in'beverage p:ices;yhere'deposit
legislation has been enacted. In the aftermath of the bill's implementation,
many bottle bill states have experienced no ‘change in soft drink prices,

‘although most have seen increases in. beer- prices (50)

There are some'indications that price increases in some states have
been unjustified. Retailers in New York have charged that beer distributors
have used passage-ofvthe deposit law as an excuse to raise prices.

A Vice President of the Shopwell Supermarket chain charged,

"The beer companies have gone out of their way to do a job
on us. They have made implementation of the bottle law

‘totally to their advantage. They felt that they could mask

the single largest increase ever from a brewery by. including
it with this legislation."-

Distributors have also acted to drive up prices in New York by -
refusing to pick up empties as often as they deliver. Thus, according to
the New York Department of Sanitation, causing many bars and restaurants
to "raise their prices sufficiently to cover deposit losses and throw

the empty containers away." ( 51)

4.8.1 Impact on New Jersey

Estimates of the cost to distributors of handling returned empties
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range from 40¢ to Sb¢:per ceset(jSZ) with the most commonly agreed upon

figere being 48¢. Since New Jerseyans consume approximately 80 million

cases of soft drink and 60 million cases of beer_ennuallyA(53 ), at a rate
"‘qf48¢ per cese, handlihgfcestsvto New Jersey‘distributors wouldvamountv

vte $67.2 million. In addition, distributors must pay retailerevevhandling

. fee of 1.5¢ per container (54 ), totaling $114.1 million.

Distributors have revenue which'offsets these costs, ihcome directly
attributable to a'deposit law. First, dlstrlbutors are entztled to
_'the_Eeep the deposits on all contazners whzch have not been redeemed
- Assuming a 90% return rate, these monles ﬁould amount to $33.6 mlllzon, w1th
a 10¢ deposit. Second, distributors earn interest on the deposzts which
they hold, eqﬁalling“about $1 million (55). Finally, the distributor '
receives income from the sale of non-refillable containers through the
recycling’market, censervatively estimeted at $30 million (56 ). The
 total net cost to New Jereey distributors- under a deposit law would be

 approximately $49.5 million, or 35¢ per case.

Cost estimetes for retailers are widely‘variable. A Food Market
Institute study in 1980 estimated that the cost to the retailer of
hahdiing and storing empty containers approached 57¢'per'case. Estimates
this high have generally been discounted because of biased samplihg a
poor study methodeiogy. (57 ) At the other extreme, the Miller Brewing
Company reports that costs to Vermont and Oregon retailer, in 1979

dollars, were 17.04¢ and 6.94¢ per case respectively. (58)

~ Assuming a coet of 48¢ per(ease,tthe-ﬁost_ﬁidely accepted estimate
and thedfigure used by the state of New York in prbjectihg costs in that
- state, the total cost to New Jersey retailers with a deposit law would
equal '$67.2 million. - From this amount handlzng fees of $46.8 million are
~ subtracted for a net cost to reta;lers of $20.3 million, or 14.5¢ per case.

There are a number of factors which could bring down these costs,
however. Increased sales of returnables will produce savings in the
- cost of packaging. It is estimated that one-containers cost 30% more

-—to use than refillables. (59) On the retail level, many retailers in
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deposit law states have benefited from its adoption. In a open letter
from Vermont retailers to their counterparts in New Hempshire, Vermont

businessmen noted,

"None of us has lost much money - if any = by receiving
returnables. In fact, some of us have made money, especially .

knowing that many customers immediately spend thelr deposit
. funds in our stores." ( 60)

Theilack of prolonged consumer dissatisfaction in deposit law

‘states (See Section 5.0 Public Opinion), coupled with wide variations

in pricing following'implementation cf'deposif iaws, indicates that the

pr;me variables in determinxng the amount of costs passed on to consumers

by industry are the willlngness of distrlbutors and retailers to effeclently

comply with the law, and the effectiveness of market-forcesﬂ;nractxng.

to prevent industry-wide price mark-ups.

From the consumer perspective, industry should not simply pass

.along the entire cost °§gomplying‘withfthe deposit law. A major goal of

the legislation is to transfer costs whichihave been borne by consumers
and municipalities back to theiindustry'which-profits from the use.df
one-way containers. Experience from other states, hewever; indicatee '
that consumers are likely to absord most of the cost of.indusﬁry compliance
with a deposit law. Assuming that New Jersey industry‘trahsfers costs.

in the range of 80 to 100%, consumers could expect increased retail

costs in the range of $55.8 to $69 8 m1111on, or 39.8¢ to 49.8¢ per case.

These direct costs must be balanced aqainst the indirect costs
under the‘current system which would be reduced, and bY'cost-evoidance
achieved through an increase in recycling and'rhe use of refillables.rin
additioﬂ to direct consumer savings in reduced landfill and solid waste
d;sposal expenses, other savings would be achieved in reduced environmental
damage, ( 61), agriculture costs; (62 ) health care, (63 ), and the 1nca1culable'

benefits of a clean landscape.
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4.9.0;'Impact on BeVerage Distributors and Retail Stores

It is clearlthat'adoption of a deﬁosit law creates increased
costs and. inconvenience for»beVerage'distributorsland retai1‘Stores.
Distributorsvmust revamp their,delivery systems'and develop ways to -

yﬂisposeﬁof,'or reuse returned_containers; Retailers; .must accept

additional burdens of hanalihg'and storing returned containers.

-However; the experience of.industry in deposit law states has
been characterxzed by relatlvely smooth transition periods with few,
if any, reoccurlng problems. (See Sections 4.5.0 Sanztatlon, 4.7.0 Sales,
and 4.8.0 Cost). In some instances, efforts on the part of dzstr;butors
to avoid strict compllance with the law, or to use the bottle bill - _
as an excuselfor-sharp_price increases has caused friction with retailers
~and consumers. But, for the most part,lsuch problems have disappeared
~.after a short transition per;od.v Industry ‘members, in fact, have -
.ccmmented on- the success of dlstrzbutors and retailers in complying wzth
: deposit laws. '

' "Every major publlc off;c;al ‘agrees that the bottle law program
is workzng." . .

Robexrt Malito
New York Beer Wholesalers Assoczatxon (54 )

"I can be as outrageous as I want about the bottle bill because
'm right. It's right for the consumer and it's right for my
' business.” : - o I

William P. Drake, President
Stewarts Ice Cream Co. ‘
New York and Massachusetts (65 )

"We're telling the truth in these states. Don't let anyone
kid you. The Oregon Bottle Bill is working”

Billboards paid for by Plaid Pantry
Stores, an Oregon food store chain. (66 )

"I can't knock the bottle law. 'The only reason I get up at
six o'clock in the morning and come to work is to make money
and I'm making more money now than every before."

Lee Kilbum ‘
' Vermont Coca-Cola distributor (57]
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- "Our prlces pre bottle blll and post-bottle bill are. vzrtually
the same.

Donald J. Down, Vice President
Coca-Cola of New England (68)

,,"Glenn Alber;ch, general counsel to the Massachusetts Wholesales
“of Malt Beverages, acknowledges that beer prices did rise sharply
in reponse to the bottle deposit law. But he says there has
“ been a dramatic increase in price dlscounts as beer wholesalers
assessed their costs better."

~ Boston Globe (69 )

‘Public Opinion

Bottle B:Lll‘s enjoy broad public support in every depos:.t law
state. See Chart No. 5 The depth of thls support is indicated by the
fact that no Bottle.Blll state has ever repealed its deposit law,
despite persistant industry efforts to do so. 1In the two states where
repeal initiatives were placed on the ballot, Massechtsettsvand Maine}
the proposals were defeated by marglns of 59 2% to 40 8% ‘and 84% to 16%,

respect;vely.
Public‘Opinion in New Jersey

‘ NJPIRG conducted a poll of 498 New Jersey residents of votlng
age on December 4 to 7 1984. Poll questions and des;gn were 1ndependently_‘

'reviewed by Dr. Charles S. Keeter, Department of Politcel Sciénce, Rutgers

Uniéersity. Respondents were identifed using a randomly generated

telephone sample whlch achieved a ccnf;dence 1nterva1 of * 4%.

‘The poll found that 70 5% of New Jerseyans are aware of contazner

deposzt legzslatlon. of thls group, 82. 3% indzcated ‘their support

~ for the proposal. as a percentage of the overall population, 54% were

found to be in favor, 11.6% opposed, and 29.5% unaware of the proposal.

Additional findings on attached pages 37 and 38.
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 Chart No. 5 - Public'OPipion-in Bottle Bill States .

‘Level of Public

'  ééésé:,,. o 4;; o R .' " support.

‘.Oregon1 o : - . 01%
’Cennectieutz R .V[_: 64%
lﬁdﬁgm3 e o o 78%

 Towa® A : ’_ o . S o 56%.
Vermont® o 978 -
Massachﬁsetts6 o . : - 59%
M,a:i.ne'7 o ‘ . - 84y
New York C;ty : e . sos
Saurces.

l. Can & Bottle Bills, the Cal1fornia Publxc Interest Research
. Group and Stanford Envzronmental Law SOclety, 1981
2. .Ibid.
- 3. Ibid.
4. 1bid. . o . o L
S. A poll conducted by v.Ss. Representative James Jeffords, printed
, in The Vermont Standard, April 30, 1981
". . 6. Results of repeal referendum., _::
7. Results of repeal refe:endum
‘8. Poll conducted the byt Fund for the City of New York.
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6.0 Conclusion

Assembly Bill No. 2606, 'An Act Concernxng Beverage Containers,"”
contains the followzng provisions-'”

1. It requires-the imposition of a 10¢ refundable>deposit on

containers used in the sale of carbonated beverages.

2. It requires retailers to accept all returned containers of

the same brand, kind and brand sold at that place of
. business.

3. It requires'béverage distributors to pick up- all conta;ners

of the same brand, kind and size which they sell within
their sales region, and to pay retailers and redemption
centers a 1.5% per container handling fee.

4. It allows zetailers to reject for redemption containers

which are unclean or broken.

5. It prohibits the use of containers which employ “pull tabs"

vhich are detachable and requires that container connectors
be manufacturéd from biodegradable material.

. 6. It allows for the establishment of redemption centers, but

- does not exempt retail stores near such centers from redeeming
used containers.

‘-’_[ o 7. It provides for a tax of $0.0002 per container on distribuhors

for the purpose of funding administration and enforcement of
the deposit law.

Cimn - 8. It provides for penelties for violations of the law.

9. It allocates $100,000 from the General Fund to fund initial

‘enforcement prograns, but requires repayment to the gtate from
tax revenues. - .

¢ o In summary, A 2606 will have the following impact on the state of

]
..*

i

» »

» % » »

New Jersey i€ adopted. It would,

significalty reduce levels of beverage container 1itter,

reduce levels of municipal sclid waste and produce monetary
savings for government and taxpayers, _—.

significantly increase levels of recycling of glass, aluminum
and plastic beverage containers.

achieve savings of water and energy use, reduce consumption of
non-renewable resources, and achieve reductions in water nnd
air pollution,

reduce threats to health and safety caused by container debris,
help promote tourism and increase general wellbeing by creat;ng

@ cleaner and more appealing environment,

have no impact on sanitation problems in retail establzshments, o
marginally affect an already troubled container manufacturing industry,
have a limited and soon corrected impact on beverage sales,

bring about a slight, but not certain, rise in prices.
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In two important respects, A 2606Ais'aAstronger bill than.tnesev
_paSsed:in mostvdeposit‘law states. First, the bill requires the ‘
imposition of a 10¢ deposit,‘COmperea tofS#'deposits in most Bottle
Bill states. The higher depesit_will all ﬁbst eertainly'produce
higher zates 6f return, thus improving the ef£ectiveness'of the law.

o Secondly, the bill establishes en,industry=£gnded enforcement fund. This

is a'substentiai imprdﬁement o§er'the'experience of other states, where :
 enforcement of the law has been an additional burden placed on state |
agencies with no commesurate increase in resources. Among other advantages,
resources from the fund. ‘may be used to collect data on the effectiveness

of the bill, information which will be h;ghly useful for other states
'considering deposit 1eg;s1atxon.

b ‘For these reasons, the New Jersey Pﬁblicllntexest Research Group
’?iStrongly recommends adoption of A 2606, the Can & Bottle Bill.
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NEW JERSEY PUBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH. GRO k:
Can & Bottle Bill Poll Resultsé "9 ; R
QUESTIONS o S RESPONSES

AVARESDT = ARE YOU AWARE OF BOTTLE BILL PROPOSAL

1. "Are you aware of a proposal

.being considered by the state

"VALID CASES - 327

MISSING CASES 179

VALID

which would put a refundable - ; cum
. VALUE LASEL . VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENY PERCENT PERCENT.
deposit on soft drink and beer o ' ¢ VE '
containers, sometimes called :r“e‘s ; ‘ ;:? n;; 29.5 29.5
' - 3 S0 B v : 68, 70.9 100.0
the Bottle Bill? v . 3 .6 MISSING
DONT KNOW - 2 X 2.2 MISSING
R TOTAL, 498  100.0 100.0
F—‘ ‘e )
] VALID CASES 484 MISSING CASES 19 &
' ~
1
. BOTOPIN DO YOU SUPPORT OR OPPOSE THE BOTTLE BiLL
2. "Do you support or oppose the : ‘
(A1) . . .
‘'Bottle Bill? - VALID cum
: VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
SUPPORY g 209 s4.0 82.3 82.3
UPPOSE 2 38 . 11.8 17.7 100.0
S . 3 .6 MISSING
NOT AWARE o 147 29.% - MISSING
DONT XMNOW 3 ‘ 29 4.3 nlssmr.
’ TOTAL 498  109.0 106.0
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' NEW JERSEY PUBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH GROUP
Can & Bottle Bill Poll Results A 1/22/85 ' - .
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Y

'SUPREASN WHY DO YOU SUPPORT THE BOTTLE BILL

: : o : _ © vaLto cum
: ' ' : A LAB , VA FRE( Y PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT.
4. "What is the major reason for . \LUE L EF S L"Ev EOUENC ERCE ERCE Ence
your support?" T - LITTER CONTROL 1 188 31.1 $6.8 56.8
. e e e T , . RECYCL({NG . 2 a9 9.8 17.9 74.7.
SOLIDOWASTE-LANDFLL 3 10 2.0 3.7 78.4
MATERAL-ENRGY SAVE 4 6 1.2 2.2 80.6
DONT KNOW .5 23 4.6 8.4  89.0
OTHER 6 29 5.8  10.6 99.6
- -8 ' .2 .4 100.0
. . . 3 .6 MISSING
' NO RESPONSE o 222 44.6  MISSING
- , yoTAL . . 498  100.0  100.0
VALID CASES - 273  MISSING CASES 228 2
]
OPPREASN WHY DO YOU OPPOSE THE BOTTLE BILL
5. "What is the major reason for B L ' VALID = CUM
: : VA FR NCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
your OppOSi_tion?" _ }V‘llm LaBEL . LUE EQUE ERCEN €ERCE E (?E A
' ' : : ~ INCONVENTENCE ' 22 a.@a . 40.7 40.7
, DOESNT WORK 2 5 1.0 9.3 50.0
STORE PROBLEMS 3 . 8 1.2 (K 6.1
CONSUMER COST 4 8 1.2 LI 72.2
GLASS INDUSTRY. LR ' .2 1.9 74,9
NEW. YORK ] L 1.0 9.3 83.3
DONT KNOW 7 1 .2 1.9 85.7
OTHER 8 8 1.6 14.R 100.0
. - 3 .6 MISSING
NO RESPONSE o aas 88.6 MISSING
(o] 100.0

TOTAL = 498 100.

VALID CASES =S4 ~  MISSING CASES 444
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'mcu'rmsmzm

The Nev York State Returnsble Containct Act had been in effect less thaa |
3/4 of a year uhen the L 1.0, Gcntcr’for uanagenent Analysis began to atudy
the igpaet that this lau has had upon the State of Neu !ork and its vafious
| component varts. In tcttosvec:. the study vas both smbitious and :casonablv
successful. Ia. June of 1984, vrior to bcginnina it's vork. the L 1.0. Center
202 !hnngaaaat Analysis presented it's proposed :csearch outline to members
'of the Rackefeller Insttcu:e s:udy tean for review and cognsn:. Their reactions
- aad: cncouragement were 1nst:umenta1 1n the efforts ve subsequently undeftook°
Ia additicn to callina for background work on legislasive intent and eambarazive ,
anslysis involving other states with similar lavs, ghe on:line presented to the
' Iockefellcr Study Team posed the follewias questions
. How has container reduction and recycling, as an 1ndustrv, evolved since
. the passaze of :his law? |
. thc cffest has the inplcuentation of :his lav. (under 133 existing
cnnfiguration)‘had upon the economy of the state of New York?
. What 1ndicators for future Bolicv refinemen: can be found in the New
-!ork State experience thus far? |
' - Our nethodolo:v wvas fairly consistent with that vhiéh was bres;nted for theirr
| révieu»?at that time and included: | |
a) gocus limited to a sinsle industry in the container law=svec1f1callv
__,the beer industrv. | _
b) Iﬂtefviews. visits and otandardized questionaitea to ‘obtain statistical data
£:om entities within that 1ndustry - specifically, beer uholesalers.

c) coneact vith researchers from other states having similar laws, and with

' :overnnen: officials from New York State.
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.d)- analysis»of state=vide data ceacctﬁiag the impact of the iipldésntasion
of the Container Deposit Lav ia Mew York State in terms of the beer
1aﬁustry itself, the consumer and the state's econcny and environment.

Given the complexities ou::oﬁndin@ the 1nplenantatioa of thié lsw, ind
the cigg consttaints under uhich this relearch vas pe:tornnd. certain ob-
scrvations can sad will be made hs:c tnd claboratcd upon ia tbe full zeport.

:they are thea hare offerad in brief for yousr considotatiou.

. uvir ntal Impact

In terms of the lav i:aelf, its intene froa an cnvxronmeﬁtal ‘
 standpoint is glear, generally unde:stood. and hao been achxeved
vith a reasonable degree of sugcesi during the first yeaf since the

law came into effcet."Specifically, ini:iai_evidenee indicates

that beverage container litter on the‘jtate‘s highways and'sﬁreets
will péobablyvdecline as much as Sobpérceat-savlng fhé téxpayé: .
approxiantely $50 nallion annually. | -

The volune of solid waste tonnage cxpeeted to be caved in New York
_State due to the ngndatory deposit aspects of the Act ahould comfortably
'exceed 650,000 tons '8 year oevzng the caxpayex an additional $19 mzllzon
[ ycar. | |

Energy aaviﬁgs due to the increased use of reuseable contazners and
':hc recycling of beve:age ccntazagravehould also approach the est;mated
‘savings previously zeported :6: the state of between $50 and $100
million a year. Finally, water consumption vithin the state ohould’
decline saving this valuable resource for other needed.ﬁurposesvwhiie
air qualitystandards in the state should be enhanced ;h:ougﬁ‘tbe

increased recycling of one vay bottles aad cans.

ii
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e _COnlulsi: act
Hith zegard to p:isc incrcaoeo a ptndugt
of'!arknt fo:ccs»and consumer behavior as opposed to being mandates

by ;he lav, the study found thea to be less dire than depicted by.

ghe'populnr priss; and 6ndetotandablc-vit5in the-contga: of the firsc'ﬂ

Aoperational year of the COataxaet Deposit Lav. 7 »

A In terms of speeifxes, retail beer prices v;:hzn :he state have
'rison at least 11 peteea: 'in some stores with a probable average
‘growth in most reta:l eatablxshmenta of up to 18 percent. A'-agor'
part of this price rise == over half =— can be attf:buted to the

'5genefal tide of znfletxon xn terms of its impact ou the prxce of beer
ingtodxcncc and ptxce increases iiposed by brevers. Thevtgmnzuzng
pogtion of the xncreasg - olxghtly less than half — geflects mandated

_ éostq inpoiedtby'tﬁé Act icself;ihich the consumer haovbgen fé:sed to
npay in :éggs of achieving the goals of the statute. |

This oveiill grovth in pgigjs has in turn ledbthe’ﬂew York State
beer conéuger to,eu:,thgi: ﬁurcbnéeé bj approximately 6 fercent_overf
thg'past'yeat._ Any further grqwth.iﬁ.priees is likely to lead to

. L _
further cuts in beer consumption levels.

i:ii
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e Bser Industry lspact
Based on the provisions of the la:utnablq_ﬁdaﬁaigo: Agt, it is
'altogcthcr‘undérataadab;o that initisl skepticism was voiced by the
Nev York State Bear Wholesalers. Vhy? Becsuse suecesafully enacting
yfoiisiona of the Act zequired them to imecur tubatantial'chnomic |
gisks and costs in tc.poasc‘tovihs mandates of the law. ruhdanentai'
to uaéogtakingkghcsclrinks and incurring these cojts v@s the assumption
fbat the curzent iandaﬁes of the lavkvoﬁld remain comsistent for s
period of :ian coterminous vith the pay-back period of iavestments
wmade to facilitate the containet.tcdue:ioa and collection process. A
major ebﬁpideratioa for th;m vas ﬁhs uncertainties of the then-ﬁnkaoﬁa
level of unredeemed deposits io an neOioaiq iqcenﬁive to creaste and
6p§zate container :educiion ficilitics actos; thc}sﬁate. With oalf
origination of the séncsinar deposit to»providg them vith the needed
.fiow of ﬁundl,_cbglsee: vholesalers htvg,hoigver, ove? the past yea?.'-
~ assembled an infrgatiuccﬁ:e that represents the gutting edge'of.reilis:ié
Tesource recovery in New York State. | | |
A ptiegg hoﬁevet. has bgén péid:by the wholesalers fo: this tef
anxiabie achicveaent.i ”Transchipping" of beer aad ale proddc:s hao
lubatantial}y gfoéﬁ within the state causing some wholesalers to loose
a portion of gheif market and thus undc:uﬁniag their financial soundness.
In'addition.‘ghe ;se ofvuhredqemQQ déposits'ns anvceonouic.ingentive‘_
to fulfill the Act's requirements has been also undermined by the

Internsl Revenue Service who now céﬁsideta them as income--fully taxable.

- iv

51x




o "the llu ll working vell end is accomplishing its goals.

« ‘Beer Container Redemption Rates

‘In terms of beericonroiner-redemotion rates, redemption levels over the

. teo'uon:h'period of ﬂ.l.u.'slourvey hsrevbeen_improving with the last four =
aoarhs of zhe'srudyd== Harch.through June 1984 —- ayeraging almost 86vper=

' cent in terms;oflthe study's responden:s.' This redemption rate compsres

.:0‘3778+ percent ooerage'for"the overall ten uonth‘oeriod’of rhe surﬁey. )

°

' These redemption rates are consistent with the estimates originally
. considered to be "highly effective in reducing litter and solid wasre
1n a report developed undeg the aegis of former Governor Carey prior to

: the”passage of the "bottle bill" ' Ihe unredeemed portion in turn has

'heen utilized by the beer vholesalers for necessary capital expenditures-‘
'required to comply with provisions of the uill.

onomic Imgncr.'

| In rerns.of :ﬁe brondly defined economie-impect'of the‘Aot on a
s¢§¢=-§ia§ level,“ir is‘olear rharlneé'unskilledland skilled‘jobs haVel‘
A been created, investments‘in plant and equipment have been made and neo
ffinancial flows have oegun rhat have e'positiveliapactrupon the state’

of New York. | |

Specifioally, over 3 800 mnew skilled and unskilled Jobs can be

- directly attributed to the Act's requirenenta. As s result, the state's
econonyfhgs‘been boosted by about §31 millionvennuelly. In addition,

o abouteSAO nillion'havevbeen inrested by beer uholesolers inlsggigg
_container processing centers in the state. This capital investment

-vleoel does not include the substantial caoitalﬂcosta oholesalers heved

also incurred.ia expanding their disCriburiOn operations to effectively
‘meet the Act'o other requirements.

Generally, it is very epparent--echoxng a comment recently ﬁade b) NYS

Departnent of Envzronmental Conservatxon Comnissxoner Henry Hxllxams=°that
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
ROBERT E. HUGHEY, COMMISSIONER '
CN 402 v
TRENTON, N.J. 08625
609 - 292 - 2885

'February 1, 1985

Honorable Robert P. Hollenbeck
Assemblyman, District 36

- 104 Midland Avenue _
Garfield, New Jersey . 07206

Dear Bob:

Bob, the Department does not intend to offer any testimony
at thlS point on the. Bottle Bill on February 5.

As you know, we have not made the leglslatlon our key prlorlty
with regard to solid waste, preferring instead to concentrate
last year on A-1778 and this year on statewide mandatory
recycling. We have agreed with the environmental community
to keep current on the subject as the legislative debate
continues. In a recent meeting with environmental leaders,
Governor Kean did ask that some method of dealing with the
economic  impacts on areas such as Cumberland county be
addressed in any deposit legislation. One such method would
be to explore the possibility of designating Cumberland as
the county for new 1ndustr1es developed as a result of the
'legislation.

We apprec1ate the opportunlty to comment and look forward to
worklng with you.

Sincerely,

3 a
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New Jersey Senate

TRENTON

' STATEMENT

QEI

Senator Frank Pallone, Jr.

~ DISTRICT 11

Senate Bill‘Number'2247 and Assembly Bill Number 2606

: - Since the State of Oregon enacted deposit legislation in

- 1972, so-called "bottle bills" and litter control proposals have

. provoked a lively debate in the State of New Jersey. The bottle
.bill controversy in this State and across the nation has produced
copious studies, reports, white papers, and articles, which
collectively contain more than enough information on which to
base an informed judgement on the advantages of beverage contalner
depos;t legislation over litter control proposals.

Slmply stated, the opponents of deposit legzslatlon say that
the best way to reduce the incidence of litter is to implement a
system of “total litter control," or the imposition of a so-called.
"litter tax." They maintain that beverage container deposit.
legislation would not adequately address this blight on New Jersey s
landscape. I must respectfully disagree. Please allow me to '
present my views on this matter, which I have summarized below
as follows:. »

Impact on Litter Reduction

Both proponents and opponents alike agree that some litter
reduction would occur upon the enactment of beverage container
deposit legislation, but strongly disagree regarding the extent
of that reduction. Estimates have ranged as low as ten percent
and as high as sixty percent.

. The General Accounting Office, in a 1977 study of the'impact
-of a national beverage container deposit law, concluded that a .
federal "bottle bill" law would result in an 80-90% reduction in
beverage container litter along roadsides and in public recreation
areas. Since the nine states with deposit laws have reported
85-95% rates of return on _beverage contalners, the GAO estlmate
appears to be reasonable. :

However estlmates of the percent of total ‘highway 11tter
attributable to beverage containers vary, ranging from a low of
'18%, by volume, to a high of 60%. Thus, any final calculation
of lltter reduction is, at best, imprecise. 1In general, states
with deposit laws have estimated that 11tter has been reduced by
approx1mately 30~ 40% in volume. ‘ _

W R
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Perhaps more . 1mportant than the actual percentage reduction,
which is in dispute, is a consideration of the type of litter
beverage containers represent. They are among the least
degradable components in the litter stream and the most visible.

Clearly, the enactment of S-2247 (identical to A-2606) would
reduce the amount of litter along our highways and in our beaches
and parks. These declines are particularly important where
~ recreation space is involved. Beverage container glass lltter,
in particular, has made many New Jersey urban recreation areas
virtually unusable. In rural areas, notably in South' Jersey, many
-farmers have experienced injuries to livestock and damage to :
equipment because of. beverage contalner lltterlng. '

_ Both proponents and opponents alike agree that lltter in

New Jersey is the work of a small minority of uncaring and
- irresponsible individuals. However, I cannot share the belief of

the opponents of a bottle bill who maintain that a deposit law would
tax and inconvenience the majority of our citizens. On the contrary,
the beverage container deposit legislation which I have introduced '
would impose a refundable deposit of $2.40 on the discretionary
‘purchase of a case of beer or soda, not a tax. Moreover, this
legislation would ensure that this thoughtless and insensitive
minority - no more than 5-15% of all consumers under a deposit
. law = who would continue to carelessly discard their empties would
inflict this economic sanction upon themselves.

The Litter Tax

- In. my estimation, a so-called "litter tax" is more a
dlver51onary tactic on the part of the beverage container manufacturlng
industry to divert the public's support from a deposit law than a
litter control measure. In all candor, I feel that the concept of
total lltter control as represented by the proponents of litter
taxes is a m;th

According to a recent study commissioned by the Ohio -
Department of Natural Resources, that state's $24 million investment
in litter control, which was implemented in 1982, has had no
significant effect on the roadside litter problem. Ohio's litter
control program is funded by a special tax on companles manufacturing
11tter-generat1ng products. The Ohio program is considered to be
-one of the best in the nation in terms of both fundlng and commit-
ment. Nevertheless, despite the $10 million a year in litter tax
revenues utilized to abate and control Ohio's litter, the study

-~ concluded that there was "no statistically significant difference

in thHe overall litter item count per mile..." between the year
prior to and the year following the enactment of the litter tax.
Given this evaluation, the cost-benefit of large scale tax programs
for 11tter cleanup is very questionable.

In the State of Washlngton which has had a 11tter tax
- since 1971, citizens dissatisfied with their still littered
‘landscape continue to urge the enactment of a deposit law and
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have managed to force a referendum on the issue at three separate
elections, only to be defeated by heavily industry-financed
media campaigns. Industry-sponsored litter surveys pointing to
the alleged success of that state's anti-litter proqram are
consistently offset by other surveys drawing opposite-conclusions.
The beverage industry has invested immense sums to salvage
Washington State's litter tax. It has been variously reported
that it spent an estimated $1.5 million to defeat the most recent
deposit law referendum in 1982.: Under. these circumstances, the
very nature of the litter tax proponents' "commitment" to litter
control seems to me mlsplaced. ' ~

Accordlngly, I agree WLth the proponents of beverage
container deposit legislation that a litter tax is inefficient, _
inequitable and regressive. The taxation of such items as clothing,
housewares and most canned and processed foods = the containers
and packaging of which are rarely found in the litter stream -
truly penalizes all consumers while providing no economic dis-
incentives to littering. Moreover, a litter control program
funded through the taxation of these alleged "litter-generating”
items is no more than a thinly-veiled license to 11tter at the
expense of all taxpayers.

Impact on the Solid WasteVStream

Nine states - Connecticut, Oregon, Vermont, Michigan, Iowa,
Maine, Delaware, New York, and Massachusetts - currently have
mandatory container deposit laws on the statute books. Although
each of these deposit and refund programs has its own characteristics,
- the rate of return in each state has been quite consistent. Various
studies have shown that consumers in deposit law states return
between 85-95% of their bottles and cans for refund. A beverage
container deposit law in this State would reduce the amount of
solid waste entering New Jersey's overburdened landfills by about.
5%. Assuming a 90% rate of return, the removal of these containers
from the waste stream through a "bottle bill" could result in
approximately 275,000 tons per year in landfill capac1ty savings.
'Moreover, assuming that approximately $300 million is spent per
; year on garbage. dlsposal this legislation would save approxlmately
o $15 million per year in landfllllng costs.

The removal of glass andalumlnum beverage containers would
- also improve the combustion efficiency of proposed resource
recovery facilities. Since these reusable materials have a hlgher
" resource value if they are reprocessed through a deposit law rather
- than incinerated as garbage, their removal from the solid waste
'stream will lmprove the energy content (i.e., heat value in Btu)
of the remaining processible solid waste. The removal of these
containers would also substantially reduce the emissions of toxic
organic substances, heavy metals, and acid gases from resource
recovery incinerators. Considering the State's enormous solid
waste problems - both the escalating costs of garbage disposal
and the rapidly diminishing available landfill space = proven
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waste reduction proposals of the magnitude ant1c1pated under B
a deposit law must be glven the hlghest prlorlty by the
Leglslature. :

: ~In light of the fore901ng, I hope that my colleagues in '
both houses of the Legislature will join with Assemblyman Hollenbeck
and me in supporting the expeditious enactment of S-2247/A-2606

in order to provide the citizens of this State with a proven
mechanism for litter abatement and lltter and waste stream :
»reductlon.
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'. . New Jersey - R
Blk Business & Industry - -
PHN® Agsociation - -

P.O. Box 230 -

102 Wes! State Street c
" Trenton, New Jersey 08602

609-393-7707
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T0:  Assembly Committee on Agriculture and Environment

FROM:. Bruce G. Coe, President, New Jersey Business and Industry Association

Mr. Chairman and Membérs Qf-the-Committee,von behalf ovaew‘Jersey,Business
and Industry Association, we appreciaté this opportunity toipresent our views
with regard to ﬁmandatory deposit" legislation. We believe fhis 10-cent depdsit
proposal, eveh alloéing for inflétion, is twice’és objectiéﬁable és last‘yeaf'ﬁ
5-cent proposal. | |
| This legislation is of‘partiéular concern to usrsince NJBIA's members employ
thﬁusands of w#rkérs who‘would be hurt by such a system. We are proud to séy o
that gléss,‘c#n, and otheribeverége container industries:aé Qell as retailers,
recyclers and festaﬁranteurs, both large éﬁd small, are‘amongvthé 11;000 BIA
members. | | | i

» Sinée 1969 moré thénVZ,OOO separate pieces of legislatioh affecting beveragé
containers have been introduced in virtually every state in tﬁe nation. Our
' legislatiﬁe filgs‘indicate tﬁat we.addressevaew Jeréey proposal§ of this type
as faf back as 1974,and now, as then, we oppbse‘Such‘initiatives. We do bélieve,
howevér,.that fhe advent of the "State Recycling Act" (Chapter 278 of the Laws of
New Jersey, 1981) places our objections on even firmer ground today than a decade
‘ago, when little or no effort was being m;de~to_control the proliferatidn ofv‘
wvaste ih New Jersey. |

‘It is clear that the focus of this proposal is the abatement of litter aﬁd
yvet, it is éstimatéd that'oply 20 to.30 percent of thevtot;l.generated would be
téuched by deposit legislation, while the remaining 70 or more percent would be
dnaddréssed. On the other hand, the State Recycling Program already in piace
apéears to be workiﬁg. Since it was impleﬁented;'the recyclingbof glass and

aluminum--including beverage containers--has become ﬁore than a local civic club's

project.
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The.New;Jersey‘Legislature should carefully examine Governor Kean's recent
proposal for a comorehenSive mandatorylrecycling_progrem. The shortage of
landfill space isia»critical issue'that_needs to?be addressed in a comprehensive
program. New Jersey employers favor a system-that addressesrthe:total problem }

' and.opoose a scattershot solution that-misses the markrf |

:A WOR—TV poll in 1984 indicated_that 9b‘oercent of its viewers opposed a
ymandatory deposit solution to our litter problems. - It would appear that conSumers
i 3oin yith.the industrial, business and labor community in‘ooposing these efforts._
In the‘majOrity of states yhere the voters have addreSsed referenda onithis
issue,~it has been overwhelmingly'defeated. There is nOthing to indicate that
New Jersey citizens feel otherwise.' |

Our greatest concern with mandatory deposit legislation is, of course, the
‘ effect that 1t will have on New Jersey s economy. Thousands of people,are’
directly employed in the manufacture of_beverage containers in thiscState. -New“;
lfork's forced deposit 1ew has already-contributed'to increased uneuployment and
fplant’closings-in New Jersey's glass industry;_ :

| ’Estimates,from'the containervindustry indicate that, even in the case of
bthe returnable, but not refillable" proposal some 400 jobs may be lost.

The choice is yours, either to select the speculative benefits of mandatory
deposit legislation and risk the destruction of a successful Statewide recycling
program, increased consumer.costs for»beverages and the’potential of lost jobs
for ﬁew dersey, or to discontinue serious coneideration of this_type of legislation;

Thank you'for your consideration of our views.
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TESTIMONY |

JOHN J. GARRITY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
BEER WHOLESALERS' ASSOCIATION OF NEW JERSEY |
IN OPPOSITION TO FORCED CONTAINER

DEPOSIT BILLS

_AGRICULTURE AND ENVIRONMENT COMMFTTEE‘

State House Annex
Room 114

February 5, 1985
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I am Jack Garrlty, Executlve D1rector of ‘the Beer
'Wholesalers' Assoc1at10n of New Jersey Our assoc1at10n
herepresents 95% of the beer wholesalers in ‘the State of

 New Jersey.‘ We appreciate the opportunlty to appear here

 before yOu .and offer our reasons why we are opposed to

the enactment of forced contalner depos1t bllls. ‘In ourv
'op1n1on based on the experience of other states, it is
bad legislation and will not accomplish the obJectrves of .
sobStantiaihtotal,litter'reduction or selected'iitter fe-
-duction‘in'a cost effective manner. ‘There are better nays
asuye'shail point ont, |

. These bllls address soft drink and beer containers-
only. -In other words, theyspeak to only 20% of the total
'Vvisihle 11tter ‘ Nlnety three percent of all beer and soft -
drinks. are consumed 1n the homes, private property and
sports arenas. " They are d1sposed of properly What we see
as litter is less than 1% of the contalners sold and is the
- work of uncaring, 1rrespon51b1e and uncouth‘lndrylduals who
have no reéard}for the public property or.the private property
of others. They-are a small minority,yet thetdamage they do
’;15 very V151b1e. Thisblegislation would tax and inconVenience
'the maJorlty of good c1t1zens who dispose of trash and beverage
chtainers responsibly. 'This leglslatlon would requirefthem :
to iay out‘money for deposits - 60¢ for a six pack or $2.40 a
- case of 24 beer or soft drink'cans or'bottles. ExperienCe in
~other states has shown that the pr1ce of these beverages have}
been 1ncreased to cover the add1t10na1 handllng costs by 30¢ -

40¢ per six pack or $1.20 - $1.60‘per case. Add the inconvenience
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of having to find suitable carriers to tranSport them‘back to
‘the stores’ and having to wait while they are_checked‘by a clerk;
Vermin COllects in the empty containers. They are |
stored in places around the home, garages, basements, closets,
etc. until ready to be returned. They are. breedlng places for
| all sorts of insects.b~These vermin 1nfested containers are.
?'1-..then‘brought backvfrom all types of areas to the.plaee where -
»vpeople buytheir-other.food ltems._ Controlling yermin in empty
food contalners is a. nlghtmare for extermlnators.f i
The higher costs that occur must be passed on to ‘consumers.
Wholesalers need extra trucks to have room to haul the empty con-
talners back from retailers. . Now they can. send out a full
_truek; If this bill is enacted, they will have to leave 1n the
norning with at least 25% to 30% of the truck empty to accommodate
| the empties returned_from retailersvas they make their deliveries.
Delivery effiCiency isvdeStroyed, making for highervdelivery costs;
In. some cases there is requ'ired a separate empty run to pick up |
empties. .Retailers and wholesalers will have to add more storage
space for the empty containers. |
Theyvull have to be protected and secured because they re-
present money and carelessness and negligence can result in sub-
‘stantial losses to both retailer and wholesaler. - I1f they are not
careful, they may bevredeeming the sameipackages many times over.
More fuel will be used by wholesalers in the delivery_and pickup,
New Jersey should be extremely cautious about the loss of
sales and tax revenue if these bills are enacted; ‘We have allong.
bordervwitthennsylvania'and.Pennsylvanla retailers of soft'drinks

:63 and beer are easily accessible to New Jersey residents with a car.
X » .



<Currently some Pennylvania beer and soft drinks come
into New'Jersey‘ This will be greatly accelerated if these
7billsbare enacted.r'lt‘wouldjindeedvby an unfortunate piece of
legislation._ Most.of the proponents of this type of legislation
‘see only'one narrow aspectiof the entirefsituatiOn, the visible-
'11tter along the roads, parks and occ351onally the can or bottle
‘thrown on their own property Given the choice, I'm sure the
'average M1ch1gan c1tizen would rather pick up that- stray bottle
or can themselves than have to shell out his good money.in higher
pr1ces, dep051ts and the inconvenience of holding and returning
;lfor redemption.: | vv .
" Much of the litter in parks.and public areas 1s‘due to'
| 1naclequate number of receptacles m the proximity to the
act1v1ty‘of~those using the pub11c areas;.'There aren tvenough
receptiCIes andvinvSOme instances aren't‘emptied frequently enough,'
How oftenwesee_them overflowing;‘indicating that the,Vast‘majority
.do use them.' | | |
. APenalties.for‘littering’are notlenforced and are”not strin-l
gent enough. More.public education and pride in community is need-
ed.;‘When seen_littering, persons should be told and warned, not‘bf
" the police alone, but hy all citiaensl Too often we don't want
to‘get involved. ‘There may be a rebuff or an insult returned,
but the litterer will be aware of heing obServedr N
States that‘have adopted deposit legislation have found

nthemSelves in the situation of having to employ litter patrolsito
"keep up the 1mage of litter free public areas. We find no fault '

'W1th litter patrols, in fact we applaud their use. It makes




more sense fromda cest standpoint to pay for ]jttef patrols'
than to have to burden the public with deposits, higher costs,
'product sénitation preblems; and thebgreat inconvenience of
the handling of empty'unsanitary beverage containefs and putting
wholeselers anddretailers in the'junk'buéiness The state ef'
Washlngton is a good example of how well a program dea11ng with
"the total litter problem can work ‘Its litter has been reduced
vmore effectlvely and at much lower cost than 1ts nelghborlng
state, Oregon. (55% cleaner in urban areas and 17% cleaner in
fural_areas),‘ I'm sure-the Washlngton plan is known to you. I
recemmend you give it serious consideration as a means of dealing
’nith this problem in New Jersey. | |
Please do not be mislead. Forced.deposits meens»higher
_prices to consumers as much as 15-20%. Handiing‘eests_must be
paSsed'on to consumers. Breakage,.and other losses are all on the
consﬁmer. These laws de‘not'enswer the problem. They deal with
only 20% of the visible litter and the cost to'dodthatfis pro-.
h1b1t1ve . | | |

I have copies of a few pub11cat1ons deallng with the litter.
preblem and forced container dep051ts which I would like to leave
w1th you \ |
' We commend the commlttee for holding these hearlngs so that
all 51des of this controver51al issue may be heard. We appreciate
_'the opporiunity to presentvour viewpoints. |

Thank you.
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SUPPORTING INFORMATION |

"FORCED DEPOSITS - THEY AREN'T WORKING" -
Can Manufacturers Inst1tute.

,‘"BOTTLE BILL BULLETIN" - Can Manufaeturers Institute.

"IS THE BOTTLE BILL SOLUTION GOING FLAT?" -'A Nat1ons...--
Business Reprlnt

"DEPOSITS ‘A FAILURE"~- H. Blalr Sm1th Reynolds A1um1num
Building Products Co.

'"FORCED DEPOSITS THE FACTS" - Virginia Beer Wholesalers

. Association.

_ "MAYBE HE KNOWS SOM‘ETHING YOU DON'T" - Senator Gaylord Nelson
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NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND ﬁcpuouxc DEVELOPMENT
| . staTemNT | |
ON ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 2606
BEVERAGE CONTAINER DEPOSIT BILL

FEBRUARY 5, 1985
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The Neu Jers__ey bepart:r\ent of Cortmerce and Ecohqnic pevelognent would
like to take this oppor‘tmiity‘. to state clearly our position on the Beverage ’
Contamer Dep051t 13111, Assembly BJ.ll No. 2606, that you are. con51der1ng.. .

Thls piece of 1eg1slat1on is of spec1f1c mterest to us because there
1s a d1rect nnpact upon the very goals that we are trymg to achleve. : These -
' goals include the mcrease ‘and mamtenance of jobs in New Jersey. Our'
prunary funct:.on is the attractlon of new busmess and mdustry as well as. |
| the retent:.on of those busmesses already here. By accanphshmg this task
we w111 see continued anployment for the c1tlzens of New Jersey along w1th a

robust economy stmulated by the growth of busmess. .'I'he bxll,before you

" today is the ant1thes1s of these objectlves.

| New Jersey is the largest producer of beverage contamers m the.
»'country 'rhe industry s1ts m the southern port1on of the state, one of our
most econcxmcally troubled areas. It is no secret that the glass
B manufacturmg mdustry has already been gomg through some difficult t:.mes.
_'At the moment they are suffermg fran increased ut111ty costs, over-capaczty,

and yes, even fran bottle bills in other states. This is an important
industry to us and we must be sens1t1ve to n-_s needs. 1In Cumberland COunty
| approxmately 1 out of 6 workers is elther anployed by one of ‘our glass ‘
‘plants or by a directly related mdustry. Can we really afford to enact a
law ‘that could result in the loss of their jobs? | | '

| This region of the state has already vlsuf.fered same of the.

’ consequences frorn theindustry's troubled cdnditions,' The Owens-Illinois
‘plant in Bridgeton had to lay off approximtely 600 elployees. 1f this

legislation is implemented it could very well cause the adoitional loss of
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400 to ’2,0_00 jobs in the induStry. In Micnigan a deposit law went inte
affect in December of 1978. The following year Owens-Illinois had to lay off
- 265 people includiné 160 hourly jobs. The same s‘ituation occurred in o
Portland, Oregan. A loss of 127 employees in the mdustry was attnbuted to
.a bottle b111 enacted there.

A massive loss of jObS in South Jers'ey would spell eeonanic disa,ster
for the area.‘ We should be domg everything in our power to prevent such a
scenano zather than cons1der1ng one. Most of the unenp]_.o_yment w11_1 come |
| from h1gh paying sk:.lled jobs. 'rhese are the type of jobs that we are en-
couraging and that are i_.nportant to the .individuals there. Losing these
positions will not only devastate families, but will als,o hurt th_e state in
V general. Layoffs will cause an increase in unan_ployment‘conpensation and
welfare payments. And 'you must also censider that the Glass Container-‘Indus”-
try pays over $2 million in taxes. | .

The nnpact of these losses will also npple through other closely
related industries. Suppliers of sand, soda ash, l:Lme, and corrugated boxes
) will feel some pain. Others hurt w111 be trucklng canpames and firms that
!.’epait» botf.le making machines. Is a law that snnply assaults only a very
R ‘small portion of our waste disposal and litter problems wor.th such enormous

_ eonsequences? . '
We are all concerned with the growing dilemma of our waste‘b disposal
. sy’stan and litter problem There is indeed a consensus that this is a
situation that.must be remedied. | But please remember that of all fhe |
readside litter, bottles only account for 20 percent of it. A‘bottle bill

 would only reduce overall litter by about 11 percent. ‘The New Jersey
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" Recycling Plan has an objective to recover and reuse 50 percent more glass -
' than a ‘deposi't_-law cOﬁld possible reéover._ _Cl’early, a d‘ep'os‘i.t law is nof .
needed‘when the recycling of all litter is being instituted rapidly |
throughout the state. ‘, R -
' - Kee'p._in' mind ‘that 'glass'vand aluminum make up the mést p:ofitablef :
~ portion of municipéi 'récyclihé.' ‘The loss of béve’rage containérs in the'vlvécarl
programs éOuid result in 5 20 to >3_0 pei:cent loss in .rev_enues'»‘v.v'ithoult‘ a |
éom‘parable' drop in operating co‘Sts..' This illusuéﬁes_ yet another important
‘example of a constituency "in' our state that wili-be unfairly burdened by this
- ﬁeasnre; | | o | - |

- A narrow and limited _remedy to our solid waste ptobiens, which will o
¢ost the stafe de'a-rly,. is not the logical Jrout_:e_ to take. A mére | |
éompréhensik approach to th1s envii:onmentai chall.énge is what will s'erveFNew' :
. Jer#ey best. o |
~ The intént of the bottle bill is ndble but thé end does Vr'xot justify
'.~thé_ means. . o | | | |

'rhank you.
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AR : LOUTS E SCHINDEL
S - 196 Richmond Avenue r
' Maplewsod NJ - 070LO _
201-763-)-J$n . 20)4.85

Mr Hollenbeck and Members of the .issembly‘Agrieulture and Environment Committees:

Thank yox*tor the opportunity to be heard on a subject in which I have had |
vast experience. ’Please see list CIVIC/“UBLIC INTER®ST AC’I‘IVITI" ES attached).

If I may corrupt a Mark Twain remark: "Everybody in New Jersey talks about
recycling bu'o nobady does nathing about it"., This is especially true when Deposit :
Legiskha t:Lon is mentioned. For years there have been alibis as to why we should not
have 1t ¢ | o

As a membersz of the New Jersey Recycling Advisory Committee I wish this

Committee to know that a m:i.n:rity st-atement asking for inclusion :f-De;Losits was

rejected by the Board ‘when 'theAFinal Report was issued. Note, if you will, that

the ma,]ority on the Board were industry and government rep reen-/,etives- the minorit;g
‘ c:mcerned citizens many w:l.th years of ‘exper ier e and prtlcipaﬁ.:n in recycling.

The majority was concerned about New Jersey induetr;r, especially the vg]a ss industry.
- They failed to read the Annual Reports of the manufacturers. Many of them rgved |
: about increased voiume of sales in. PIASTICS (;;mts B %1 in New.Jerse‘y). We bought
_ ===and cantinue to buy--- public rela tions baloney from industry. This must stope.

Plant clcsings and cut=backs prove the giass; industry is in a decline due to pie.stics,
and .inr,oads by other forms of paekaging. Let us march to the rigfxt' drummer--the
New Jersey tgxpayer who pushes the levers at electisns. | |
- Recent headlmes annourice (AGAIN) the development of a New Jersey Mandatory
Recycling Acte And AGAIN DEPOSI;S are given the short end of the stick. - Why is
it t.hat. the MAJCR TOOL in public education to RECYCLE is not a corner_stone of
the propesal ? Vhy is it that the pla.stics industry is allowed until 1987 to
develop systems; to recycle their gunk while the NEW JERSEY CITIZEN is ﬁat given
| n:CENTIVfE-«-.t.hrough'deposits---ﬁo beco‘me p-art‘of the act? Ircentive, privilege,
eow=towing to industry---TAXPAYER BE DAMNED. THIS MUST STQ?.' 'Vhen are we
_ up

going to learn that the 'T"yramds vere built from. the baseﬁ--ALL CITIZENS INCLUDED.: v
When are we going to learn that PWILEub in 1985 means ABUSE.??2?
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Reports say that the new Manditasv Recycling Act will require plan reviev to
R _provide space in buildings of 100 or more units for storage of recycables. .
Why 100 units ? Prowl through 5 ,000 buildings R as I have, a.nd yau will not.e

‘the problem is more likely to occur ‘in smaller structures. Vhy st:rgge

T4 get rid of the stuff ‘
space in the first place ? - Give incentive, t.hrough DEPOSITS, a.nd basements
c=n be used for recreat.ion spa ce. |
v Miles. ‘and miless of public relations informetion and newspaper stories

say that New Yersey has the most serisus US:.D MAT"’HALS (the prsper wnrd:}’or
 garbage, solid wastes, rei‘use etc etc) problem. And, of coumse , the releases
gineluding those i‘rom the Offiee oi"decycling v) say we are solving the prablem‘.
_N::nsense. - We are s:lv:.ng only the needs of the paper industry by using excessive
am'ounts of m ..erials, for hot_ air ¢ It is time t> deal with reality so t.he
neritage for our children a.nid“ grandchildren hasadeq’uabeimtural_res‘surces ’

(recycled materials) for sustenance. The sands of time are running sut and

'just as the s‘andzof' Africa _arre destroying people so our used maberia'ls can
3 _‘ dest.ray us ".b If Africa, an agrari‘an society, the irue solution xx _lies in
the applicatian of more, 'much nare , human labor to thella.nd. In vN_e'x-:'Jersey,v .
an industria.l soc1ety, the solation 1ies, VIA DEPISIT LEGISIATI O!\" in the
applicati:m of more, much more, human labor to pr:ent our used matrrials from 3
destroying ow land, a.ir and water.

| I ask my legisla tors to bite. t.he bullet 15 endorse the participatory
sac1ety, t> give incentive to Lt CH OF Us to clean up our own g was‘te production

-and recycle it . Need demands action, Ve will be forced to separate increasing

'p_er'centage‘s' of the U3ZD M TIRIALS STREAN, Depxosits amx#x is a much needed

.'2‘,574? f% 2

Louis E Schindel

educatisnal tosl. Pass the legislation na' .
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! BRI . R ) A LA 1O D AdLLNWYLL
T ‘ ‘ ' 496 Richmond Avenue
- ' o Maplewood New Jersey 07040

CIVIC/PUBLIC INTEREST ACTTVITIES

Maplewood environACTION Group, Inc. , A rounder, President
New Jersey Solar Action S A Founder, Board
SUN DAY, Eagle Rock, West Orange ' ' ' Director, 1978, 1979, 1980
- Youth Environmental Society : : ) Director
Coast Guard Salute to the DANMARK : OP-SAIL, 1976
STATE OF NEW JERSEY | | - o
~ Noise Control Council - N Recycling Advisory Committee
Clean Air Council ' - Ridesharing Work Committee -

Um.ted States Environmental Protect:.on Agency, Award of Merit, 1978
United Way of Essex and West Hudson, Community Service, 1980 -

New Jersey Recycling Forum, Mumc:.pal Program (env:.ronACI'ION, 1981)
- Maplewood Civic Association, "Maple I.eaf ", 1983 ‘

MEMBERSHIPS

Association of New Jersey Environmental Com1ss:Loners (Tralned 1972)
American Society of Envn'onmental Educators _

- Friends of Earth

Sierra Club '

‘New Jersey Conservation Foundation

Maplewood League of Women Voters .

New Jersey Environrental Collegium

Disabled American Veterans

MISCELLANEOUS

Maplewood Civic Association: Board, Citizens Budget Advisory Committee
Cub and Boy Scouts: Cubmaster, Troop Committee

- Parent-Teacher Associations

First Unitarian-Universalist Church of Essex: Past President, Board
Optimist Club of Union

Twnship of Maplewood: Industnal Development Committee, Fourth of Jul Ve

’ Recycling Advisory Committee

: Maplewood-South Orange Board of Education: Building Renovatlons Comm1ttee -

EMPLOYMENT

Present: Spec:.allst Division of Housmg, New Jersey Department of f‘omrmnlty Affairs
Past : Supervisor, Department Store. Retaller. Manager of Cooperatlve. Real Estate
o Broker. ‘ > _

Lifelong resident of Essex County.

University of Virginia, University of l“ewark (Law) , Rutgers (BA, 1973).
Lieutenant, United States Coast Guard Reserve (Ret.).

Mrs. Schindel: Administrative Nurse, Hospital Center at Orange.

Three SOns‘.

August, 1983 o | Phones -
- ' - : Home: - (201) 763-4411
Office: (609) 292-7590
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LA

_.Honorable Robert P Hallehberk R 21 Sunset Drive f:‘»/'l

State House : S . - Summit, N J 07901

5,Trenton, New Jersey 08525 T - 1985 January 31. " | éLX

()

 This letter is to elucidate the advantsges of the economic approach

’—‘,Acé,’,,/a}-v"’
” Deer Sir. ‘Re: heerino on the Bottle Bill, Feb s 4 _oa o4 .

 rather than the usual procedural approach to the control of the environ-

ment. The basic idea is that the State should make it worth while econom
ically to recycle bottles; it should then lecve it to the recyclers to
work out the best way of do1ng it.

~ You are undcubtedly aware of the area+ advantazes uhlch the soecalle

“"forced deposit" laws have brought to the States which have enacted then.

In Vermont, for example, roadside bottle litter disappeared as if by magi
The only bottles which now appear by the roadside in Vermont are New Hamp
shire bottles, which are still valueless. And the cost was only 5 cents

-per bottle, Con trast this effective clean-up with the previous ineffec-

‘tive signs threatening "$50 fine for lltterlnc" or $200 fine for litteri

or even"$500 fine for littering.” It appears that Such threats are cuit

- ineffective, when compared with the fact that you are going to lose 5 cen
- for sure if you don't take the bottle back to the recycling station. Eve

in these days 'of high 1nf1atlon, people don't sprinkle n1c<els and c1mes
all over the landscace!l :

Lnfor*unately, however, the forced-deposit laws recguire the State to
spell out procedures and sulsidize collection excenses. The Stete's meth
of passing laws after lengthy public hearingcs, s’m*lv does not have the
flexibllity needed to meet the recuirements of managemert action in the
face of an uncertain future. It is better to leave such procedures to
the recyclers themselves. If they are making a living out of recycling,
you can be guite sure that they will le=ve no stone unturned to make the

- whole operation as simple and efficient as possible. In short, the State

nee"only collect a "recycling fee" of a few cents per bottle at the time
of manufacture, and make sure that only bottles which have pald the fee
are used within the State. : ‘

This 51mple-fee, easy to collect and easy to‘administer; would put .

@ great premium on re-usable bottles, like the familiar milk bottles.

Each bottle would pay the fee only once, no matter how many times it was

-re=used. Thus there is an important advantage for conservation, and a

partial solution of New Jersey's problem of how to dispose of the moun-
tains of sclid waste which now have nowhere to go. The principle is gen-
erally applicable to the recycling problem: make it worth while to recyc
or reclaim waste materizls, and the economic system will take~care of
‘doing the oreration, without any further attention from the Law., In this
‘way, we might be able to reduce to manageable proportions the grezt Arer-
ican habit of producing mountalns of solld waste.

There is another 1nportcnt advan*aﬂe. the recvclinc fee czn e imzos
radually, giving time for people and orgznizations to accommoccte to the

new situation. For ex=mole, a ten-cent fee could be imposed &t 2 cents &

year for the next five vears, thus avoiding the economic upsets which

- would result from too-sudden changes imposed on the system.

The attached sheet gives a few further details, but by no neens all
of the favorable consequences of the econoric aoproach. :

»-Copies to :_ Mark O Smith @4 )/ urs,
S : Others ~  Rober: W yder, Vice Chairman

Summlt Environmental Commission




“The Boitle Bill —- How to arrange it o o ease)12

The %8ottle B111" i= really a problem in economics; and thersfore
it is best dealt with by economics, and not by the politzcs of Sovernment
.maﬂagewentgk This note will attemp* to show the best procedures.

“hat should be done is to collect a "recyclln fee” at the time of
manufacture, and to see that only bottles which have neid the recycling
fee azre sllowed to be sold as beverzze contcluers. That is 211 thet the
government needs to do to clezn up likxe macic the litter- which now results
from throwavey bottles. <Similarly,many other forms of litter and weste,
such as old neusoooers, ‘couldé also be clﬂaned up by using the government's
taxing power

THere is an 0ld saying, that "the vpower to tax is the power. to des*rov
True =- but it seems not to have occurred to people that not only good '
things can be cestroyed by taxing them: bad ttlngs too can be destroyed
as well, by judicious taxation. Rottle lﬂtter is a2 good example..

, Several states have already had good ex“erience with "compulsory
deposit" bottle laws. hotcblv 1n Vermont, the only bottles which are

now found in roadside litter are l‘ew ﬂcmoeﬁlre bottles, since New Himpshire
does not have a "rtottle law." -h= fee necessary to accomplish this miracie
is absurdly smzll -- 5 cents per bottle is enough to produce the magiczl
improvement: no Vermont bottles now aopear in .roadside litter., Comzare
this miracle withthe results of older vpolice methods. E£igns of"330 fine
for littering" have been totally ineffective, ang raising the fine to 21CC
or even $500 has not procduced noticeable improvement. Why? It appears
thet even a larce flne,.ano the greezt incornvenience hich results from &
lawsuit, are totslly ineffective, when compares with the fact that you ere:
going to lose 5 cents for sure for every bottle you throw awaye.

In other'worus, ‘economic measures are a lot more effective, and also
a lot less expensive, than police actlon. This economic sprroach merits
being et‘enﬁeﬁ more widely.. ' : :

Americearn wastefulness, @ hallmerk of our prosoerous econony, hes &r-
rived at an unbelievably hicgh roint; so high, in fact, that there is no
~plece to ru* it on lznd, in New Jersnx. The last dumps -- eurhenistic-

alloy ceclled "sznit: zry lancrllls" == will be closeZ uz by lam, in only @&

few yeers. 21gh+ now, the small city of Summit, Lew Jersey, hac to dis-.

pose of 35 tons a day -- 25C tons a week - 13, C“O tons & yvezr, of solid

weste, &t a cost of $30 a ton. 'hen ths cocst is estimeted not for & sin- .

gle city, but for & stzte, cr for the entire United :ta‘es, the sheer cost
is seen to ke colossal, not tomention the wiste of salvzsezlle resourcs

" and enercye. : : ’ E

From the point of view of econormics, these ma

_ terizls ere tnrom‘ awLy
beccuse thev 2re economiczlly velueless. T<Thus the thing for thes covernman:
~to do is to give them vezlue; end this cen be done ezsily, by texing th=ir
replzcenen S,y with a2 "recycling fee" to cover the cost ¢f the recvcling.
As we have just seen, & modest fee, of the ord=r of & felr cents ner lLotils,

is sufficient to prevent bottles frow being thrown awayv. Ev such mezns we
could end for all time the ugly practice of making little cont ainers, fill-
ing them up with a few cents' worth of colored water, using them once, and
throwing them away -- an obscene exhibition of westefulness. -
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< A maJor ‘advant- ge of the recycling tea is rhzt it ecvers 2ll
causes of waste, not just a8 few. For exomrle, it is a major defect of -
the "compulsory deposit" laws that they do not cover all the wasteful-

" ness involved. Wwhen bottles are collected at the recyvcling derot, they

. are customarily smashed in order to reduce trancscortaticsn exzense cf the

glass cullet back to the factory. However, if the recycling fee were
raised somewhat -- perha=s to 10 cents per bottle -- it would become wor
while to wash the bottles instead of =nash‘nc them, thus sukbstentizlly r
ducing the uastcce of enercgy 1nvo1ve* in re-meking them from culle-.

One,of +h “beauties of the recyclinq fee is thet the oove;. Tment nes
not concern itself with wethods, laws, or legsl details of just how the
recycling means should be carried out. All those dat2ils are lef* to
‘the economic system; and you mzy be sure, that if people zre making thzi
“living from recycling, efficiently carried out, they would lezve no ston
unturned, to do it as efficiently as vossible, In other words, the econ
-omic aoﬁrcacn relieves the entire orer:ztion from the burden of governrien
Rt nf~é*9*+ which is nntoriously inefficient and westeful of money =rd
effort. nlltne scvernrent neec co is to make it worth -while cco*ﬁ' Z
to do the righ%t thing, &n¢ the right thing will ke done wizi
sreec &nc effic4ency. The govarn:ment need not struggle w
Guestion of wiat is the richt thing? All it need do is k
recyvcling fee, until the throwaray bottles dica:: SCo

ecvclinc fee is &n "unfzir"
spute that point. =hat is unfair t
, v fewr cantse morn.rcr ezch rotile; Zut
thet non-v goes exclusivelv to nay’ for recvcling the bottles. All otiier
costs will be elirminates, by commetition. Think abcut it —- it is true.
So why shoulc the customer object, that a rezsonable charge is made, whi
he hes to ray, for recycling? Is it better, to encourace him to szve a
few cents, by throwing awayv the bottle, instead of recycling it prorerly
On the contrary, the recvcliing fee fells exclusively on the wasters who
throw the bottles away, and nct on those who recycle properly, as they
shoulde : . : ' ‘ '

It is sorietimes urged the
the_cu=tom9r- but I v1corously
it?  True, the customer hes to

: It is also argued, in these days when we are all devression=consc1o
that a recycling fee would be bad for New Jersey, which currently rakes
a grezt many of the 35,000,700 bottles a day which are thrown awzyv in th
U S. In simplest terms S, thls argument says that New Yersey should be

paid for mzk%ing unnecesss-y garksce It is 2lsn short-sichted, zince

glass is ky all meens the best mat 2l for recvcling —- a1l ycu neecd 2o
is wash it, rether then re-meke it. This ~1v== g1ass Tottles & gr=et

. edventece cvser aluminum or veécer cont:ziners, which are much more wzzzefy
‘when totzl sociel exrence is consiferez. I thers'-cre telieve thzt 3

- recycling fee would.:e-coci‘lly zoo2 for the lew Jerséy glzss incusiry,
.which would no longer ke meking So ruch ger-acte, &nd which might he ectu
- ally cdoinz —orn.c“.ine:s oV cvc1ﬂ:nc the more w:zzteful zluminur end -:z-
‘con-cln-Ls.» - -

Cf course, rrovision would need to =2 nmele for the trznsition cf =
glacs inducstry from making hu*e quantities of cerkage toH making srzliler
guantities of more permanent, recyclablo conteiners. The receints from
the recycling fees coulld be earmarked in tart for easirs the soccial 4ifa

~ficulties, such 2= temworery ureﬂ“lov*e1+ of the gless workers or zlass
. factories; but the social gain would still be great, of not westinc our
resources as we do now. In other words, the tax would maske conservation

economicelly worth while.

Robert M RY«er
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NEW JERSEY CONVENIENCE
STORES ASSOCIATION, INC.

" . 333 WEST STATE STREET, TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 08618

PHONE 609-394-5361

'WARD WETTLIN -
EXE‘C‘UTIVE DIRECTOR

February 1, 1985

. Hon. Robhert P, Hollenbeck

- Chairman, Assembly Agriculture
and Environment Comm1ttee ‘

104 Midiand Ave.

Garfield, NJ . 07026

Dear AsSémb]ymaanollenbeckﬁ

I am writing on behalf of the New Jersey Convenience

Stores Association which represents hundreds of individually

owned grocery stores, franchised markets and well- kn0wn chain
outlets across the statn

S ‘1 am sure you're aware of our Assoc1at1on S past
oppos1t1on to mandatory beverage depos1t legislation. That
position remains unchanged today. In fact, our understanding of
- the damaging effects on small retailers of bottle bill laws in
New York and other states leaves us even more strongly convinced
that A-2606 is the wrong way for New Jersey to attack its litter
~problem.

: ‘Convenience store operators ask you to reJect th1s
legislation for the fol]ow1ng reasons:

1. COST.  Our customers w111 he forced to pay an
additional 60¢ per six-pack of soda in cans or bottles.

2. COMPETITION. Neighborhood convenience stores can only
compete.against supermarkets by providing quick and conve-

nient service. That advantage will be destroyed if custo-

mers are kept waiting while a lone counter clerk redeems,

sorts and stacks empty bottles and cans. Some 40% of the

3.5 billion beverage containers purchased in New Jersey are
- sold in retail outlets other than supermarkets.

3. STORAGE., The average convenience store's back room

storage capacity is less than half the size of a one-car

garage. Profitable product lines will have to be dropped
to make way for d1rty bottles and cans, _

4, ,VSANITATION. The sugary residue in soda containers is
a magnet for ants, flies and roaches. Their storage will
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requ1re almost cont1nuous use of exterm1nat1ng services.
‘Such spraying is not only costly, but it raises a host of
other health- related questions,

L  The members ‘of our assoc1at1on live, work and raise
the1r families in New Jersey. As a result, we are as concerned
~.as anyone else .about the problem of roadside. litter. We don't
believe, however, that A-2606, which would hurt both our . .
~customers and our bus1nesses, 1s the right answer to this
problem. : v :

. Instead we,,endorse Assemblyman Anthony Marse1la s
A- 2003 and Senator James Hurley's S$-2670, which would tax al}l
Iitter-generating products and provide funds to clean up all.
litter--not Just cans and bottles. We urge you to reject the
bottle bill in favor of th1s more comprehens1ve approach to
11tter contro] . ' :

ARD WETTLIN -
‘Fxecutive Director
| wW/c ‘
Cce: Members of Assemb]y Agriculture

& Environment Committee
Mark Smith, Committee Aide
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NEW JERSEY RETAIL MERCHANTS ASSOCIATION
24 WEST LAFAYETTE STREET, TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 08608-2002  Telephone 809/393-8006

December 14, 1984

‘Ms. Ellie Gruber

League of Women Voters of N.J.
212 West State Street
Trenton, N.J. 08608

Dear Ellie:

. On behalf of the members of the New Jersey Retail Merchants

Association | am writing to inform you of our extreme opposition

- to A -2003, the “Litter Tax" anI

Although the aim of this bill is noble, the results of similar
legislation in most states that have had a "litter tax" are v
dubious at best. My members oppose this bill because of the
environmental concerns such as: the "litter tax" does not
address New Jersey's solid waste problem, the "litter tax"
does not induce reduction in the litter stream and the "litter

tax" does not provide any incentives to recycle. We also
vehemently oppose this bill because of its unrealistic methods

of reporting and compliance specific to the retail industry.

I point first to the ambiguity of the tax imposed. "The total
tax liability of any manufacturer, wholesaler, distributor, or
retailer pursuant to this section shall not exceed $20, 000."

" Should a national retailer with several stores in this state

construe this to mean $20, 000 maximum? Or, would this apply
to each separate retail location?

" The second serious flaw concerns the identification of litter-

generating products manufacturing location. | ask you to
apply this to a general merchandiser with thousands of pro-
ducts. The identification process would be inconceivable.

I lastly point out that a monthly reporting made, considering
the tasks and record-keeping involved, is extremely burden-
some. The members of the New Jersey Retail Merchants
Association do not close their eyes to the serious problem that
confronts this state. We feel that this litter problem needs to

. be addressed.

79x%



'Ms. Ellie Gruber
Page 2. - '
December 14, 1984

In review of the proposals made and the results of other states, we lend
our full support to S-2247 £€A-2606, Senator Pallone's and Assemblymar.
Hollenbeck's Deposit Legislation which is the natural course to take in
- order to address the real problems New Jersey is facing. These bills,
$-2247/A-2606, will effectively control the most irritating part of the
“litter problem, substantially increase recycling of important materials,
-and curb the solid waste crunch that we will continue to be faced with.

 We urge your refusal of the "Litter Tax" (A-2003) as a _substit_ute for a
Deposit Legislation (S-2247), while fully supperting the latter as an
effective means to control an ever mounting problem.

, Since'rerly,k :

L.o_is'. B. Dinsmore
President '

LBD:jam
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‘American Can Company

E. E. Fuller I ) ~ American Lane
Director. Government Relations - - P.O. Box 3610
~ Packaging o : ' s Greenwich, Connecticut 06836 3610

(203) 552-3028

February 5, 1985

Honbrab]e Robert P. Hollenbeck
Chairman : '
NJ Assembly Agr1cu1ture & Env1ronment Committee

Dear Assemblyman Ho]1enbeck:
In response to your desire to limit testimony on A.2606 during the
public hearing on February 5, I have attached copies for you and all

committee members of a statement on behalf of the Can Manufacturers
Institute which represents all can manufacturers in New Jersey

E. E. Fuller

/08555 S W



 STATEMENT
~ OPPOSING A. 2606
 NEW JERSEY BEVERAGE CONTAINER
MANDATORY DEPOSIT LEGISLATION

, EVERETT E. FULLER
Director, Government Relations
American Can Company
Greenwich, CT 06830

FEBRUARY 5, 1985

Representing the CAN MANUFACTURERS INSTITUTE 1nclud1ng

-Amer1can Can Company - South Brunswick
- Continental Can Company - Wayne
- Crown Cork & Seal Campany - North Bergen
National Can Corporat1on - Edison and P1scataway
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The beverage can manufacturers in New Jersey continue to be
‘absolutely opposed to mandatory deposits on beverage conta1ners such as
proposed in A.2606.

~ In every state that has enacted a deposit law which included all
beverage containers, the consumption of beer and soft drinks has
declined. Further, the metal can share of that smaller market has been
reduced so that the overall use of cans has dropped even more.

The most recent states tolimplement'deposit'1aws are Massachusettsv
-and New York where can consumption dropped almost 10 percent in the first
year. o - '

There are five beVerage can manufacturing plants in New Jersey
employing more than 1200 peopie. Two years ago there were seven; but my
company, American Can, found it necessary to close our plant in Edison
due in large measure to declining volume resu1ting from deposit ]au
reductions in Connecticut and Massachusetts and anticipated losses in New
York. Some 160'peop1e lost their high paying jobs due to this closing.
Reynolds Metals closed their p1ant in Hoodbridge in 1983 due to sim11ar
circumstances resu1t1ng in 265 lost jobs. -

A deposit law in New Jersey would result in more unemployment and
m1ght even cause one or more of the rema1n1ng plants to close if their
volume or 1ncome marg1ns were reduced be]ow the break even point.

A'debosit law is an 111-c0n¢eived solution to the problems of litter
and solid waste. The small reductions of these two items is paid for by
higher consumer costs, lost jobs in container manufacturing, reduced
state beer excise and sales tax revenues, and inconvenience and hassle
for all of your constituents.

A11 of the beverage container manufacturers, especially those in New

Jersey - American Can, Continental Can, Crown Cork & Seal, and}National
Can - strongly urge you to vote against this legislation.
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STATEMENT OF CARMEN GILETTO, PRESIDENT, NEW JERSEY
LICENSED BEVERAGE ASSOCIATION, BEFORE ASSEMBLY
HEARING ON A-2606, FEBRUARY 5, 1985

,MY NAME IS CARMEN G’ILETTO AND 1 AM PRESIDENT'OF. THE NEW JERSEY LICENSED BEVERAGE
ASSOCIATION WHICH REPRESENTS 8, 000 TAVERNS, RESTAURANTS AND OTHER ON-PRE’MISE
-LICENSEES LOCATED IN OVER 500 NEW JERSEY COHMUNITIES

MY ORGANIZATION HAS OPPOShD AND CONTINUES TO OPPOSE ASSEMBLY BILL 2606, A DISCRIM-
INATORY PROPOSAL, WHICH WOULD IMPOSE A DEPOSIT ON SOFT DRINK AND MALT BEVERAGE CON- |
_ TAINERS. SUCH PROPOSAL IS DISCRIMINATORY IN THAT IT AFFECTS JUST A PORTION OF THE
SOLID WASTE STREAM: A PORTION SOMEWHERE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD OF APPROXIMATELY 10% TO

" 15%. DISCRIMINATORY IN THE SENSE THAT IT PENALIZES THE VAST MAJORITY OF OUR CITIZENS.
| WHO DO NOT CONTRIBUTE TO THE LITTER SCENE. DISCRIMINATORY IN THAT IT SINGLES OUT |

| AS GUILTY PARTIES PERFECTLY INNOCENT RETAILERS WHO SELL SUCH PRODUCTS.

IF THE PROPONENTS OF A-2606 WERE SERIOUS ABOUT AN EFFORT TO MINIMIZE, IF NOT
ELIMINATE, NEW JERSEY'S LITTER PROBLEM, YOU WOULD EXPECT THAT THEY WOULD BE STRONGLY
ENDORSING BROAD BASED LITTER TAX BILLS NOW PRESENT IN BOTH THE SENATE AND THE

_ ASSEMBLY. SUCH BILLS ARE DIRECTED AGAINST ALL COMPONENTS OF THE LITTER SCENE, NOT-

" JUST A PORTION. SUCH BILLS CREATE A STATE RECYCLING FUND SUPPLIED BY REVENUE

) RAISED THROUGH A TAX ON ALL MANUFACTURERS AND DISTRIBUTORS WHO SELL LITTER GENERAT-
ING PRODUCTS. IN OUR STATE. FIFTEEN PERCENT OF THE MONEY RAISED WOULD FINANCE EMPLOY-
MENT OF YOUTHS TO MAN A LITTER PATROL PROGRAM DESIGNED TO REMOVE LITTER FROM THE
VARIOUS AREAS WHERE SUCH LITTER APPEARS. EIGHTY PERCENT WOULD BE DISTRIBUTED IN
DIRECT GRANTS TO MUNICIPALITIES AND COUNTIES FOR THEIR LITTER CONTROL PROGRAMS.

_WE SEE_NO SUPPORT TO DATE FROM THOSE PRESSURING FOR THE PASSAGE OF A-2606, A PARTIAL
EFFORT AT BEST, FOR THE BROAD BASED LITTER TAX BILLS WHICH REPRESENT A COMPLETE
EFFORT. o |

" THE FORCES BEHIND A—zeos ALSO EXPRESS AN INTEREST IN THE WASTE OF RAW MATERIALS
WHICH AT THE PRESENT TIME THEY CLAIM ARE HEADED FOR LANDFILLS. APPARENTLY THESE
FORCES ARE DELIBERATELY ‘OVERLOOKING THE COMPREHENSIVE REMEDIAL STEPS THAT HAVE BEEXN
TAKEN UNDER THE BANNER OF NEW JERSEY'S RECYCLING ACT: REMEDIAL STEPS THAT WILL BE
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CONSIDERABLY ENHANCED BY THE GOVERNOR'S MANDATORY RECYCLING PROGRAM. THESE COMPRISE
A POSITIVE APPROACH TO THE EASEMENT OF THE LITTER PROBLEM AND THE SAVINGS BROUGHT

ABOUT BY RECYCLING. A-2606 PRESENTS A NEGATIVE APPROACH BY TAXING, AND THAT IS WHAT
DEPOSIT LEGISLATION ACTUALLY DOES, A PORTION OF THE SOLID WASTE STREAM. |

DEPOSITS, . OF COURSE AS YOU WELL KNOW, WILL BRING TO OUR DOORS A HESS OF UNWASHED
SMELLY AND PARTIALLY FILLED CONTAINERS IN SHORT, A PERFECT BREEDING GROUND FOR
* DISEASE-LADEN RODENTS AND INSECTS. BESIDES THIS SANITATION HORROR, THE DEPOSIT LAW,
WHICH IS A TAX, A DEPOSIT TAX WHICH WiLL BE PASSED ON TO THE CONSUMING PUBLIC
IN THE FORM OF HIGHER PRICES WHICH IN TURN RESULTS IN DECREASED SALES TO THE RETAIL—
ERS AND DECREASED SALES-TAX REVENUE TO THE STATE.

WE SUPPORT;THE POSITIVE APPROACH, A BROAD BASED LITTER TAX PLUS THE GOVERNOR'S
EXPANSION OF THE RECYCLING ACT. WE OPPOSE THE PIECEMEAL, UNFAIR DISCRIMINATORY
APPROACH SUGGESTED BY A-2606. ' '
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LLIANCE OF NEW JERSEY LIQUOR RETAlLERS
P.0. BOX 516, HOLMDEL, N.J. 07733

February 1, 1985_

Hon. Robert. P, Hollenbeck
Chairman, Assembly Agriculture
- and Environment Committee

104 Midland Ave.

"Garfield, NJ 07026

' Dear Assemblyman Hollenbeck:

: The Alliance of New Jersey Liquor Retailers represents
'1ndependent package stores in New Jersey.

' We are most concerned by the mandatory beverage :
, de9051t bill currently before your committee (A-2606) because of

o vthe harmful effect it would have on our bu51nesses.

: The deregulat1on of liquor prices in 1980 has prov1ded,
 tremendous savings for New Jersey consumers, but, combined with
"a general decline in beer and liquor sales, it has placed a
. number of small retailers in difficult financial straits.

Members of our association, through cooperative buying
and advertising, have held their own against large chain stores
but we will be unable to continue to compete if our storage
rooms must accommodate cases of empty cans and bottles. We need
every inch of our stores to maintain a diversity of product -
lines and to take advantage of discounts offered by beer and
liquor wholesalers for quantity purchases.

We also think it s important for you to know that when
. New York's bottle bill went into effect the price of a case of
- beer there immediately jumped an average $2, plus deposit. The
result is that thousands of New Yorkers now buy their beer and
soda each week in New Jersey. This has not only been a great
benefit to New Jersey retailers in communities all along the
Hudson, but has also benef1tted the. state in increased sales tax
‘revenues. a

If the bottle bill is enacted in New Jersey, our New
York customers will stay home and retailers in every community
bordering Pennsylvan1a also will lose customers. '
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' We find it hard to believe that New Jersey legislators
.would endorse a measure which will"” cause so much economic damage
to business people in our state, We urge members of your
committee to visit their local package store, talk to its owner
and learn first-hand how damaging this legislation would be.

‘ Please protect: the small liquor and beer retailers in
our state. Vote "no" on A-2606.

Slncerely,

W/ﬁfm

SAUL LEIGHTON
Chairman

SL/c
C: Assembly,Agriculture

and Environment Committee
Mark Smith, Committee Aide
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~ VILLAGE OF RIDGEWDOD
' BERGEN COUNTY. NEW JERSEY
 DEPARTMENT OF WATER SUPPLY

131 NORTH MAPLE AVENUE . .~ " Hanoto V. FLomence
—— : - . _ , Dinccron

4448300 October 28, 1982

‘Mrs. Ellie Gruber
League of Women Voters
229 South Irving Street

- R;dgewood, N.J. 07450

' Dear Ellle.

I am writing in respohse to yoﬁr'questlon. W1il the passage
of a Beverage Container Law in any way hurt Ridgewood's participation
- in the New Jersey Recycllng Act°

" The answer to this is no. We, as you are aware. have one of
the most successful volunteer recycling programs in the State. Our
Village trucks collect papers at the curb and arrange for disposal
- and sale of all other recyclables brought by residents to our center.

- I thlnk there has been some confus1on as to what the purpose
of a recycling program is. The purpose is to reduce landfill, not
to make money. Of course, we do sell thse recyclables, and this
money defrays most expenses in collection and maintenance; but the
main benefit and purpose is the reduction of trips to the landfill
" by our men and trucks, and smaller tipping fees. This is the purpose
‘of recycllng and anything that can be done to accompllsh thls goal
is certalnly worthwhlle .

Let me say that the Recycllng Act is good as far as it goes;

- but does not address one of the municipality's serious problemss

litter in our streets and parks. This litter costs a substantial
. amount of money to collect. When it is picked up, it is not
separated into non-recyclables and recyclables. It is lumped together
and sent to the Meadowlands as garbage. A large portlon of this litter
is beverage containers; I estimate over 40%. In my opinion, a
litter tax would not solve the problem. The "Bottle Bill" would
~certainly benefit any town's pickup problems as well as beneflt a
recycling program. . . ‘

As an expert in munlcipal recycling, I can see no reason why ’
such a Beverage Container Bill has not been enacted. I would be
happy to dlscuss this with you at any time. v - e

' ~ Sincerely, |
’ Fzrold V. Florence

HVF/g o | |
s - X N
Teer UTié HénY#Llan Ka rcher, Sypezker, N. J. Assembly




GLASS>EEVERAGE RECYCLING IN NEW JERSEY

300,000
‘Tons Per :
Year - o
270,000 ;;/,
Tons Per
Year
// 25,000 Tons (//;ZQQ] | E ‘//
Available o - Beverage Glésé u B Expected Beverage
Recycled " Glass Recycling
now : . w/ Deposit Law
P.E.T. BEVERAGE CONTAINER
, RECYCLING IN NEW JERSEY _/f
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 Legislation
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Toalition 8¢ paterson Street
) N : o .

(201) 247-4211 08903

NEW JERSEY WANTS A DEPOSIT LAW‘ -

Mppoz:t for a New Jersey beverage container deposit law comes from a wide ,
~ variety of govemmta.l, professional, pudblie j.nterest and mvironmaxta.l groups.
and ind;.\ndna.l oitizens as ind.xcated by the 1istmg belo»r :

Goveranent - _
2& municipal oouncils by formal resolution (see separate listmg)
10 county boards of freeholders by formal resolution (see 1ist1ng)
- 72 mayors by formal petition ,
- Palisades Interstate Park oomz.ssion

Delaware and Raritan Canal Comzission

Pinelands Commission

Yiorris County Fark Commission

Solid Waste - )
' Canden County Solid Waste Advisory Council
jiorris County Solid 'aste Advisory Council

Agricul ture _
. New Jersey Farm Bureau
Cumberland .County Board of Agn.culture
Hunterdon County Board of Agriculture
Mercer County Board of Agriculture.
Middlesex County Board of Agriculture
, Warzen County Board of Agriculture
o Essex County Board of Agriculture
T ,'Dassa.zo Cou.nty Board of Agriculture

Professional

Public ‘Jorks Association of Kew Jersey

Neu Jersey Association of Towns and Townships

New Jersey Recreation and Paxk Association

New Jersey ﬂz‘rml Mercharts Asspethe,,
Publio Tnterest '

ieague of Women Voters of New Jersey
New Jersey Public Interest Research Group
Lmerican Lung Assoeiation

5/8L
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Sportcmen

New Jersey Council of Trout Unlimited
I’iddlesex County Federation of Funting and Fishing Clubs )
Hunterdon County Federation of aportsmen § Clubs

l‘hvi ronmental

NewJ ersey Environmental Lobby

Association of New Jersey Environmental Commissions -
‘New York = New Jersey Trail Council

~Appalachian lMountain Clubd

New Jersey Chapter of the Sierra Club

League of Conservation Voters

New Jersey Roadside Council

Garden Club of New Jersey

New Jersey Audubon Society

Media | ‘ o
Home News, New Brunswick , Trenton Times _
Star Ledger, Newark R - 3urlington County Times
Bergen Record, Ea.c.kensack : .-
Asbury Paxk Press ‘
Daily Record, Morristown
Courier News, Somerville
Courier Post, Camden
Herald News, Passaic
Citizens , _ _
26,000 eitizen signatures on deposit bill petitions
Othexr '

- {any municipal and area environmental commissions, nature clubs,
bicycle clubs and other environmental and recreational groups
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Can & Bottle Bill

8L Pacerson atrea'
N.J. 08903

New Brusiswick
201=2. =21 1 .

MISISTPALITIES 4RICE KAVE PASSED ONTATIZR DEPOSIT ASSOITIQN 3

ATLANTIC

Atlantic City
Corbin City
‘Pgg Harbor City

_ Bgg Barbor Twnsh

Estell Manor
Hammonton
Mullica

. Northfield
Somers Point

Cliffside Park

. Closter
Czresskill

- Englewood -
Bnglewood Clfs
Fair Lawn

Fort Lee
Franklin Lakes
Hackensack
Hillsdale
Bo~-Ho-Kus
Leonia
Little Ferry
Lodi

Lyndhurst
Mahwah

Midland Puzk
Moonachie
North Arlington
Palisades Park
Paranus

Ramsey
R;dgafield Park
Ridgewood
River Edge
River Vale
Rutherford
Saddle Brook
Teaneck
Tenafly
Waldwick
testwood
Woodcliff Lk
Wood-Ridge
Wyeoff

tuxgéggggn

Bordentown. Tvnshp

£doewvater Park
Evesham

~ Flozence

Hainesport -
Lunberton
Mansfield -

" Medford Twnshp

Mount KHclly
Mount Laurel
Riverton o
Shamorg
springfield
Westampton
Willingboro
Woodland

Audubon Park
Barringten
Berlin Boro
Cherry Hill
Gibbsboro
Haddon Twnshp
Baddonfield
‘Laurel Springs
Magnolia i
Pennsauken
vVeochees
wWinslow

CAPE MAY

Avalon

Cape May City
Stone Barbor
Upper Twnshp

ESSEX
b

Belleville
Bloomfield
Cedar Grove:
Fairfield
Livingston
Maplewood
Millburn
Montclair
Newark

Nersh Caldwe 1
Scuth Orang
wess Calﬁwell
lWies: Crarte

GLOUCESTER

—————————

'peptford

Greenwich
Mantau Twnshp

' Swedesboro
‘Henonah :

- SUDSON

Hoboken
Union City

EUNTZROON

Clinton Town -

Clinton Twp
East Anmwell
Flemington

‘Glen Gardner -

Lebanon Boro

Raritan Twp

MERCER

gast Windsor
Ewing

Hopewell Boro .~

Ropewell Twp -
Lawvrence Tvwp

Princeton Boro

Princeton Twp
Trenton
West Windsor

MIDDLESTEX

Cartaret
Cranbury -
Dunellen

East Brunswick
Edison
Helmetta
BRighland Park
Jamesdurg
Metuchen
Hiddlesex
Milltown .
New Brunswick
No. Brunswick '
Sayreville

So. Brunswick

Sc. Plainfield
Wocdbridge
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2erg:m
Jurlington
tepex
Cloucester
Nercer

BHONMOUTH

Aberdeen
Allentown
Asbury Park
Colts Reck
Bazlet

- Bighlands
. Howell

Keypcrt
Manalapan
Marlboro
Matawan
4illstone
Ocean Twp
Oceanport
Roosevelt
Rumson

Sea Girt -
Shrewsbury Boro

. 8pring Lake

Tinton Palls
Union Beach

West lLong Branch

BOPRIS

" poonton Twp.
‘Chatham Boro

Chatham Twp.
Chester Boro
Chester Twp
Denville

2. Banover
Hanover Twp
Lincoln Park
Madiscn

- Hendham Boreo

Mendhan Twp
Morris Twp
Morristown

‘Mt Arlington

Retcong
Pasaaic Twp
Peguarnock
Randolzh Twp
Rockaway Twp
Washingtod Twp

sorris Plaine
Bockawsy Boro

. o

Berkeley Twp
Dover Twp
Jackson Twp

. Lavallette

vantoioking
Ocean Gate
Pine Beach
Point Fleasant
P Ple&= Be;'“

Monmca =
..orTis
Passac ¢
Uniez
Jdarren

PASSATC

'Bloomingdale -

Clifton
Prospect Park -
Wayne

- West Hilford

SOMERSTT

Bedrminster
Branchburg
Bridgewater
Franklin Twp
Green Brook
Manwille -
Millstone
Montoconery Twp
No. Plainfield
Rocky Bill

. SOmervillg

LY T 2%

Andover Twp
Branchville
Green Twp
Hopatcong
Sparta
Sussex
vVernon

Stanhope
‘dan tage

" Havdgstrm

NTON

Perkeley Hts
Cranford
Elizabeth
Fanwood
Garwvood
Linden
Plainfield
Rahway
Roselle Park:
Scotch Plezn
Summit

Onion

WARREN

Allamuchy
Alpha
Greenwich
Hackettstown
Hardwick
Harmony
independerce
Yﬁos;::ﬁ

{see over) -




THE CITY OF NEW YORK Department of Sanitation

51 CHAMBERS STREET, ROOM B1£
. o : " NEW YORK NY 10007

PAUL D. CASOWITZ. P.E.

DEPUTY COMMISSIONER

. - . OFFICE OF RESOURCE
‘ RECOVERY AND WASTE
DISPOSAL PLANNING

Tel. 566-0922

September 2;, 1984 - fgbjﬂ/

Deer New Yorker.l

~ THE RETURNABLE CONTAINER LAW IS WORKING!

On Sept 12th, ‘the first anniversary of 1mplementa10n of the
' NYS Returnable Container Law (the "Bottle Bill"), Mayor Koch and
Sanitation Commissioner Norman Steisel were able to report that,_as

a result of the law, beer and soda container litter has been reduced
Apercent, and solid waste tonnage by an estimated 550 tons a

dav. That's a level of success all New Yorkers should be proud of.

ut it's not complete success. Many regulatory and business changes
have to be made over the next year to address the inefficiencies of
“the law. Slmultaneously, the law, as it exists, has to be adhered to
and enforced.

That's why, on the date of the first anniversary, the Mayor,
Commissioner Steisel, and Consumer Affairs Commissioner Angelo
Aponte jointly issued a "BOTTLE BILL OF RIGHTS." It's enclosed.

It tells you what your rights are in redeeming your containers;
‘asks you to demand your rights in stores where you shop and return
your bottles and cans; . and calls upon you, if your rights are not
honored, to take your beverage business elsewhere. .

. Please keep the "BOTTLE BILL OF RIGHTS" handy. Use it. And
share it with friends and neighbors. - : o

- DATES HAVE BEEN SET FOR FALL LANDFILL TOURS

This year, when New Yorkers go out on the Department of Sanita-
tion's tours of Fresh Kills Landfill on Staten Island, they'll see
a lot fewer beer and soda bottles and cans than they would have seen
'a year ago. But in spite of that noticeable change, they'll still
see more garbage in one place, at one time, than most people will see -
in a lifetime.

Fresh Kills is the largest landfill in the world, one of the last
remaining disposal sites in the Clty, and it' s filling up at a
- rate faster than we are replacing 1t. I1f you're not very worried about
" that fact, you really should be.

The Department of Sanitation's 1andf111 tours have been called
"among the best, most enlightening, and most enjoyable tours in
town."  Please set aside one of the dates in October and join us.

‘enclosures
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\‘5wwa Club

‘NEW JERSEY CHAPTER . R .
360 Nassau Street, Prmceton N.}. 08540 ‘ S Julv 1];, 1982
{609)924-3141 : ' ’ '

TESTDMOXY BEFORT TET ASSBBLY OO0 TTZE OX ANERGY £RD RATURLL RESTS RCES
EEARING OX MANDLTORY BEVERAGE (ONTAINER DEPOSIT LEGI SLATION - .

"My name is Albert Kent, I repr.esent' the New Jersey Chapter of the ‘
Sierra Club, I amr here 'todav %o give support to the adoptiorn of 2 bevers
ege contamer deposlt lav sizilar to those passed in nineother states »
'callmg for refund valaee to be placed on glass, metal &nd plast:.c bevera.ge

' conte.iners.

" Given Le» Jerse 's present proble:.e of litter control a.':d syl:.d wa ste )
disposal, we see “the benefits of & deposit law as follows:

1, A 59;" redzlétion in solid wast e to be collected and transportec..
20 ’A like reduc tior ir solic weste ente*mg landfills, '
3. Recovery of raw matennls equalling nearly 25% of the potentizl i‘b‘r
“all materla.ls recovery es estizated by the Kew Jersey Office of nehy-
" cling. ,
: L. 'Red:.tced energy consumption in the order of,‘25E-£- of the totel syste
7~ energy use in the beverage industry, [
- s, An 85 reduction of’beve‘z;age container litter on roadsides, parks,
playgrounds and other open space, '
6. 4 total litter reduction of around. hOu.. _
T« 3000 to L;ODO new jobs in receivmg, handling and recyclmg of beveragze

contain ers. ,

We consider litter reduction an extrezely important one of these bene-
fits, It is the main reason thzt container laws have been pé.esef"- ir other‘
states, Beverage container litter is nct only a large portion of litter
but is the moet obnoxious, hazardous and nonedegradable.
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We are pleased to submit today a report e:titled "y Bevegge Container
‘Deposit Law = the Mzssmg Ingredient in New Jersez's Litter Abatenent and
Recycling Plans"., It was prepared by the Sierra Club in cooperation with
~ the New Jersey Environmental Lobby, New Jersey League of Women Voters,
New Jersey Pudblic Interest Research Gmp and the New Jersey Recreatmn '
and Paxic Association,

Included in the report are copies of six editorials from New Jersey
* newspapers calling for adoption of a can and bottle bill,

There are also letters supporting deposit legislation fron Govemnors
Milliken of Michigan, Brennan of Maine and Ray of Iowa, The enthusiastic
comments of these govemors indicate the popularity of the laws in their
states, In fact, Governor Bremnan notes that an effort to repeal Maine's
law two years after it was enacted was defeafed in a referendum by 227,000
to 11,000 votes or a 5 to 1 ratio,

; Also included in the booklet is a list of 12, New Jersey towns and
‘eities which have passed official resolutions requesting the Legislature
and Govemor to enact a deposit law. These towns range from large com-
munities like Hoboken, Elizabeth and New Brumswick down to xural villages
like Hope, Earmony and Independence Township, And they cover the State
from Branchville and Sussex in the north to Hammonton, Bordentown and
Swedesboro in the south, In addition, we list ten county boards of free-

_holders who have passed resolutions from Bergen and Passaic Count1es in the
‘north to Burlmgton and Gloucester in the south,

There are several spec;a.l points we wish to mention. First, we wish
to express our total opposition to any of the often ‘proposed alternatives
to a deposit law such as a litter tax, a Clean (bmunities System, Keep

son tie s
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 Americe Beautiful progras or other approach pat forward by the beverzge
' ,inmsm to mdet’-ac.. the State a-.:.v fro—' e deposit blll. Our opposition

N is ba.sed on our belief that these progra=zs ere largely ineffective and that

the removal of beverage cams, bottles and broken glass bv weans of & deposit
law is the .essential first step in ultunate control of all litter, Litter _
taxes, ineidently,- have beern passed and then repealed in Ga.:.fozua, Colorado,
'Kentuck'v 'Arke.nsae and Connecticat, One was rejected in 1\ ew York when '

' Govemor Ca.r_y sxgnef' that st.—_te's depas’t blll.

Second.ly, oru.r Club hes agi'eed that in order to address the problexs of
the glass industry and their e:zplovees, 4t is w:.ll:.ng %o support - p*onsmr ‘
~ banning the reﬁlling of cont‘.mer ths red:.c:.ng the concern that one re-
~ filleble bottle mey replace .10 or more of the existing single use containers,
We feel that while this concession w:.ll result in & lesser saving of energ,
we will none-the=less achieve considereble energy saving ta-olg{ the i‘ecy-
cling of materiels plus 2ll the ctrer 'beqeﬁte of & deposit la\. Tnis ban

on refilling is include¢ ir the proposed A=1753,

hm—.lh, wE w.le- to thank Asezblyr.ar. Albohn for h:.e ' trmsn.stc sapportv
. of contziner leaslatlo' end his introcuctior of A-=78 which e“v:.“omen‘ta1=
“ists hed & share in érafting in 1t= previous mcama't:.on es A=302€, Ve
2lso thank Assextlyzan Paterniti whose A=1753 wes more recently prepared |
wvith a.ssi}sﬁnce froz envirommentel friends, A=1753 is & close relative of
' A=7T8 end is the forcalation now favored by our orgenization,

A

We thank you for this opportanity to address this Comzittee,
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. . ' subtmitied by: Aldert lont, Ur,
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NEW JERSEY CHAPTER . ' I
360 Nassau Street, Princeton, N.J. 08540 ' - ' ‘
(609) 924-3141

STATEVZNT AT THS EIZARING ON THE STATE OF NIW JERSIY
. DRAFT PLAN ON RECYCLING
July 24, 1980

The New Jersey Chapter of the Sierra Club appreciates the tize and
effort put into the Draft Plan by the Advisory Committee on Recycling and
the staffs of the Depariment of Znergy and the Depariment of Environcental
Protection., 'We hope to be able to support the goals and proceedures sug-
gested in the final Plan and to offer our assistance in brzng1ng about
public acceptance and needed legislatzon. ’

We do, houever, ‘take serious exception to the followxng aspects of the
Plan: o _

Iirst, while indicating conservation of raw materials, conservaticn
of energy and reduction of solid waste as goals of the Plan, no mention is-
made of protection of the aesthetic environment through reduction of litter.
" .We believe this should be a clearly stated goal of any gemeral recycling
program, . :

Second, we believe that the dismissal of bevcraae container deposits
and the failure to consider reusuable container legislation, the outright
benning of small glass beverage containers or a prohlbztion on the use of

" snap=off can tabs to be serious shortcomings,

' In.regard to aesthetics, our belief'is that Mew Jersey citizens and
taxpayers have too long subsidized the beverage and container industries
by absorbing the social costs of litter from cans and bottles and broken
glass, most of which never even gets into the municipal waste strean., This
litter is on ocur lawns and driveways; our sidewalks and streets; our rcad-
sides and vacant land. It is on our playing fields, basketball ecourts and
tennis courts; our trails and picnic grounds; our city lots and farc fields;
our stream beds, lake banks and river shores,

A s*rong argumehu against new honéy for cutdoor recreation sites 1é
that they will soon be covered with cans and bottles and b:aken glass,
‘It is a safety hazard and an aesthetic outrage.

Yo longer do we wish %o be told that it 1s Just a mat er.of education
or behavioral :ondi‘ioning. ; :

And we don't believe that fea;s'of possitle dislocations in Leverag
cr container indusiry expioyment should e permitted to lock us n %o ‘he
revolting mess we have tade nf our landscape,

I¢ 15 time for sirong ccntrols on the safety hazards, aesthatic affror
and ma.erlal and energy waste from tnss—away beveraae contai“era. s

- Oregeon did it, Maine dld 1t, Vermont did it, Ccnnecticutl di d i,
Towa did it. Michigen did it,

Yew Jerzey: Llet's do it! .
: : ' 98x%
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NEW JERSEY CHAPTER L | Co'!".lta'cbt:
360 Nassau Street, Pnnceton N] 08540 . '
(609) 924-3141 , R S Albert Kent

o : r,: . . 201<731-1765

S'I‘ATEMENT EEFORE THE ASSEMBLY AGRICULTURE AND ENVIRGNMENT COMT’I‘E’E
 FEBRUARY §, 1985

By ALBERT KENT, CONMINFR DEP(BIT C(NMITTEE

The,Sierrg,01ub 1évavnétionhl congervation organizatidn;' ?hrougﬁ its
- local chapters and groupa it has,suépdrted‘and ﬁorked for bevéragetcontainer
‘deposit laws in mahy states 1hclnd;ng'thosé where such'legislation_ié now in
»effbct;' ,”‘. | r o ‘ | | . . | ”

-"The New Jersey Chapter has been a leader in the_struggle'for a deposit
- 1aw here in New Jersey ain¢e71980._ Enclosed with this statement are cppie&
of_prévious testimon& we have g;ven and other materisl relating to this
efﬂnt._ | | o _

We would like to make brief comments on three relevant matters.

Raéction t0 Governor Kean's Canern with the Jbbs'Issue

Previously, Governor Kean has expressed strong support for the deposit
concept and actually introduced a depo=1t bill of his own when he was in
" the Assembly, He has withheld endorsement of specific legislgtion since
- becoming Goternor, however, due to concerns ﬁver the laﬁ'a poténtia1~for,
conflicting with the state recycling program and 1ts perceived potential
for Job loss in the glass container industry,
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| ‘According to his inost recént statenient&, he ie now concerned only -
" with the possible impact on glase mmm Jobs in Cumberland County
because of fhat area's high} unemployment rate = an average of 1L,8% for
the first three quarters of 198&, .7 % in Novembe«* |
Our response is t.hat the threat to glasa mdutry Jobe is a factor
not 80 much of a deposit m as the .tntmion of plastics and alumimm |
into the _entire container market, One need only to have observed beveragé
shelves in locai supemﬁrkets over £he past few years to see how plastic and
| 'ngtald containers have come to dominate the picture, | | _

_ Further, thé can and bottle law is a job creaior.' Ultimately 4t will
‘bring about 3000 to LOOO new jobs in receiving, sorting, transporting and
re‘éycnng containers = mostly for the yomg,_urban, i'ms!d.lled who aléo
suffer from a8 high unemployment rate, |

Finally, Cmnberland Coun‘by has but 1.8% of the sta‘be's pol;s'ul!.a't.ic:u'x°
“While 4t would be uncon,sipnable to ignore or belittle the problems of any
‘part of our state regardless of its size, 8t411 we do not think it right
to 'hold'.solid waste and litter reduction for 7,36 million reaidents hostage_ ‘
to the resolution of economic problems in such a thinly populated area

(133,000 in 1980) or 4in an :Lndustry which the throwavay cont.ainer has
 turned into a major polluter, Cumberland County needs help in some othezf
form, So does the glass industrye.

Compatability of a Deposit Law with Mandatory Recyclin
If it has done nothing else, the 198l Progress Report of the Office

of Recycli.ng has shown that the ‘existing state recycling program has railed

‘1oox




to achieve the recoverv of more than 7% or 81 of metal, glass and plastic

beverage containers. Experience in other states convinces us that a can

- and bottle bill will 1ncrease recycling of beverage containers by a factor

: of between five and ten 'uith no negative effect on recycling o*‘ other

'me'berials. A eigniﬁcant 5% of solid uaste will thus be removed from. ‘the
 flow to our landi‘ill.s :

Problems the De sit Law Would Crea'be for Beverage Ret,a:l.ler.,

| No one can derw that a deposit 1aw creates. rmisance problems for t.he
beverage retailer who must handle and store returned containers. But t.he
retailer along with other levels of the beVerage !mdustry has been bu:ﬁeningi
- the public Vwith_t.he litter_ ane solid vaste costs of the 'throuaway cont.ainer
sysbem 'for'over tuentya'i‘ive.years. The retei.ler makes his profit; he-mu:st :
| aseume h:ls share of the burden. No longer can he leave the public with the
mese. Besides, under the New Jersey law, he will receive a handling fee o
from distributors of one and one-half cents per cont.a_iner as compensation
for his extra costs. |

Stores in New York and New Emgland have risen to the ocassion. They

Hhave made the necessary ad,justments. They have continued in business, They
etill'_eell beverages. They still make a proﬁ.t. New Jersey stores must do
£he same, They st adapt to the imperatives of the 1980'8. | |

Thank you very mﬁch.

PLAREO000E 0D
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NEW JERSEY CHAPTER |

. 360 Nassau Street, Princeton, N.J. 08540
(609) 924-3141 - .

' STATRIENT OF THE NI JERSEY CHAPTSR GF TME SIERRA @3 -
| BEFORE THE SPECIAL ASSE@I.JYY YEETING ON
BEVZRAGE conmmﬁmsn LFGISLAI'.'.OF |
| PRESEVTED 3Y ALBZRT KEJT; GATRLN
| oonﬁé.mm na:dé;q: COMITTEE

DECZBER 1, 1983

J02x




BENEFITS OF A DEPOSIT LAW

- In dnost denoszt states, reduction of can a.nd bottle lltter has been the
" main reason for enactment of bevera.ge container laws. As we shall see, :
however, there are many other bme...:.ts which accrue from th:.s legislatz.on.

contad.ner I.itter Beduced ,
‘ Beer and carbonated soft d.::izzk cans and bottles are widely considered to
‘be the most obmoxious, least degmda,ble azzd nost hazardous zz.-a,ction of cozmon

L litter. They foul our zvad.sides, parks, playgmunds, enpty lots, forests, fields,

- streams and lakes, Deposit laws have been proven to eliminate around 85% of this
. debris 'by providing the ingentive for people %o :etu.m containers to stores or |
redenption centers for :ecycling. Containers that thougxtless people etill thz-ow
awa.y are soon picked up by ycungsters or othere. o

' 'Eon-beve%v Litter.Cleaned Ugg' Too
By nearly eliminating container litter, deposit laws allow tha ‘human and ‘
ﬁnaneia.l resources now consumed. in dealj,ng with bottles and. cans to: da & better

job in cleming up paper waste and othez debns.

Cleanuo Cost Sav1nss ,

Not enly will a better job be done in cleaning up all litter, but less money
need be spmt by micipa.l, county and state government and by private landowners
_":I.n cleanup work, Although total anmual 1litter costs defy ealculation, they xun
© 4ato millions of dolla.:s, and the results are oftex unsatisfactory or short lived

" Re ele,n creased.

The deposit system results i.n virwa.aly all glass and a.lumimm containers
being" recycled and sets the stage for recyel;ng of plastic containers by ceusicg
large qnantities of this material to be concentrated and available on a dependable
basis. in New Jersey, the deposit sys‘f:en will cause glass recycling to mple
from 50,000 tons per yea;: %o over 200,000 tons and aluminum recyclmg nea:‘ly
double,
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: Reduction of Solid Waste .

) - By creating the mcentlve for the remm of bevera.ge conta.inere for :ecy= o

cling, deposit laws in othez' states have resulted in retu.m rates of over 90% .
and mniclpa... aolid waste reductions of around 5%. '

Landfill Conservation . : v

- Solid waste reduction obviously means land.fill eonservation. Virtuai’ | v
‘elimination of beverage containers from landfills would be a significant contri- '
~ tation toward stretching out the l:.fetz.me of enstmg aamta.ry la:nd.t‘ills. ’

'More Eff:.ciezt Eherg Becoveg[ Plants :
- High technolog mcmeratlon in merg recovery plants requires the ma.xinmm :

' eliminat:.on of metal and glass in the waste ﬂowing into the bum umte. This
is needed both to awvoid bu:.lding the plants la.rger than necessary as well as to
facllite.te trouble free operatlon. If these plents are built, the depos:.t gystem
will help meet this need. |

. Baw Ma.terials Oonsumpt“on

’ » Large scale recyclmg of beverage conta.mers will eu'bstantia.lly :educe eon=
sumption of bauxite for aluminum, sand and soda for‘ gla.ss and petmleum for -
plasfies; ‘Conservation o_r raw materials is a basic purpose of recyclirg,

~Snergy Sav*.ng ‘ _
The refillable gla.ss bottle is the least a:erg consumptlve beverage con=

- tainer, tut even nth refillables banned, the deposit system will produce signi-
‘fica,nt savings in mergy. ‘Aluminum cans, for example, when made from bauxite
- ave extremely mergy consumptive, but when made from recycled aluminum, total
, energ eonsumed is reduoed by over one=-ha.lf '

M
The handling and recycling of returned conta.mers nll crea.te 3000 to -

LOOO new full time and part time jobe, mostly for unskilled, young, urban .
and presently u.nanployed wonsers., '
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' BEWARE OF THE LITTER TAX

The lltter tax (a. 3556) 1s a sales tax on merchandlse that is e1ther
- lltter prone in 1tseli nr 1s sold 1n dlsposable packages or wrapplngs. e
g“The money raised is spent on state and local litter cleanup and antl lltter'l
educatlon. The beverage 1ndustry and food retallers have cons;stently ‘
_promoted lltter taxes 1n attempts to sldetrack can and bottle depos1t laWS(:.

'tThe tax has llttle merlt and several serious flaws. ‘and. should be defeated,e

SERIOUS FLAWS

_ It is wasteful to 1ntroduce a new. - tax w1th new admlnlstratlve costs to
_‘accompllsh local and state property malntenance that is already prov1ded
1for. albelt lnadequately. If ‘more money is needed. it would be ‘more |
'efflclent to ralse it through exlstlng tax mechanlsms and expend it through
exlstlng publlc works. road. and recreatlon agenc1es.,
| » The revenue from A 3556 w1l1 prov1de only a token gesture toward lltter
Afrreductlon The entlre amount could be absorbed by the State Department of o
:;Transportatlon alone. The problem extends far beyond publlc hlghways
| By belng so small and broad ‘based, the tax will have v1rtually no ef ect
in channelllng consumer spendlng away from lltter prone 1tems. |
By taxlng food and clothlng, the levy sets a precedent for the most
3nregress1ve form of taxatlon.iu '
_ The tax is 1nequ1~able ln that such 1tems as clothlng, housewares and'
most foods,_the contalners of whlch’are rarely,found,;nvl;tter, are taxed -
| atAthepsame}ratevasvcolas, beer and take-out~food; which account‘for a

' major portion of litter.
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“Educational prOgrans funded hy:the litter tai or other means are}
unllkely to have any greater success than s1m11ar programs elsewhere or
here in the past. unless relnforced by the meanlngful step of enactlng a
container depos1t law.d' | | | |
| y Unllke the dep051t system; the lltter tax program prov1des no 1ncent1vev
to refrain from lltterlng or to plck up someone else s 11tter. Infa _‘
’sense. it creates a license to lltter.,r» |

Unllke dep051ts, the lltter tax does nothlng to reduce lltter on prlvate
property, since 1t only funds malntenance on publlc roads and lands.v

Unllke depos1ts. the lltter tax does nothlng to 1ncrease the volume
of contalner material recycled. Most container materlals will still go
to overourdened landfllls. | | ‘

Whlle glVlng the 1llus1on of 1ncreased commltment to: lltter reductlon.
any s1gn1f1cant allocations of litter tax revenue for}cleanup functlons‘atj~
'state and local'leyelsvcan easily be offset by cutbacks.in,other.funds :
budgeted for these objectives} cWho will guarantee'that overall antiflitter

efforts will actually increase?

OTHER STATES

‘Nine states (1nclud1ng New York), with 20% of the populatlon. have»
cons;dered'and'regected litter taxes in favor of depos1t,laws« ‘Colorado,
-California, Kansas; Kentucky, Arkansas and.Connecticut~have passed and then
repealed litter taxes as ineffective, unworkable or unnecessary No state

has even come close to repeallng a depos1t law.

106x -



| In Wash;ngton State. whlch has had a lltter tax s;nce 1971,'c1tlzens"
'dlssatlsfled wlth thelr stlll llttered landscape contlnue to struggle for.
a dep051t law and three tlmes have forced referenda on the lssue, only to

. be defeated by heavzly funded lndustry medla campalgns. Surveys-polntlng‘

" to the alleged success of the Washlngton ant1=11tter program are offset f

}V by cther surveys drawxng opposzte conclus1ons. In 19?8 then Governor
yDixie Lee Ray sald that 1itter along Washlngton hlghways was " a dlsgrace,
'f'worse than I have ever seen ig.n ,‘_Y o e e |
7~ ﬂhe beverage industry constantly plays up lts version of the - Washlngto

lltter tax. story and has 1nvested huge sums to keep the tax allve. It

»spent a mllllon and a half dollars to defeat the most recent Washlngton o

"depos1t referendum in 1982.

o CONCLUSION

- A s;gnlflcant contrlbutlon by the lltter tax in cleanlng up New Jersey
fls doubtful at best. The tax w1ll certalnly be wasteful, 1neff1c1ent,~
A;nequ;table and regres31v,. It wrll_fall to 1nfluence personal behavlor;’

'willvnot reduce>litter on private”property. and will contribute,nothing.
- toward reachlng New Jersey recycl1ng goals - v
‘ A contalner dep051t law, on the other hand, will effectlvely control
‘_the mostrlrrltatlng part of the l;tter‘problem. substantlally increase
recycllng'of"important materials.~free»financial and human resources for
better control of other litter and cost the publlc treasury v1rtually noth1

The l;uter tax is so clearly a devlce to steer the State away from

~}deoos1t leslslatlon and so flawed in 1ts aporoach to litter control,-that
deposzt proponen»s regard thls blll as wholly ant1-env1ronment and cont*ary

‘to the best lnterests of the State
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Elhe Grubel Lwyv (201) 447-3025
Al Kent, Sierra Club  (201).731-1765
Lo Jum Lanard, NJEL (201)878 -0446 -

TESTINNY BERE HE IH Jm MLY COMMITTIRE ON RIERCY AHD IA'IJBLL
mm mnmes

SE POTRITIAL EFFEOT OF A BEVERAGE cnmmn IEPOSIT LAV O THE Sﬂﬂ
EECYCLING rxxmn

MARGH 21, 1983

My name is ubm Kaat and I represent &o Bew qu Oan and Botno
Bill Oul:ltiﬁ. We are. vcy ssstcm for the oppom.lty to testify betero '
thil Committee today. ‘ :
Ve seek ﬁo adoption of a bauuco oontu.ner deposit lawv, gd more
specifically 1.-1753, for Nov Jeraey because we believe such a lav would
 dramatioally reduce beverage ccutainer litter as well as substantially
ingrease the tonnage ot waste material :ecyolod in the Stnto.
‘ Wwomldl&koeoocgatm throerohtodnpootaof thoxooyo.u.ns
progrem; -
"+ The effectiveneas of tho mydline progran in myoli.ne glus

+ The ptﬁm effect of a deposit lavw on redycling glass and
, othor bwmp mmn materials
+ The potential effeot of a uposit law on the vmuuw of mnia

oipal Molm prograas

It is gpou!.blo st this time to uppm ghsc W vith any dearu
of M-aus. We do feel, hovever, that oertain conclusions can be dn.\m
fm even the sketchy information available,

7o start wvith basios and using 1980 figures mn' yoling in the 19
ve 560 a mi,o.t.psl mto aucu of 6,2 million tons per y-r ot wh_ioh 621.000

- League of Women Voters ¢ Sierra Club * New Jersey Environmental Lobby
Public Interest Research Group » Recreation and Park Asscciation
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tsns oxr 1096 m gh.ss.

| 0f this, one-half or 310,
-(mnox.) o |

000 toh-,o.:e beverage glass.

'hblo I, )lun!.c;pal wuto in nn Jmey 1n 1980

“Total Waste | 6,200,000 tu[
Total Gl.a.u 621,000 ut
Bev. Glass } 31o,ooo ml 5%

naz.:n tor three ecnnt:!,o- which havc .hti-tiu :oz :ooycled glu-

'mmmmmun.

Sutmdo Rooyoli.ng of Glau ktnpolatod m

hbl' II. :
Gh.ss nooyoune chortod by Oounty nooyon.ng Orﬁ.ou.
' Ooimty " 1982 Glass | % of State | State Tonnage
‘ ‘Reoyoled Population | at County Ratd
Morris 850 5.5L 15,400
Camdem | 700 6.40 | 11,000
_ Passaic 150 6,08 12,300

* appz'omsto

'!,ho rigxt hand oolm Ihovs the alo\mt ot €lass that would hsvo beux
zecycled in the entire Sato ;f done at the rate for eech ocounty,
' Oteauno,iorogluswhmnbom mlodthanis shouninﬂ:em-
~ 'bers reported by the ccunty resyoling offices, For instance bar glass and

g utcisl fron some ﬁmicipa.l pmma aay not hsve been reported, Allowing
for this, we estimate htumehnbutmnore thanSO,ooo tons o:gla.as '

vers recycled last yeer in New Jmoy. 'mia mld be only 896 of the glass
in tho mte stmm : .
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If Fred G, Sohmitt was right in his testimony en February 24 to the

. effect that mnicipal veste may amount to no more than, say, L.5 million
- tans per year md that ostiastos ‘for glass must be reduced sooord.ingly,
"'&m the 50,C00 tcns per year of glass would ameunt to 11% of &e gla.sa in‘, :

the mto atreaa - still a quite small preporuon. : : :
- ‘e Reoyoling 0ffice reports that 1145.000 tons of glua were xooyolod :

in New Jersey plants last year btut thst the aiauat fron cut-of-state is

unlnown, We suggest that at least 95,000 tons came from Conneoticut and
other states, If txue, this use of New Jersey plant oapn.oity to ablorb ,

- eullet from other states while New Jersey glass goes into landfills

represents, in effeot, an additional npomuon of 95.000 tons of ocut-of-
siate waste to be landfilled in New Jexsey, B :
Ve \d.n look forwaxd to the statistios which w111 soon be pubnchod

- bby the Recyeling Oftioe and will welooae the opporbmity to devolop & more
'mtc anslyun. v

Qon gge nmgu'
0f the 621,000 tons per ycsr or gless in the weste atrm, about Sw‘

'is beer and soft drink glass, Using & 90% retum of beversge eontainers
_as seported by other deposit states, we see that 90% of 310,000 tens or sbout

280,000 tons per year of glass should be recovered with a deposit law,
This glass wvill be uoml&tod in lu-go quantities by bottlexrs or distxri-

. bators and aﬂn its mtrl.niie nlno, 4t is highly unlikoly that any would

be sent to landfills although it ligat uopluo some aallot ooning fron
out—of-state, The mnning 310,000 tons of nom-beverage glass plus about
31,000’@-" of nen-returmed bdvmge glass vill reaain in the waste strean,
With no myoltns of thil rensining glass, the rocyou.na of glass wuld
be inereased to 280,000 tons per year from tho ymat maximum uﬁgtod gt
50,000 tons per year-or by over LOOX.
Recyoling of 25% of the remsining glass would bring the total voluge

still further to some 365,000 tons or almost 60% of all glass, (Table III.)
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‘Table III.

Total Glass 621,000 tons  100% |

 Beverage Glass 310,000 " 50% |
' Hen-Beverage Glass 310,000 *  S0%
| maximm Glass Curremtly Reoyelod . 50,000 " 8% |
| Glass Recyoled wita Deposit Law Alone 280,000 us% |
Glass Reoycled with Dep Law plus T
—_— Rooyolucot 296 of n-stn.tng Glua.’._ 365,000 * 60% |

~ We assume tha,t betwvesn 25% and 50% of aluminum ocans and very tow binnete.l ’
" csns and plastie bottles are being recyoled, A deposit law would imorease
‘alunimm recyeling te 90K or about 58,000 toms and plastic and bi-metal to
- seme unknown amount at present bnt nlti.u.tely to 90X also, The Gennootimt
' Booyol:l.ng 0ffice xcporta ﬂiﬂ&lly all their plutio bd.ne marketed, He -
_ bhave no mago ﬁm for pmtio or bi-nohl. '

sposit tho ,vm: Lty o

- In hor teatmony at mppany on July 114, 1982, nrs. Sheil. Amntntor
: 'ot the Rocyolmg Offioo, said, '

) - "The revemes that mioipnntios meivo mn their
.~ glass sales are used to help pay for the collection of

' ether resyolsble materials with lower maxket values, The
loss of the glass and aluminum revemes to these reoycling
progrems will impaoct on their eoonomio viability. A recent

- sarvey by my office of Conneoticut eurbside prograns with.

gless oolleotiens showed an average LO o 50¥ drop in glass
tennage after the implementation of their deposit locishtion.
We think the same effeot may happen here with & detrimentsl
impact on & eusbside eomprehensive progrea,”

chml comments ccme to mind, noat regayeling pz:om in New Jexsey
hnnd.‘!.o no mu at all, and most tom are vcy reluctant to d.nl vith glass
bme the costs are high and the ma:l.esl prooceas treublescme, Glass |
gots spilled at eurbside and broke, for instancs, and injuries during

" eollestion snd handling are feared, Sinee so few towns deel in glass and

. ) uttlo is rocynlod Mmt the Shte. it nes inoorrect to refexr
.- %0 it as the iatwul that makes pmms ooonamiea.uy viable. or that z'-ova,l
of half ﬁ.no ¢hn mld ﬂ:mtcn theaa,
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If towns feel reeycling of glass is desirable, there 1s still plenty

4n the vaste -m after beverage glass is removed - far uoro thnn is boine

~ wecycled now, If they find glass undesireble to deal with, then the removal
of bw glass by & deposit law will ease their problem, '

" Bven in those toﬁl where glass may possidly be providing a net Laoomo,

: to 1oss of imcome from beverage glass should be laxgely or completely off- -

nt by the inereased 003t avoidance achieved mm@ the deposit system,

Andvlnd.rill aveidance is, after all, the chief ebjestive of ‘thbo recyoling

| In Meatolair, for instance, in 1982 1010 tons of glass vere recyoled,
btut with a deposit law, beverage roeyamc alone would go to 1450 tens and
with 630 tona (see page 99x, Whippany Testimony, July ik, 1982) of non=bev-
exzage glass addcd, the totsl voulﬂ be over 2000 tons ‘Gost a.void;ncn mld

" be doudbled, : : : »

Almaimm, sven in Mentolair, mtz.'ihtu s vexy mall (376) mt to

:Inome. PR

Caxzbaeide eonootien of gless :l.n Oonnootiont pnor to

their dcposit law was Mﬁmt ocompared to the amcunt reeysled thmnsh
their dcposit system, Jurthemmore, with the dmloput of uiitiaul muni=
¢ipal and regional recycling pxo@uu, their taamgo of non=beverage clus

‘has also inoreased,

: fhe reduotion of o\u'bsido glsss collection after enactment of Conmeo-

~ ticut's deposit law by only LO to 50% ind/cates a._huh proportion of aen-

beverage glass in their piamps. This bodes wall for the future of colleo-

tion of W &lass in New qu after a d.opoeit lav goes into o!foot.

- We think 1t worthwhile to note the wide divergwmoce of opinion regarding
the value of mandatery »ecyoling, deposit logllu.ﬁm and the best ultimate
,nppmuhu to waste dtlpusl ‘@oountered among solid \inito professicmals
and politieal 1&4@! aveund the State. Essex mw, Iiﬁl a pﬂl&ﬁw of

sso,ooo, favors mmuvo zeoyoling and has mntly mandated removal of |
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:au rocyolablu m mto \lhioh will mtu' zt; p:ojootod uxe:rg rooovery

L plant, The Osunty kmtivo eagerly desixes a deposit law especially tor

- its elcnmp value while ﬂ:e solid uuto people elgn %0 be :lut neutnl

. e dcpoiits.
; Some in tho County hsvo c:zprouod mo@ mt rmvu-y of :ooyolsblu '
‘at anm:!.ng 1ike the 9096 rate tor the dcgolit system will be mpossible,
)e.ruenhrly in the oities, Nwa.z, for mtmoo, has had a mdstory ncwo-
paper sepaxation ordinance dnoc ﬁo 1950's, It has 8o far found it unen-
o i’omea.’olo at any reasonable oost and the law is totally disregarded,
' Newaxk and Mmtcla.ir\ fom an mtmsti.ng oontrast vith mpoet to glass
: vr'ocyoung Montolair with its 38,000 population reports 1010 tons of glass
~ reayeled in 1982, n-ms, with 329,000 population, royorts 60 (|) tons

~ plus an undeternined smount of bar glass- collected, L o
. The Essex Ommty Board of m-eholdm md 13 Essex towns ha.vo puaod
resolutions asking the Legislature to pass & deposit law, '
' Hoz.:is Oounty, with & widely d:l.npu.rlod population of 407,000, sees

) mdatozy recycling as largely uneconomical, It prefers as much voluntary -
‘reayocling as pos_nbl,o. dcponit lav to got half the glass out ot the vaste

o _'itrﬁ-, and an energy recovery plant large encugh and so dnipod as to

Inndlo vhstwor rooyoh.blu are lt!t in waste ooming 1n to the plant,
e Morris Board of Freeholders and 18 Morris County towns have also
 petitioned the Legislature for a deposit lav. ,

N By and Large, intensive, mandatory recyoling seems to be most a@:oca.ble -
- ;n fairly dense mbu-ban towns like uontelaJ.r and West Oxengc and least

: iutl.ble in ‘spread eut ml areas and erowded ooro oities, The dcpon:!.t
law will provide an mmo in :ooyon.ns m all areas roa.rdlua of thoir
- dimsiﬁcn twu'd roaycnnc pzognu

usion o o

| he purpose of the deposit lav is to clean up the State's preblem

" of otmoxious, hasardous end non-degredable beveruge ocntaimer litter on
~-1ts xoads, puku, playgrounds, strona, lakes and vooth; release available
’mntmanoo labor at all levels to oonocntate en non-beverage littcr; aad
nﬁnt rocycu;g of all kinds of bweaeo containexr utcz:isl.
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_ Ve beucn one e.ftoct af a upo-it law will be to moxeuo myoline

- of 'bcvmao esntainer utu'ul by & faotor of five, _ .

~ We also believe thexe will be no -un.tt:loaat nmun ortootu on tom
with recyoling programs,

~ Pinally, ve wish %o thank the ten eeunty boards of frnholdm, the
212 muniedpal oouncils and the 73 mayors who have petitiened the Loculsm
to.pass a deposit law; 'and also to thank this Committee for its support |
of this lcgulaﬂ.cm and its ecnoexn for eontmnod dcvolopmnt of the Stato

| Teoyeling progzen.
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A,':;:aréh'is,» 198, T . Ellie Gruber, LWV (201)447-3025'
S T A : ' Al Kent. Sierra Club - (201) 731-1765
Jim Lanard, NJEL  (201) 8780446

T“.:”‘IZ’O\Y 3"’*‘0P_.. 'IH.J PUBLIC H"" THG Ol( R..,DOU ?CE R....CXJV"'-LY
| BY THE NIy JERSEY CLIAT ATR COMNCIL AND R
CTHE NZY J"‘?bE’Y AJ’TOSOPY 'ZJCIL Qi 30L ID /IAD = "'.AI:AG.:;I“\X
by ilbert Xent L
‘:;hether-l-?ev«;i_;lersey'sVs.o'lild Wé.s'_ta 1s disposed "cf by iﬁcineration or.
liandi.‘illing‘,: it is bb*;rioﬁs' tnat the propes's is macliéll'ess turdensome by -
the prior _re’;;b\}al of as mach reugable ma.teria.:_l. as possible, |
Since glass, metal and vpla:.s":.‘ic beverage contaiﬁérs :r.a‘.l:ebup some. 56
- of municiipal solid wé._ste by weight arid evén moi_'é_ by vélwne, "théir femo*}al
sze::.s of é bever 23e container c.enos:.t la.' ld ma.'e a signi fiéé..nt‘
contribution to solid waste reduc vion, - In tre case of z:zcmerc.r on, thewe
isa ..npple ben.ef;.fc: | .
1.) Solid weste vc;l'dme. is ‘ldwer.e.d,’ thei‘_e'by reducing the ‘_'siz-'e énd both
' cc:;strictidn and oﬁe:afirig costs of ‘inCiﬁvelra;tors. o

- 2,) The pote'ztxa.l for troa.b esome mechanicel probleams in the incineratoxs

vH,‘

ron glass "a.fzd‘meta.l is :fecb;ced;._ »~
- 3.) The pdf_entia.l. for air pdlut_ion f:_-'or_% buring plastic beverage coniainers
1is virtually eliminated. | |
'I'.r:e-long:r‘avnée _e:cperier;c»er'i‘n -Qt."ier -s".;ates Wi'tlﬁ‘deposit 1aws _.;_s’ trat
.90 of containers are returmed fpr ':e-.lse_‘ or re cling, Ala:n.;u:: is quicki
'Doug;ht up by recycf‘.ers, and, alihough there .'.LS a current gilut of sexap slass

ners e 3 d-le Tew Torz doiitle wilil, U .ew Jersey is ldeally sizuaved 0o

League of WOme‘n Voters » Sierra Club « New Jersey Environmental Lobby -
Public Interest Research Group ° Recreatlor and Park Association
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naricet its own scrap gla_ss either locally or. to the west and sou_th."
preseqt there is a s:xa.ll but gro ng marcet for scrap beverage.
plasvic, Initially 'pla.stic :naterial may g0 mostly to la,nﬂills i’f too haz-

ardous to be bu::ned, bat w:.th large vol'.:mes avai la.o" e, cont:.nued growth

of yla'.-stic recydiﬁg shdu_ld o_ccu;';

One a;];temantvive to 2 deposvit‘ law for removal of be&ere.ge con#ainers
‘ 'i‘rom'-;the waste stream is continued relia.neeben' niunicj,pal rec&ciing progress.
This ap;deare; howévez_'; to_-_beva wholly inadequate apﬁ;zoach. - In 1982, f_‘he :
latesf. &ea_r' for whieh figures e.re' a.vailabie_,ﬁ konl.yv1b,,563 tohs 'bo‘f glass
were recycle'd thrqug_h t_hbe-li ew J ersey ﬂrecj'cling grant program = le.ss then
2%56 of the total .glass in fhe Qaste stream. " It is a’;ﬁpa.rent that recycling
- of E.evera.ge containers will be ihcreased by a factor of tea or more

bv means of a denos:Lt la.w.

e eam s R i R I eezeg - - e i i

A second altema.tlve to denosn.ts, is mech.a.mcal or manual re::ova.l of

Lb'evere,ge contvainers and other non-comoustlbles immediately unstream o" the
o or other materials
i;qcinerator. ‘This p*ocess may be necessary in any event, but will oov:.ouslj
Vbe nade easier if oevera ge ccntamers are remove d firszt by. 2 denoszt svste::x.
3ince mcrea.sed consumer costs, if any, . under a deposit 1aw are g...eral‘iy |
consiciered to bve more than offset by litt er red.zct:_on benefits, contribu uionrs‘
to solid waste dispeosal frem the de“os sys tem can be consid dered cost ‘free.
XIthcugh a denosit iaw for Hew Jersey has wide supperi: a:nong environnantal
and pubh.c J.nterest -:'oups, local Offl.Cla.LS, and the geme*al pule.c, there
is sircng resistance i‘“o-\ the oevera*e and retail food .nd.u.str.,.ea e.nd e

in 'the_Legislature. Ve believe it impo_rtant, theref_c're,‘, that a recoamendation

for a deposit law froz this 'ood:, be nade in the .,t‘o.-sest possisle terns, |

I::;L: "ou “rery Zuch.
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CAN AND BOTTLE BILL COALITION

’ 81., Paterson atreet, uew Bru.nswzck, 1\.J. 08901

A DEPOSIT LAW WILL HELP
NEW JERSEY MEET ITS
RECYCLING GOALS

'me New ‘Jersey recycli.ng program wa.s develo;:ed to conserve d.mm:.shmg
‘~land.f111 ‘space and cont:r:ol solid waste da.sposa.l costs by renovmg as mch
reusable ma.tena.l from the solid waste stream as possxble. '

In ‘the recent report of the Assembly Ehergy end Na.tural Rescmrces _
Comnittee, RECYCLING RESOURCE RECOVERY AND EFFECTIVE SOLID ¥ AST"v WAGEmiT, -
- the COnnm.tfee found that a beverage container deposit law would cemplemaat _
the recycl:mg progran by substa.ntia.lly mcreas.mg the volume of beverage con=
tainer matemal recycled and be a "usei‘u.l componmt of effective solid waste
'>ma.na.gemmt in New Jersey." It fcund no merit in the claim that a. deposit
law would jeona.rdize achievement of recyclmg goa.ls by diverting income
producing materidal away from loca.l recycling centers, :
| The following items support the Committee's conclusions:

- Only 30,000 ‘tons per year of glass s.fe being ':r.'ec’ycled"in New.Jersey. |
‘This amounts to a mere 5‘}o of a.ll gla.ss in the waste stream and 109
. of all beverage glass. '

. The amount. of recycled gla.ss is only a.bcut Les of all meteria.l re-
. "covered under the sta.te g.cant prog'ram in 1983.

vhile 95)a of \Iew Jersey's wa,ste glass is still going to the state's
overburdmed landfills, 200,000 to 300 000 tons per yee.r of scrap
gla.ss generated by deposit laws in New Yoﬁ: a.nd New Ehgland. are
bemg shipped into our sta.te._ ‘This- scrap is processed for use in -
'ﬂew Jersey glass mmaces or for transshinmmt to Pennsylvan:.a,
Virginia and other states to the west and south,

5/34
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S In Waste 1983 Gran*
Material - Stream . Program
- - (tons) ~ Recycled (tons)
Total Glass 621,000 25,000
. Bev, Glass 310,000 12,500
| Non-Bev, Glass 311,000 - 12,500
Bev, Plastic. Unknown | Negiigible
Bev, Aluninum 20,000 800 B

»Ard‘eposit law would j.ncrea"seb'glass recyolingvfromv 30,{500 tons to
at least 250,000 tons per year,
‘position to be ma.:.‘.coted in New Jersey. or to the west a.nd "south.“

‘This scrap would be in a preferred ‘

Rature proSpects are for sha.rply clmbmg wvaste dz.sposa.l costs,

wh:.le prices for scrap gla.ss are likely to decline as bottle bills

in New York and other sta.tes create greater supplies.

Cost a.vo:.dance -

not recycling income = will be the dom:.nent con51dera.t.1.on of munici-

‘palities in 1ook:.ng at recyclmg.

o Virtually all plé.stj.c ‘béverago oonta.{ners are going to landfills,
With deposits, plastic containers would be concentrated in depen-

dable quantities sufficient to attract potential users of PET

.plastic scrap.

Plastic recycling is now still in its infancy.

The ‘a:nount of aluminum containers recycled is so small in toimage

es to achieve little landfill conservation.
aluminum is far less tha.n from gla.ss.

Recycling income from

With depos:. ts, a.lummum

container recyclmg should reach a 90; ‘recovery ‘rate,
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- ‘Tota.l ‘net mcome to New Jersey centers fron present recycl:.ng of
) bevera.ge conta.mers is negl:.g:xble compared to the value of the
.'mcreased landfill conserva.’c:.on and d:.sposa.l cost a.vm.da.nces which
wcu.ld be ach:.eved under a deoos:.t law, '

-_Under the denos:.t system, ovez-a.ll munlc:.pal waste wmzld be reduced
in the order of 5°o. v - '

While rednct:.on of conta.iner litter rema.ms the prmary goa.l of most

' ~ groups in seek:.ng a depos:.t la.w, a sz.gm.fz.cant ad.ded benefit lies in the

law's oontnbutzon to solid wa.ste rednct:.on. 'I.‘lus will ease the burden on-

o shrinking land.fills and help m.nmize the amount of glass and metal going
to future energy recovery plants, a necessa.ry step in reducing plant size

'_'and. inmxring tmuble tree operat:.on. ‘
Objections that the depos:.t systen will be an- imped.i_me.nt to recycl:.ng o
are natently fa.lae. _ To ‘the contra.ry, a deposit 1aw w:.ll clea.rly help New -

o .Jersey achieve its i-ecyclmg goals,

League of Women Voters of N.J. » N.J. Chapter, Sierra Club
- N.J. Environmental Lobby ¢ Recreation and Park Associaticn
Publie Interest Research Group * Trout Unlimited » Roadside Council -
. Appalachian Mountain Club o N.Y. - N.J. Trail Conference :




Cam & Bottle Bill
| cealltion 84 Paterson ctreet

“New Brunswick, NJ 08903 _ o
(201) 247~ 4211 Rob Stuart NJPIRG

Ethe Gruber, LWV (201) 447-3025
Al Kent, Sierra Club  (201) 731:1765

Jnm Lanard NJEL (201) 8780446

. NEW JERSEY NEEDG A mm: mnmuﬁrosrr 2y support A-2606, s 2247

'When‘enacted a ''can and bottle b111" w111 require a- dep051t

and refund value of ten cents on a11 glass, metal ‘and plastlcv

beer and soft drink. contalners sold in New Jersey - The deposlts ;

will create the 1ncentive for the return of contalners to stores

or redemptlon centers for reuse or recycllng " The law will cause

a reductlon of - 11tter, an 1ncrease in recycllng and the conservatlon
~of needed 1andf111 space.b“ ' '

All;bsit]iﬁrwilllkiﬁewe:

' 'fQO% Return of containerS‘for reuse or recycling;
85% Reduction of beverage contalner lltter
40% Reduction of total ‘litter _
”_5%'Reduction,of mun1c1pa1 SOlld waste g01ng to. landfllls

Reduced trash dlsposal costs
Reduced energy and raw materlal usage

"Maine, VermontviMassachusetts, Connecticut New York,

 Deleware, MiChigah Iowa, and Oregan experience the postlve effects
~of the Bottle Bill. ’ : : . :

-Voters in Maine and MassaChuSetts'rejeCted rgpeals-ofdtheir

- deposit laws by solid majorities. " Polls in other states support

similar findings. About 75% of NJ res1dents support the concept
vof deposit leglslatlon.d_ R

In MiChigan 4500 new JObS were created in the Depos1t/Recycllng
. system. Thousands more new jobs have been filled in New York
THE BOTTLE BILL MEANS MORE JOBS FOR NEW JERSEY ‘TOO!

~
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CAN AND BOTTLE BILL COALITION

Sh Paterson btreet, New Brunswick, N, J. 08901

NEW JERSEY WANTS A DEPOSIT LAW

‘Supperbt for a New Jeréey'beveiage conta;iner’vdeposit law comes from'a wide
va.riety of govemmental, professional, public interest and env:.ronmenta.l groups

"and :.nd.:.vldua.l c:.tlzens as indicated by the hstmg below

Goverment

237 municipal councils by formal resolution (see separate 1ist1ng§

10 county boards of freeholders by formal resolution (see listing

72 mayors by formal petition

- Palisades Interstate Park Commission
Delaware and Raritan Canal COnmission
‘Pinelands Commission
Moms County Park Comm:.ssion

Solid Waste

Camden County Solid Waste Advisory Council
Morris County Solid Waste Advisory Council

Agricul ture . _
 New Jersey Famm Burean = '
'~ Cumberland County Board of Agriculture
'Hunterdon County Board of Agriculture
- Mercer County Board of Agriculture
"~ Middlesex County Board of Agriculture
~ Warren County Board of Agriculture
Essex County Board of Agriculiure
Passaic County Board of Agriculture

Profess:.onal _ .
‘Public Works Assoczat:.on of New J ersey

New Jersey Association of Towns and Townships

New Jersey Recreation and Park Association

: Publ:.c Interest

League of Women vOters of New Jersey
New Jersey Public Interest Research Group
American Lung Association '
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Retail Merchants
Association '

5/8L

(see over)




Sgortsmen

. New Jersey Counc:Ll of Trout Unlimted ' ‘
Hiddlesex County Federation of Hunting a.nd Fishing Clubs
Hunterdon Gounty Federatxon of Sportsmm s Clubs '

Blnronmental

o New J ersey F.hnronmental Lobby .
Association of New Jersey Environmental Oom:nlssions ,
" New York = New Jersey Trail Council
~ Appalachian Mountain Club =~ - - -
New Jersey Chapter of the Sierra Club
‘League of Conservation Voters o
New Jersey Roadside Council
Garden Cludb of New Jersey
New Jersey Audubon Society

Media : S
' 'Homé News, New Bnms’w_ick T 'I'renton Tmes ’ '
Star Ledger, Newark : Burlmgton County 'I'mes
Bergen Record, Hackensack ' , _
Asbury Park Press
 Daily Record, Morristown -
~ Courier News, Somerville
.- Courier Post, Camden -
Herald News, Passaic
Citizens | i L S v
’ 26,000 citizen signatures on deposit bill petitions

Other _ o
' , 'Many mum.clpa,l and area env:.ronmental comm.ss:.ons, nature clubs,
_b:.cycle clu‘bs a.nd other envxronmental and recrea.t:.onal groups
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Can & B tlie Bl
Coelttian. |
S TN T AN UAN : . ) ’ .

C;d L LGLL 84 Paterson Street

New Brunsw1ck NJ 08003
(201) 247- 4211

BENEFITS OF A DEPOSIT LAW

Contalner Ll te* Reduced
Beer and carbonated soft drink cans and bottles are w:dely cons;dered to

| be the most obnoxious, least: deg*adable and most hazardous fraction of common ,
litter, They foul our roadsides, parks, pTaygrounds, enpty lots, forests, flelds
streams and lots. Deposit laws have prqven to eliminate around 85% of this '

 debris by providing the incentive for people to retum containers to stores or
redexzption centers for recycling, Containers that thoughtless peonle st111 th*ow‘
away ar2 soon pickaed up by youn:sters or others,

-

Yion=Raveraze Littex-C1 eanef’ Uz.

TAA -
2C

while focus;ng on one type of lltter, deposit laws have a carry over effect
which results in a lessening of all types of littering, And by nearly eliminaiing
container litter, they 3110w the husan and flnarcwal resouces: now consumed in ’

deel.nr with cans and botiles to do a better job in cleaning up naner waste a“d

Cleanup Cest Savizgs

¥ot only w;ll a bette* JOD be done in cleaning up all litter, but less money

ﬂeed be snent by municipal, county and Staue gove:nnentvand by private landowners

- L7 Y '-a. T - e . - S . -2 o L e
in ”lear*n wo-“., Althoush total annual litter costs dely calculaticn, they ran
- &~ SATS - ~— - - T - - S - o -~ - =i
- imto z=illioms of dellars, anc he mesulis ers ofien wnsatiszfactory or showi lired,
Recvelinzs Increased
, 5
™2 deposit systex resulis in vizTaall luzinam contairers
s . La s - > - < - oy @l -
seing »ecvecied and seis the stage for rac onta-“--s oy causzins

P - - R Cam SowmAami = mdem = -~ = - vmariem oA AeA - -
2215, 0 L&YW L 8TRET, TS IIDCELT .S v 2.0 ZLADlTAT TeCirC .l
; - -~
ma Fmmmanan Twase 2 ANA Laa mmma rmm e -
°C LNCIT2E5¢%E s . =he 22T T3
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Reduction of 30lid “Jaste

By'cre’atingi the‘ incen’tive for the return of bevera,ge containers-fo'r recy=
-eling, deposit laws 'otqe* sta.r,ev have resulted m retum ra tes of over 90% .

and muhicipal solic waszie re:;c:m =] c:T ‘2round S,o.

Lendfill Svece Conserved

oc" id. waate reduction om"o_v.s1 ¥ means la.ndflll conse"va"'lon. CVirtaal

.'ell.....’l: ticn of Deverzze oo tamcr: frc._ J.a.*x..“ﬂls would be a sismificany coniri-

a rbutn.qn tovéari stretching oat the lifex ..me of exlstmg sanltary land.u.lla.

More n.ff:.clent "'ﬂergv Recovery Plan‘ts

‘ High technology mcmera.tlon in energy recovery plants requires the ma.xmu.m
'-el:.m.na.t:.on of metal and gla,ss in the waste flowmg, into the burn unlts. Tﬂ’u_s
is needed ‘both to av01d bu:lemg the - n'ian is larzer t'xar neces sa?'" as wall as to

L I eyt ’ T . ~ el - P2 gy oy
i c*.»l:ce.te trsutle ‘-ee ovez"at:.o... If thessz pianic _ar-; paile, tnas depszit svstex

e T T e

will neip ZseT tiiis nssec

Paw laterizls vo*'xserva tion _
La.rge scale recyclmf of beverage containers W:Lll suostantlally reduce con--
suzption: of bauxite for alaminum, sand and sodz for glass and petrol ar for

plast tics, Conservation of raw materials is a basic purpose of recycl:.ng.

- Enerzv Szvinas

3y Drov:.d.mﬂ er recycling of bevarage containers, the deposii svstem will
procmce s.ms*cant;a- savi lgs in e’xer:":.' Aluwainuzx cans, for instence, when made
“from ba.uxlte are extre'nely ener-v consu:npt*ve, but wnen made i‘rom recyﬂled alm.—

inum, tota.l energy co'lsu.:neg. is reduced oy over cvze=hal‘.

1z Tamilin~ = A i T cmmdmymmn 2 pminme i mean <el T mmmemms IAAA L AAs

U LU AP (SR L IROIEAS P e e S bl T e v Vi Tl M e i W= VU oo Lt
Ly B .’ﬁq ..,........"‘. P e - .. - - P
SOL.oTisouiT Zor vmesalillield, vounTe witIi Ll oressnil
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