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Q‘ﬁlyvobv MMJM - Y fan.(, * HOUSE BILL 1036, 1971

e G e e (Introduced at request of Joint
L S 1:435 1 . 3-7 f . Committee on Rules & Resolutions)
'Cf\ /k{u - - T2 ? :—3:.,, \J ' . ,(
HOUZE &TATE & DERAL A FATRS FULL COM]'IIT”‘EE MINUTES: } Bﬂ TrLe B/LL_
/ -
Yoy /April 5: p. 2&3  (Also Tape...., side 1, footage 000-261)
2 -
\-&\ ‘9/\&% : No separate exhibit file.
// [
7 F fﬂ§’ Bill k (House BlllSrPassed). -contains copy of- bLll and proposed

e

b“’rq%{ _ - dments dated 3/24/71. 5 pages. - - T
HOUSE STATE & FEDERAL AFFAIRS: STATE & FEDERAL AFFAIRS SUBCOMMITTEE (A): MINUTES:

——March 3: p. 1, 2, 3 &4 (Also Tapesssss O -556) Tcwe” 3,4&)
o16%=March 11, 8AM: p. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 & 7 (No Taping 1ndlcated) /2 .Si {a
£9:397 7+ —March 18: p. 1, 2 & 3 (Also Tape..l, side 2, 383-395) — mdalle Audy o’-’
-March 23, 8AM: p. 2 & 3 (Also Tape,/¥, side 1, 208-615) (/
H8 1944 —March 23, 4:10PM: p. 1 (Also Tape.l¥., side 2, 545-636) V"
) ——March 24, 5PM: p. 1 (Also Tape. /N .side 2, 428-431) 2 v
H@psto — April 13 p. 2, 3 & 4 (Also Tape.Jl?, side 2, 90 - 299) 2%

v——————-—f3> See attached'note re tape recordingg.

NOTE: Index to minutes indicate hearings on March 3, March 18,
April 1, Aprit9, , and one date which is unreadable,

Separate exhibit file contains:

1., The following appears to be testlmony and statements presented in
person or in writing:

a. Statement of Lou Norris, Director, Oregon Retail Council on
SB 194 & HB1036, Mar. 10, 1971, before Senate Consumer
Affairs Committee. 6 pages.
b, Statement of Gene R. Lindholm, Vice Pres., Glass Bottle Blowers
Assoc., Mar. 9, 1971, 3 pages.
c. Statement of Gordon Bronk, President, Glass Bottle Blowers
Ahssoc., Mar. 16, 1971. 3 pages.
d, Testimony of Larry Williams, Exec. Director, Oregon Environmental
Council, Mar. 11, 1971, 1 page.
8, Testimony, Oregon Soft Drink Assoc., undated. 8 pages,
“f+ Memo to Legislators from Rich Chambers, Salem, March 1, 1971,
: with attachments. 11 pages. T
- g. Notes with respect to State of Oregon Legislative hearing of
Wed. March 3, 1971, signed J. Buckley and marked on front
The Honourable W. K. Kiernan, dated March 2, 1971l. 4 pages.

2, "“A Position for Progress!" The (tlass Bottle Blowers Assn. Views
the Solid Waste Menagement rroblem", marked Gordon J. Bronk., 9 pages.
3., Undated, unsigned - appears to be analysis of bill, and effects., & page
L. Explanation of container tax legislation, undated, unsigned. Analyzes
' by sections. 4 pages. -
5. Proposed amendments dated 3/24/71. 2 pages.
6. Typed copy of "an act relating to taxation of containers and control
of litter; creating new provisionsp appropriating money; providing
penalties, and prescribing an operative date (bill has 51 sections),
with covering explanation, all undated, unsigned., 28 pages.
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Separate exhibit file continued:
7o - Testimony by Automobile Club of Oregon, undated, unsigned. 1 page,
8. Testimony of Mrs. Nancy........, represenging AAUW, undated. 1 page,
9., Statement in support, by Ginny Hyde, Klamath Falls, Mar. 11, 1971.
1 page.

10, Testimony of Joan M, Reitz, zothmikkemtxwikix Mar. 3, 1971, with

covering letter of Rep. Martin, Mar. 4, 1971. 2 pages.

11, "To the Editor", from Edgar B, Grimes, Harrisburg. 2 pages.

12, Itr. from E. W, Tichenor, Capt., Taffic Divn., Ore. State Police,

to Edgar B. Grimes, Harrisburg, Feb. 25, 1971, with enclosure,
re stats. on littering. 2 pages.

13. Ltr. from Duane Werner, Gresham (student), to Clerk State & Ted,
Affairs Committee, May 5, 1971, reguesting report on B 1036, 1 page.

14. Telegram to G. Cole, House of Rep., from Darrell Beerbower, Pres.,

Local T4h6, United Steelworkers of hmerlca, Salem against bill,
1 page,

15, Ltr. to Rep. Martin from Pat McCarthy, Marion County Commissioner, -
Mar. 10, 1971, supporting. 1 page.

16, "Littering in Marion County" a report to committee, Mar. 3, 1971,

: presented by John A. Anderson, Director of Public Works., 6 pages.

17. Graph "Cullet Reclamation, Portland Plat, 1970-1971, No further

identification. 1 page.
18, Unidentified, undated statistics on types, of containers and
Scenic Protection Fund. 2 pages.

19. Unidentified, appears to be statistics and dlscu351on of the throw-

away container in Oregon, digned DAW 3/17/71. 6 pages.,

20, Ltr. foom H., Elliot Dalton, Exec. Director, Glass Container Council

of Canada, to J. J. Wuerthner Jr,, VP, GCMI, New York, dated
Feb. 12, 1971 re Bill 33 Britiish Columbia, with encl., 4 pagese.

21, Crusade for a Cleaner Environment Fact Sheet No. 4. 2 pages,

22, Appears to be part of report of Vermont State Litter Commission. 2 page

23. Marked "Winter KAB, 1970",,.re National Litter Index of KAB, with

suxrvey data, from published source. 1 page.

24, "Standard Litter Ordinance or Statute" unidentified, undated. 1 page.

25, Witness Registers, Mar. 11, 18, 23, 1971. 4 pages.

26. Published "Statement by Elgin D, Sallee, Corporate Director, Environ-
mental Control, American Can Company on a proposal to restrict non-
returnable beverage containers! presented before The Ordinance &
legislation Committee City Council Minneapolis, Mann., SSEP 29, 1970,
9 pages (would take only 6 pages to Xerox).

Bill Boo£>\¥3}j IT contaigé copy of bi%i;i?d propoéqg\i?endmenti\f?ted 3X24/71.
. 5\pages. _ '

'SENATE CONSUMER AFFAIRS COHhITTEE MINUTES:

April 14: p. 2 & 3 (Also Tape 5, side 2, footage 550-820) P///
April 19: p. 2 (Also Tape 6, side 1, O = 170).
Kickx g

April 28: p. 1 thru 11 (Also Tape 6, side 2, O ~ 720) v
: Exhibits attached:
1. Statement of Ron Kelemen, Environmental Activits Coalition,
Lewis & Clark College, April 28, 1971, 1 page.
T2, Statment of William Moore, Ore. Soft Drink Assoc., 3 pages.
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9.

10,
ll.

12.
13.

1.

PEEE D

Statement of Kemneth H. Lemke, Owens-Illinois, Inc. {(Portland
Plant, April 28, 1971, .5 pages.
Presentation by Ed Poyfair, Safeway Stores, April 28, 1971,
5 pages.
Testimony of William W. Wessinger, Blitz-Weinhard Co., April 28,
1971. 5 pages.
Statement of W.S. Isaacson (?), owner, B&E Market, Roseburg,
April 27, 1971, 2 pages.
Report on second visit to Vancouver, B. C., Mar. 24-25-26-1971,
by Wallace A. Jackson, 2 pages,
Ltr, from Manley J. Bakkensen, United Grocers,: Inc., April 30,
1971. 3 pages. A ,
Letter from LeRoy S. Hanna, Douglas County Bottling Co (Coca
Cola), Roseburg, April 28,.1971. 1 page.
ILtr. from LeRoy S. Hanna to Sen. Roberts, April 29, 1971. 1 page.
Testimony of Warren Dav1dson, Continental Can Co., Portland,
2 pages,
Testimony of Val Vanderkin, Continental Can Co., Portland. 3 pages
Ltr. to Sen. Roberts from M, K. Sherrieb, Business Men's Assurance ‘
Co. of America, April 19, 1971. 2 pages.
Itr. from John Piacentini, Plaid Pantry stores, to Sen. Robert52
May 3, 1971 2 pages.

2 , .
May 3: p. 1, 3 &3 (Also Tape 6, side 2, 720 to end)b///—

(Also Tape 7, side 1,-O - 130) v/ : .

May 5: p. 2 ‘
May 10: p. 2 & 3 (Also Tape 6, side 1, 570 to end) u//,
May 21: pe 1 & 2 (Also Tape 7, side 2, 500-580) L///’

Note: Index to minutes lists hearings on April 28,
May 3, May 5, May 10, May 17, May 21,
We received no minuted dated May 17, nor is there
a bape listed for that date,

Separate exhibit file, in folder "Committee Reports" contains:

1. Report dated May 17, 1971, recommending dopass with Sen.
Mahoney not concurring, and attached is typed copy of bill
with Senate amendments 1nserted. 10 pages,

(May 17)

2. Report dated May 21, 1971, recommendlng do pass as re-engrossed,

with typed copy of second Senate amendments dated May 21. 2 pages.

¢
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Lo ROYF ®E TAPE RECOXDINGS OF HEARINGS OF FULL AKD SUBCOMMITYEE A OF STATE AND r
'FSDEAAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE, 1971.

1. Tapes 1 thru 9 were received un-numbered, undated, and unidentified as to
contents.

2. Taﬁes 10 and 11 are partially dated, little info. as to contents

3. Tapes 12 through 29 are almost correct as to labels but often do not give
info. as to whether it was a full, subcommittee A or Workmen's Comp.
mebting. '

L. The recording log filed with the minutes for tapes of State and Fed. Affairs
full committee, subcommittee A and Workmen's Comp, subcommittee begins
with Tape 10 dated March 11, '

Therefore, we are unable at present to identify the tape of the
Full Committee for April 5, or the Subcommittee A tape for
March 3.

From this Recording Log, we have inserted in.pen on the listing of
the minutes of Subcommittee A (page 1) the tapes we beliuve
are those for minutes as listed.

¥Wle highly recommend that anyone wanting copies of tapes, come to
Archives and attempt to make their own selection.

P..-S. The recording log often does not give all the bills discussed on
a particular date so..0.

- Some tapes are listed in recording log as defective,

THE ARCHIVES HLSO HAS HOUSE FLOOR DEBATE TAPES F(R 1971 (THE SENATE DID NOT BEGIN

© TAFING FLOCR DEBATES UNTIL 1973); below are listed dates and tape numbers when -
HB.1036 was discussed on the House floor:

Feb, 9 (1lst reading): Tape 2, side 2 Apr. 9t 3rd reading (Ta i
. o« 7t pe 10, sides 1 %)
Feb, 10 (2nd reading): Tape 2, side 2 June 1: (House concurred witﬁ Senate

amendments & repassed (Tape 23, side 1 & 2

NOTE: Tapes will include several days in some cases; also, we have no index,
so that where 2 sides are given for one date, we do not know which
side will contain discussion on HB 1036, '

Originals are 7™; they can be reduced when duplicated to 5" reelss

WHEN ORDERING ANY - Legislative tape, we will need to know speed desired; we re-tape
normally for a Uher recorder and many patrons do not have access to this type of recorder,
So size of reel required depends on type of recorder available to you for listening,

/‘dura, .
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" HB 1452 ' " Page 2
HB 1036 State & Federal Affairs
- Full Committee
BRpril 5, 1971

REP. ANUNSEN called for the question. The chairman said the
motion before the committee is HB 1452 as amended to the floor with
a "do pass" recommendation. The clerk called the roll and the motion
passed, with REP. DENSMORE, MACPHERSON, PATTERSON and STATHOS voting
nay. REP, STULTS will carry the bill to the house floor.

REP. STATHOS inquired about the possibility of filing a Minority
Report and stated that if he intended to do so he would inform the
chairman as soon as possible.

HB 1036 was brought before the committee. CHAIRMAN MARTIN
informed the audience that no testimony will be taken in a full com-
mittee meeting. On HB 1452 there was a request from a committee
member to have the bill explalned

REP. MACPHERSON explained HB 1036 to the committee. He said
this bill is a simple approach to the problem of litter along the
road. It puts a 5 cent deposit on all beer and soft drink containers.
Effective date is July 5, 1972, which gives the industry a year to
work into operation of the act. Containers where a part is removed
in opening cannot be sold after the effective date and it does away
with the flip top.

REP. HOWARD distributed proposed amendments and made a motion
that these amendments be adopted.

REP. DENSMORE, point‘of order, stated, as he understands the rules,
a bill cannot be amended in full committee.

REP. MARTIN informed the committee that if the rules do not :
specifically cover that,the rules of the house for unanimous consent .
or for a 2/3 majority will be followed. We will ask for unanimous
" consent. REP. KENNEDY stated that :there is no specific rule for
amendment nor is there a rule for testlmony in the full committee

- REP. HOWARD moved HB 1036 be returned to subcommittee on State
and Federal Affairs. He then withdrew the motion after discussion of
having his amendments adopted in this full committee meeting. REP.
HOWARD moved that the rules of the committee be suspended.

REP. KENNEDY moved to amend REP. HOWARD's motion to include sus- _
pension of the rule to hear additional testimony before the full committee.
In speaking to his motion, he stated that HB 1036 is one of the most"
significant bills this committee will consider. He feels that members
~who are not on the subcommittee which considered the legislation are-
not sufficiently informed on terms of the economic impact on 1ndustry
and whether or not the bill will solve the purpose for which it is
intended. He hopes REP. HOWARD's motion, as amended by his proposal,
would be adopted and a hearing scheduled with testimony as to the merlts
and demerlts of the bill and alternatives available. :




" HB 1452 ' Page 3
HB 1036 . , State & Federal Affairs
- ’ Full Committee
April 5, 1971

CHAIRMAN MARTIN stated that he would vote against the motion
to open the meetings of the full committee for hearing and he would
consider the proposed amendments.

REP. MACPHERSON, in answer to questions,advised that this problem
was considered for 18 months in the interim committee and HB 1036 is
only part of the package of bills produced by that committee. He said
the Governor's budget contains provision for $1.2 million or $1.5 mil-
lion for roadside litter and park pickup over the next biennium.

The motion was restated by the chairman: whether or not to amend
REP. HOWARD's motion to allow testimony before the full committee. A
vote of "aye" is to allow testimony; voting "nay" is to not allow
testimony before the full committee. The clerk called the roll. The
motion failed, with REP. COLE, HOWARD, JOHNSON and XENNEDY voting aye.

CHAIRMAN MARTIN stated the vote will be on the motion to suspend
the rules to consider amendments in the committee. The clerk called
the roll. The vote was aye 8, nay 5, with REP. ANUNSEN, DENSMORE,
INGALLS, MACPHERSON and STATHOS voting nay. The chairman announced
that the vote was not two-thirds of the committee and the motion failed.

REP, KENNEDY asked REP.MACPHERSON to yield to a question. - RFP
KENNEDY then asked for unanimous consent on line 8, after "retail,"
insert comma, after "beverage" insert comma, line 18 after "retall"
insert comma, and after "beverages" insert comma. The chairman asked
if there was any objection. There being none, it was so ordered.

REP. STULTS made a motion for HB 1036 to be rereferred to the
subcommittee on State and Federal Affailrs. He stated he liked the
concept of the bill, but he is:disturbed by figures on the financial
impact to the industry. He wants the effective date at least Jan. 1,1973.
REP. MACPHERSON spoke against the motion saying it was an attempt to kill

the bill. REP. DENSMORE said there has been time for all members to know

what the bill is; he supports 1t because it gets at the part of the
problem that is growing so fast. _

Voting on the motion to rerefer HB 1036 to the subcommlttee on
State & Federal Affairs. The motion failed. Vote"was® 8 nay, 5 aye.
Voting aye were REP. COLE, HOWARD, JOHNSON, KENNEDY and STULTS.

"REP. MARTIN explained the adopted amendments. ~ REP. ANUNSEN moved
HB 1036 as amended to the floor with a do pass recommendation. The
clerk called the roll and the motion carried, with REP HOWARD voting no.
REP. MACPHERSON will carry the bill on the floor. :

The meetlng adjourned at 2:40 p.m..

Respe tfully supmitted,

Loy{¢Fasold, Clerk

Tape side 1
reading 000-261
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"HB 1036

STATE & FEDERAL AFFAIRS
SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

March 3, 1971 . 1:30 P.M. 105 capitol

Members Present: Rep. Roger Martin, Chairman
’ Rep. Jack Anunsen, Vice-Chairman -
Rep. Albert Densmore
" Rep. Norman Howard
Rep. Gordon Macpherson

Witnesses: Rep. Paul Hanneman

Rep. Gordon Macpherson

Rep. Norman Paulas

Attorney General Lee Johnson ‘

John Buckley, Representative from BrltlSh Columbia

Rich Chambers, Salem, Oregon

William Ellis, Bend, Oregon

Grace Phinney, League of Women Voters in Oregon

Gerry McMinn, Lake Oswego, Oregon

John Lesow,PLAN-Beaverton, Oregon

Gerald P. Morcello, Prineville, Oregon

Don Waggoner, PLAN - Lake Oswego, Oregon

Edgar Grimes, Harrisburg, Oregon

-Frances Fenn, Eugene, Oregon.

Julia Exton, Portland, Oregon

Roy Duncan, Salem, Oregon

Thomas McCamant, Salem, Oregon

Dr. Richard Gale, Eugene, Oregon - Committee Against
Non-returnables

Connie Frazier, Eugene, Oregon, C.A.N.

Mary Ann Donnell, Concerned Women For Environment

Portland, Oregon

Nel Rand, YWCA, Portland,. Oregon

Jerry Powell Portland Student Services Recycling

Sid King, Automoblle Club of Oregon

Chairman Martin opened the meetlng with the purpose of hearing
testimony on HB 1036, :

ST e

Rep. Paul Hanneman testified for HB 1036. He gave background
information and stated the concern had originated at the coast
where there was a tremendous build up of glass containers on the
beach. He made reference to Rep. Gordon Macpherson's 18 month study
on litter in Oregon, and stated substantial polls had been taken and
people were in support of the 5¢ tax on bottles.




page 2
State & Federal Affairs
March 3, 1971

Rep. Gordon Macpherson testlfled for HB _1036. He stated that it

is impossible to educate the general publlc not to litter and felt
strongly that HB 1036 would curb the problem. He stated that the

U.S. this year would spend $7.5 million to promote sales in one-way
bottles. He stated it was important to adopt the "concept of returning -
to returnables." The Registar Guard, Oregonian, Statesman Journal

were in support of the measure and Rep Macpherson urged the committee
to give p051t1ve consideration to HB 1036. :

’

Rep. Norma Paulus testified for HB 1036. She viewed the problem

not as a litter problem but as a solid waste problem. She stated:

in a report made by U.S. HEW, the collection and disposal rate would
cost the United States $4 and one half bllllon dollars per year. The
cost of removing waste is grow1ng faster and the only way to alleviate
the problem of solid waste is high temperature insinerators, or money.

back containers. She strongly supported HB_1036 and asked the committee .

to view any amendments with suspicion, and place the value on containers -

at a higher rate, rather than at a lower rate.

‘Lee Johnson, Attorney General and Chairman of the Citizen's Against
Litter, testlfled for HB 1036. His testimony may be found in the
permanent file. He did state that the effects of HB 1036 would be
to stop all litter from beverage cans and bottles. It would shift
some employment and result in increased employment in Oregon. And it
would create few increased costs, which could not be absorbed by the
savings resultlng from the use of returnable containers.

~John Buckley, representative from Brltlsh Columbia testified for

HB 1036, He stated a law similar to HB_1036 was now working in
British Columbia. British Columbia's Litter Act became effective
in part on August 15, 1970 and became effective in full January 1,
1971. The "non- returnable" bottle has virtually disappeared from
the British Columbia market. Mr.Buckley presented the committee
with a picture of bottles on the British Columbia coast. His tesL1~
mony in full may be found in the permanent file.

Ri¢h Chambers testified for HB 1036. He stated he was a citizen ad-
vocate of the bill and urged that it be passed in its present form.

William Ellis, Bend, Oregon testified for HB_1036. He expressed that
he would like the detachable opener to remain.

Grace Finney, League of Women Voters testified for HB _1036.

Gerry McMinn, Lake Oswego, Oregon testified for HB 1036.

John Lesow, Beaverton, Oregon testified for HB 1036, He quoted reports
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St. & Fed. Affairs
March 3, 1971

from a survey taken by HEW. He felt HB 1036 was the only practlcal
solution to the problem. .

Gerald P. Morcello, teacher from Prineville, Oregon:testified for
HB 1036. He stated educational aspects of litter were not suff1c1ent
and urged the committee to support HB 1036.

Don Waggoner, Lake Oswego, Oregon testified for HBrlQ§6 He
presented the committee with a chart dealing with statistics on
glass reclaiming, metal reclaiming, beer sales in Oregon etc. and

strongly supported HB 1036,

Edgar Grimes, testified against HB 1036. He agreed with certain
sections of the bill. His letter and testlmony may be found in
the permanent file.

Frances Fenn, testified for HB 1036. She spoke to the committee
as a person in agriculture and expressed that man-made hazards-
such as glass and aluminum did in fact effect the feeding grounds
of their sheep. She strongly supported HB 1036.

Julia Exton, Portland Oregon supported HB 1036 She presented the
Committee with an old waste can and stated the problem was not
prlmarlly a litter problem, but a solid waste problem.

Roy Duncan, Salem, Oregon testified for HB 1036. He stated he was
reprcsentlng 1500 members of the 1lst Congregatlonal Church and supported
in total HB 1036. He presented the committee with 61 beverage
containers he had picked up on a walk the night before the meeting.

Tom McCamant, Salemn, Oregon testlfled for HB 1036

Connie Frazier, Eugene, Oregon testified for HB.1036. She presented
the committee with 1300 signatures in support of the measure. Copies
may be found in the permanent file.

Dr. Richard Cale, Eugene, Oregon testified for HB 1036. He viewed
the bill as a "container re-cycling bill" and strongly urged the
committee to consider dif_with positive actlon. His entire testimony
may be found in the permanent file.

Mary Ann Donnell, testified for HB 1036. As a member of the Portland
environmental group, she stated the 5¢ ‘deposit could prov1de the
incentive to encourage a habit. Her letter may be found in the
permanent file. :

Nell Rand, YWCA Poirtland, testified for HB 1036. She would like
the bill passed as read with no amendments.

Jerry Powell, Portland State Unlver51ty Employment urged the commlttee
" to "put him out of business" with passage of HB 1036.
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. . page 4 _
o State & Federal Affairs
March 3, 1971

- 8id King, Automobile Club of Oregon testified for HB 1036.

His letter of testimony may be found in the permanent file.

There was no further testimony.

Chairman Martin stated there would be éubsequent heardngs.

Meeting adjourned at 4:30 P.M.

Repectfully submitted,

<i;:;zidd/ﬂ444%{/ k,ll;:'df

" Francine Reidy, ClerkJVZf\\

Tape 0-556




HB 1036

HOUSE STATE AND FEDERAL AFFAIRS
SUB COMMITTEE MEETING

March 11, 1971 8:00 A.M, 105 Capitol

Members Present: Rep. Roger E. Martin, Chairman
Rep. Albert H. Densmore
Rep. Norman R. Howard

Delaved: Rep. Jack Anunsen, Vice Chairman
Rep. Gordon Macpherson

Witnesses: Ginny Hyde
Jess Cannon, Governor's Office
John A, Anderson, Director of Public Works
Gene Lindholm, Glass Bottle Blowers Assoc.
Local Union 112
Earl Moore, Oregon State Grange
Jim Raabe, Oregon Soft Drink Assoc.
John Gallagher, Continental Can Co.
William Wessinger, Blitz Weinhard
Richard Hicks

Representative Martin called the meeting to order for purposes
of taking testimony on HB 1036.

HB 1036

Representative Martin brought to point that another bill has
been introduced which is in print at the present time and should
be considered with HB 1036 which basically places a tax on
containers.

Jess Cannon testified in full support of HB 1036 and further
testified that the Governor has always been in support of the
bill to require a price to encourage pick up and clean up.
He urged that the Committee give full support &ocHB 1036.

Ginny Hyde testified in full support of HB 1036. She submitted
to the Committee a petition containing 1,100 signatures in favor
of HB 1036 and urged passage of same.

Representative Densmore inquired as to the source of signatures
acquired.

Ginny Hyde testified that it was Klamath Falls High School only.

John Anderson testified in favor of HB 1036 and submitted a copy
of his testimony to the Committee. He passed out photographs
of litter scenes taken in Oregon.




HB 1036 Page 2

March 11, 1971

Representative Howard inquired if John Anderson would support a
bill to encourage return of all litter items.

John Anderson testified that he would support such a bill.

Rep. Howard &tated that it isn't just bottles and cans that are
the litter problem but expressed opinion that we need something
more and it was his opinion that McCarthy would support anything
that would clean up our roads.

John Anderson testified that we need a place to start and per-
haps even plastic containers would be the place to start.

Rep. Densmore asked who is responsible to pick up litter in
Marion Co. and City of Salem.

John Anderson testified it is the Dept. of Public Works respon-
sibility.

Rep. Densmore asked how many employees are doing the job at
the present time.

John Anderson testified it is a matter of frustration now but
there are two or three men doing it and that more people are
needed; therefore more funds are needed. He further testified
that at the present time approximately $20,000 is being spent
a year.

Rep. Densmore requested to know how much more it would cost to
do the job adequately.

John Anderson stated it would be about five times or $100,000 a
year.

Gene Lindholm testified against HB 1036. It was his testimony
that no one item can be blamed for the litter problem and that
action against beer and beverage containers would not solve the
problem. He did point out that they realize it is necessary

to preserve the beauty of our nation and that it is not going
to come about overnight. He testified that the 5¢ deposit
would not solve the problem. He urged the Committee to oppose
HB 1036. He submitted a copy of his testimony and a graph to
the Committee.

Rep. Densmore inquired as to the percentage of returned bottles.

Gene Lindholm testified about three per-cent of bottles are
returned.

Rep. Martin inquired as to how many jobs would be lost if the
non-returnable bottle were not used.




HB 1036 Page 3

March 11, 1971

Gene Lindholm testified there would be from 80 upwards. He
further testified that several thousand pounds have been re-
turned but the rate of return is not as high as it originally
was.

Rep. Densmore stated that Lindholm was implying that the gent-
lemen from British Columbia had left out some facts.

Gene Lindholm testified to the fact that the loss of jobs
should be of great interest to then.

Earl Moore testified in favor of HB 1036 and was in favor of a
deposit on return:of containers. Their concern was the farm
people who had to contend with bottles in their fields; that
sometimes they would show up in their grains or hay and that
this is a problem to them. He testified that they have been in
favor of such a bill for a number of years.

Rep. Howard asked if the Grange endorsed total litter clean up.

Earl Moore testified that they would endorse it.

Rep. Densmore asked if there seemed to be more of a problem
with Lbottles than with cans.

Earl Moore testified it is possibly because they are easier to
throw a greater distance.

Rep. Howard asked where Earl Moore thought the stores were
going to store these bottles and cans.

Earl Moore testified that he wasn't sure but that we need to
start to clean up the bottle situation.

Jim Raabe testified against HB 1036 because the soft drink bottle
was not the only container causing the litter problem and that
the deposit on the containers would not solve the problem because
other containers are discarded as litter and people do not re-
turn the bottles. He showed films of various other bottles

for comparison of disposing these items to disposing of soft
drink bottles. He suggested other uses such as the asphalt
industry as a means of disposing of glass bottles. He stated

he wished to submit further testimony within a two-week period.

Rep. Densmore questioned how he would interpret Lines 33 on
Page 2 "Non~Alcholic beverages".

Jim Raabe testified it would be soft drinks,
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Rep. Densmore asked Jim Raabe if he would support the bill if
they were to strike out the words "goft drinks" if he would
support the bill,

Jim Raabe testified he would but would hope that it would
cover all beverage containers which are contributing to the
solid waste problem.

Rep. Macpherson asked if Mr. Raabe was speaking for all the
bottling association.

Jim Raabe testified he was representing all of them.

Rep. Macpherson asked how much was spent on the operation on
year.,

Jim Raabe testified that it was about $75,000 for the soft
drink industry.

Rep. Macpherson stated that HB 1036 is not the whole concept
of the Committee and that HB 1039 which has been proposed
gets into other matters. It is not intended to get all waste
solved but only cans and bottles.

Jim Raabe agreed that this is true and thought the ideas behind
HB 1039 were very good, from his own personal view.

Rep. Macpherson asked if Raabe filled his own bottles.

Jim Raabe testified that he d4did.

Rep. Macpherson stated that there is a trend in the industry to
do away with guys such as Raabe,.

Jim Raabe testified that the answer to the problem was not only
the non-returnable bottle and should consider the loss of jobs.

Rep. Macpherson asked if he would support a tax on all containers.

Jim Raabe agreed he would, probably about three per~cent of the
cost of the package, but only as an individual bottler.

Rep. Howard asked if he would support the new bill being proposed.

Jim Raabe testified he would have to read the bill.
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John Gallagher testified against HB 1036 because it would
eliminate jobs. He testified to the effect that they could
recycle products rather than have the non-returnable banished.
He testified they are recycling scrap material in their plants.
He testified that approximately 20% of the 400 people in their
plant would lose their jobs. He further testified that they
are making reusable containers such as paint and varnish. He
testified they have been in full support and participated in
the "Keep America Beautiful" plan and SOLV and that they are
fully aware of the problem of litter and solid waste. He
testified that the beverage container was only a small part of
the solid waste which will only be solved by different approaches
and different methods and it would not be by tax or deposit on
the one-way containers and that the deposit would be more than
the original cost of the package. He stated that we should

not only look at just the beer and liquor but look at all the
situation. He then read the percentages of types of litter
picked up in a survey and testified that the major problem

was not the beverage container. He further testified that
there as many cans for other things as beer and beverage and
that there were more returnable glass than non-returnable and
yet he had not heard of any legislature to place a deposit on
corrugated container, or other food containers, and did not
feel that the beer and beverage can should be picked out.

He stated he would ask Legislature to look at the fact that

it was the request of the public for the one-way containers

and that any tampering with this situation could cause drastic
harm and further testified that it would cause greater infla-
tion, loss of jobs, and place a burden on the stores receiving
the returned cans and bottles as well as giving cause to the
Health Department for routine inspections at the stores. He
also testified that according to a survey in the ghettos in New
York that even though there was a 5¢ deposit on the bottles
they were not returned. He again stated the public does not
want returnable bottles and it will be up to the public to
clean up their environment. He stated that they certainly are
willing to help the litter situation and that they are presently
recycling glass, plastics and paper and that the Glass Blowers
Association will recycle any glass brought to them. He testi-
fied that they do not believe HB 1036 is the answer to the litter
problem and would hope that the Committee will get help from
the the Natural Resources Recovery Act in solid waste management.

Rep. Martin pointed out that the can people have not been very
responsible in the litter problem but the glass people certainly
have been concerned and have been here and that the can people
have not been present and further stated that rather than the
can people just saying this won't work they make some suggestion
to contribute to the cleaning up of the litter problem in Oregon.
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John Gallagher stated that they have developed collection
boxes at all Oregon, Calif. and Washington plants and have
are certainly willing to recycle all types of containers if
the public will return them,

Rep. Martin asked if he had heard of other bill that would
tax containers of the beverage variety 1/4¢ and what Mr.
Gallagher's feeling were about the bill.

John Gallagher testified that he would not be able to comment
on the bill until he had read it in detail. However, it was
his opinion that one or two industries should not be picked
out and that all people should share in it alike.

Rep. Howard stated that the new Industry Tax Bill would place
a tax on certain articles but once we get started down this
path by taxing bottles and cans and the Legislature saw which
other containers were not being picked up we could come back
and place a tax on these items. This would be a vehicle to
start. He assured Mr. Gallagher he would send him a copy of
HB 1039

John Gallagher asked if additional hearings on either or both
bills would be heard.

Rep. Martin stated there would be additional hearings.

William Wessinger testified that he wanted to discuss HB 1039.

He submitted a two-page analysis of the bill. He testified
against HB 1036 in that it is discriminatory and that the
people do not want a returnable bottle and have proven this by
not returning bottles on which they have paid a deposit. He
submitted a tabkle of comparisons of the four different types of
containers. He further testified that they would look at it as
a work opportunity for youngsters on the week ends and during
the summer months. He testified that perhaps the new bill was
the answer to the problem and was certainly better than HB 1036
in that it did not attack only one industry.

Richard Hicks testified against HB_1036 because he felt it

would move the garbage from the streets and highways to the
stores and homes thus creating a health hazard. He testified

he would like to see extensive legislation pass rather than only
a single item which is contributing to the problem. He further
stated that the people who want the convenience of the bottles
should carry the burden.

Rep. Macpherson asked Mr. Hicks what his proposal for selving
the waste problem in Oregon was.
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Richard Hicks testified that it is for us to go into a broad
section and reduce the splintering that is taking place in
legislature of this bill. He suggested that perhaps bottle
depots would solve the problem in keeping the bottles and cans
out of the stores. '

Due to the house convening the meeting was adjourned at 11:50.

Respectfully submitted,

Committee Clerk
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HOUSE STATE AND FEDERAL AFFAIRS

SUB COMMITTEE MEETING
March 18, 1971 8:00 A.M. 105 Capitol

Members Present: Rep. Jack Anunsen, Vice Chairman
Rep. Gordon Macpherson
Rep. Albert H. Densmore
Rep. Norman R. Howard

Delayed: Rep. Roger E. Martin, Chairman

Witnesses: Don Waggoner, Peoples Lobby
Mr. John Peacentini, Plaid Pantry
Jack Foster, Emerald Canning Co.
Gordon Bronk, Glass Bottle Blowers AssocC.
William E. Stone, Shasta Beverages
Lou Norris, Oregon Retail Council
Elton Hout ‘
Ken Lemke, Owens Illinois
Kel Keller, Glass Container Mfgrs. Instit.,Inc.
Harold Carson, Oregon Independent Retail Grocers

Representative Gordon Macpherson called the meeting to order
for purposes of taking testimony on HB 1036 and HB 1949.

Rep. Anunsen arrived shortly and assumed the Chair.

Don Waggoner testified against HB 1049 and in favor of HB 1036.
He submitted charts showing comparison of the two bills. He also
stated that a survey on litter pick up would be made on March 20
and that the litter would be analyzed and a report made on the
project. He recommended that the Committee pass HB 1036 without
amendment.

Rep. Martin entered the hearing and continued as Chairman.

Rep. Martin pointed out that HB 1036 does not providé any means
of putting money into the fund for cleaning up litter.

Don Waggoner stated that one-half million dollars should be taken
from the General Fund as provided in HB 1949.

Rep. Howard pointed out that the bottles would be picked up for
5¢ but the other litter would be left behind and asked what
would be done with the litter which was left behind. He further
stated that there should be no reason why we should go give times
higher on the deposit than any other state and also stated that
this is no compromise.




* HB 1036,  HB 1949

March 18, 1971 , Page 2

HB 1036 HB 1949

Rep. Martin asked Don Waggoner if he would only support HB 1036
only as it is written and no other bill. He stated that the
people in Oregon are more concerned Wlth,the entire litter
problem than in bottles and cans.

Mr. John Peacentini testified in favor of HB 1036 and stated

that at the time he began the program of collecting the bottles
and cans he received an offer from Owens Illinois to help him
by accepting the glass he had collected.

Rep. Martin complimented Mr. Peacentini for his efforts in
helping with the litter problem. .

Rep. Howard asked Mr. Peacentini if he thought 5¢ was needed to
bring back a beer bottle.

Mx . Peacentini stated'he didn't feel 5¢ was needed and that if
the industry paid 1l¢ they would get results.

John Foster testified against HB 1036. He testified that only 5%
of the litter in the United States is soft drink bottles and 95%

is solid waste. He further stated that the solid waste problem

is the true answer and further stated that bottles would be allowed
to come in and go out of the state without a tax. He introduced

- to the Committee a returnable bottle which has a twist-off cap

just put out by Coca-Cola. He stated he did not feel HB 1036

would solve the problem.

Rep. Martin asked John Foster what he thought of HB 1949.

John Foster .stated that it is very well written and covers a
broader basis. He stated he could live with it even thought he
didn't like -it. :

Gordon Bronk testified against HB 1036 and stated it did not solve
any problem. He urged the Committee to withhold approval of HB 1036.

William E. Stone testified against HB 1036. He stated that their
business is strictly in non~returnable containers and they would
be required to carry double inventory. He pointed out that the
people from Washington would take advantage of the price 51tuatlon
if a tax is placed on containers.

Rep. Macpherson asked Mr. Stone what one or two cents would do to
themnm.

William E. Stone stated they could live with the one or two cent -
but that the return of containers from distances is the problem.
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HB 1036 HB 1949

Lou Norris testified against HB 1036. He submitted a copy of
his testimony to the Committee along with a pamphlet from Elgin
Salle on a proposal to restrict non-returnable containers from
a survey conducted by American Can Co.

Rep. Densmore stated that while he does not believe it would
solve the solid waste problem, he believes . it would alleviate it.

Elton Hout testified that in his opinion litter and solid waste
should be separate.

Ken Lemke testified against HB 1036 and submitted a copy of
his testimony to.the Committee.

Kel Keller submitted copies of his testimony to the Committee.
He stated he only wanted to supply the Committee with information.

Rep. Macpherson requested that Kel Keller furnish him with a list
- of the government officials in other Providences who gave him

the information, what the source was, who was considering enacting

legislation and who he could write to to verify his testimony.

Kel Keller stated that he would get the information.

Harold Carson testified against HB_ 1036 and stated that after
reading HB 1949 he would submit it to their people since it seems
to be the answer to the problem. He suggested that the OLCC try
the program of accepting their bottles back at the rate of 5¢ for
a period of two years to see if the program would work. He stated
that perhaps HB 1949 would be the vehicle for a compromlse to the
problem.

There was no further testimony heard at this time.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:55 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

'?7ZZ522;/;Z;Z 4
ittee Clerk

Tape
Side 1 Reading 508 - 638
Side 2 Reading 0 - 381
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Rep. Martin stated the Committee had received proposed amendments
to HB 1415 from the League of Oregon Cities and has been made a part
of the record.

HB 1949 HB 1036

Don Waggoner submitted to the Committee a report on the litter
survey made March 20. He testified that there is a tendency for
people to throw away throw-aways along side the road than the
returnable bottles. He further stated that if people are going to
return containers they will take them back in the packaging. He
stated that the litter picked up was turned in and that the bottles
were redeemed for $11.00 and had HB 1036 been in effect the refund
would have been $880.00. He further stated that if we are going to
get containers back we must have a deposit and HB 1949 does not give
any incentive in any way for the people to bring back the containers
and it would not incourage the return of packaging whereas HB 1036
does. He stated that HB 1949 is worse than no bill at all and if

HB 1036 is not passed he would request that no bill be passed.

Rep. AuCoin urged the Committee to pass HB 1036 and stated that

HB 1036 would do more than anything else to create incentive for
litter pick up, bottles and containers not to be thrown on the
highways and this preventative measure is most needed in the State
of Oregon. He urged the Committee to pass HB 1036.

John Mosser testified that HB 1949 was drafted to meet the challenge
from Blitz Weinhard and questioned what it would do to promote re-
cycling by reuse. He stated HB 1949 provides a competitive advantage
for standard reusable containers. HB 1036 insures that all con-
tainers will be branded and the reason for that is that it places a
value on the container, and in order to protect themselves from
paying to get back something they don't want they are going to
militate in favor of the can. He stated he believed this is the
most important in the environmental difference in the bills and
therefore warned the Committee that almost nobody likes this feature.
He stated that HB 1949 provides 1/4 cent a container subsidy to the
operator of any redemption center which will see that the materials
are reused in a manufacturing process and will pay 1/2 cent or more
per container to the person bringing the container to the redemption
center. He stated HB 1036 does nothing to encourage recycling by
salvage of materials. He asked what HB 1036 does to prevent litter.
He stated HB 1949 funds several programs. He stated he did not feel
HB 1036 or any other program is going to prevent litter and that a
five cent deposit will not pursuade anyone who is drinking in the
car not to dispose of the evidence, and HB 1036 would not guarantee
that the slobs would haul their bottles and cans out from the camp
site nor would it prevent the vandals from smashing bottles just for
the fun of it. He felt more was needed than a five cent deposit to
clean up the litter.
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HB 1949 HB 1036

Rep. Lee Johnson testified against HB 1949 and stated it would not
even pay for the litter it would create let along clean up the
other litter. He stated it may contribute to, rather than dis-
courage the use of non-returnable containers. He further stated
that if a tax is going to be imposed that it be a tax that will be
sufficient to clean up the problem it causes. He strongly urged
the Committee to reject the philosophy of HB 1949 and go back to
HB 1036. He thought that the idea of a single type of bottle was
good and that the idea could be included in HB 1036 and that the
$450,000 from the Highway Fund could also be included in HB 1036
by a simple amendment.

Rich:Chambers asked the Committee not to short change Oregon citizens
by recommendation of HB 1949.

Ellis Entram testified against HB 1949 and stated that it is not
going to solve the problem but is only going to make litterers
out of the people.

Norman Dobyns submitted literature from American Can Co. He
testified that American Can is doing something about the present
litter problem and that Oregon is not the only state with the
problem. He requested that the Committee not act on HB 1949 or
HB 1036 but wait for Congress to act.

John LaSalle testified in favor of HB 1036. He felt that HB 1949 was
too weak. He stated that the problem of bottles and cans can be
rectified somewhat by HB 1036 and anything else would be backing

away from the problem.

There was no further testimony to be heard.
The meeting was adjourned at 10:26 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Tape
Side 1, Reading 208 - 615
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HOUSE STATE AND FEDERAL AFFAIRS

SUB COMMITTEE WORK SESSION
March 23, 1971 4:10 P.M. 105 Capitol

Members Present: Rep. Roger E. Martin, Chairman
Rep. Jack Anunsen, Vice Chairman
Rep. Gordon Macpherson
Rep. Albert Densmore

Absent: Rep. Norman R. Howard

Rep. Roger Martin, Chairman called the meeting to order.

Rep. Jack Anunsen moved that HB 1205 be moved to Back of Book.
The clerk called the roll with Martin, Anunsen, Macpherson and
Densmore voting Aye, and Howard absent. The motion carried.

Rep. Jack Anunsen moved that HB 1115 be moved to Back of Book
The clerk called the roll with Martin, Anunsen, Macpherson and
Densmore voting Aye, and Howard absent. The motion carried.

Rep. Jack Anunsen moved that HB 1140 be moved to Back of Book.
The clerk called the roll with Martin, Anunsen, Macpherson and
Densmore voting Aye, and Howard absent. The motion carried.

Rep. Jack Anunsen moved that HB 1274 be Tabled. The clerk
called the roll with Martin, Anunsen, Macpherson and Densmore
voting Aye, and Howard absent. The motion carried.

Rep. Jack Anunsen moved that HB 1332 be Tabled. The clerk
called the roll with Martin, Anunsen, Macpherson and Densmore
voting Aye, and Howard absent. The motion carried.

Rep. Gordon Macpherson moved that HB 1036 be passed to Full
Committee with Do Pass recommendation. The clerk called the
roll with Densmore and Macpherson voting Aye, Martin and Anunsen

voting Nay¢ Rep. Howard absent. The motiormr carried.

Rep. Gordon Macpherson moved that HB 1949 be Tabled. The clerk
called roll with Anunsen, Densmore and Macpherson voting Aye and
Martin voting Nay, and Rep. Howard absent. The motion carried.

Rep. Jack Anunsen moved that HB 1396 be Tabled. The clerk called
roll with Anunsen, Macpherson and Martin voting Aye and Densmore
voting Nay, and Rep. Howard absent. The motion carried.

Rep. Martin moved that HB 1407 be moved to Back of Book. The clerk
called the roll. The vote was unanimously Aye with Rep. Howard
absent. The motion carried.




HOUSE STATE AND FEDER AFFAIRS

SUB COMMITTEE WORK SESSION

March 24, 1971 5:00 P.M, 105 Capitol

Members Present: Rep. Jack Anunsen, Vice Chairman
Rep. Gordon Macpherson
Rep. Albert Densmore
Excused: Rep. Roger E. Martin, Chairman

Absent: Rep. Norman R. Howard

Representative Anunsen called the meeting to order.

Rep. Gordon Macpherson moved that the amendments which he
had prepared, Steven Haas had drafted and Rep. Anunsen

had suggested, to HB 1036 be adopted. The clerk called the
roll with Anunsen, Macpherson and Densmore voting Aye, Rep.
Martin excused and Rep. Howard absent. The motion carried.

There was no further business to come before the Committee.
The meeting was adjourned at 5:05 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Kg///w

ittee Cler

Tape
Side 2, Reading 428 - 431
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HB 1336

place. He stated Dr. Westgarth, another doctor and Legislative
Council had prepared amendments to HB 1336 at his request and

had submitted them to the Committee on March 19, The amendments
applied to Section 1, Sub 1 of the bill to basically require a

label on the containers detergents are sold in, stating whether or
not the detergent itself is biodegradeable. Also the provisions

of the amendments would require the manufacturer of the detergent to
reveal on the label exactly what all the active and inactive
ingredients of the compound is. He further stated that he would
anticipate putting a sticker on each package coming into the state.

Rep. Anunsen moved that the proposed amendments to HB 1336 be
adopted. The clerk called the roll with Rep. Anunsen, Densmore,
Macpherson and Martin voting Aye and Rep. Howard voting Nay. The
motion carried.

Rep. Anunsen moved that HB 1336 be passed to Full Committee as amended
with Do Pass recommendation. The clerk called the roll with Rep.
Anunsen, Densmore, Macpherson and Martin voting Aye, Rep. Howard
voting Nay. The motion carried.

HB 1036 HB 1949

Rep. Macpherson stated that he must report to the Committee that this
morning he had received another concept along with all the others
that had been offered to the Committee. It was suggested to him by
Mr. Wessinger that the Committee combine HB 1036 and HB 1949 and
make HB 1949 effective now and let it run for a couple of years and
let HB 1036 become effective July, 1973. To have legislation take
a look at HB 1949 over the next couple of years and if they like
what they saw théy could repeal HB 1036 in 1973 and if they didn't
like what they saw they could leave the matter on the books. He
stated that Mr. Wessinger had been progressive in trying to find
alternatives to the bill which he does not like and would thank Mr.
Wessinger for the efforts and his own money he had spent to try to
bring an alternative proposal.

Rep. Howard moved that HB 1949 be taken from the Table. The clerk
called the roll with Rep. Anunsen, Densmore, Howard and Martin voting
Aye and Rep. Macpherson voting Nay. The motion carried.

Rep. Anunsen moved that HB 1036 be passed to Full Committee as amended
with a Do Pass recommendation. He stated that he is also interested
in HB 1949 but does not think they should go as a package, and per-
haps both of them should be passed because they both speak to
different elements but if the Committee is going in two stages he

felt each body should vote on them separately and would endorse some
changes in HB 1949, potentially, and pass it out also, but not today.
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Rep. Howard stated he could not vote to pass HB 1036 without knowing
during this coming summer, the Highway Department out on the roads
with a crew of college students or high school students cleaning

up the State of Oregon and he thought anyone driving on the road can
see the litter in the State. He stated if we are going to clean

up the litter we should get on with the job. He also stated he
would not take a chance that the Committee would pass out HB 1036
and then later decide to put HB 1949 back on the Table. He stated
that it is a compromise they have been trying to reach for the last
four years. He further stated he believed there is an area of
compromise and that he couldn't compromise very well or in a very
strong position when one bill has already passed and the other is a
second issue.

" Rep. Densmore stated that it is a very tough decision to make on

both bills and stated that he would have to concurr with Rep. Anunsen
in that both bills have to stand on their own merit. It was his
feeling that the crucial guestion on the whole matter is not the
abetment of litter, and even the Governor's budget has some money in
it for litter pick up, but is that of solid waste abetment and the
only bill that really speaks to the guestion of abeting solid waste
and heading ourselves in the direction of reuse and recycling is

HB 1036.

Rep. Macpherson stated he had spent only a short period of time
studying the problem of litter compared to a lot of other people but
has learned quite a bit about it and one thing is that nobody agrees.
He stated industry has tried very hard to bring themselves together
and can't do it, it has been quite evident in the last few weeks, and
the representatives of Oregon industries have tried very hard to
bring their people together and they have after some difficulty
agreed to settle on a bill that would in effect be a general across-
the-board sales tax of one-tenth of one percent of the listed items.
One brewer, Mr. Wessinger, brings up the bill with a one-fourth

cent deposit on nonreturnables and the deposit be maintained on re-
turnables and also sets up the Scenic Protection Board. He stated he
knew of no one who had spent more time trying to figure out a solution
than Mr. Wessinger did. He stated he had talked to the grocers the
previous night and they couldn't agree with any deposit, they couldn't
agree with any of these and the only thing they want to do is ban

the nonreturnable altogether if we are going to have a deposit. Mr.
Wessinger's other plan, which is admirable too, is to combine the two
bills, but of course that gives the legislature the right to spend

as much on HB 1949 perhaps, as they would on initiative to prove they
can slick this State up. He stated he was satisfied they could do it
with that amount of money. He stated Shasta had testified they had
ninety percent production in non-returnable cans, who at this

point say they can live with a two cent deposit. He also statéd Mr.
Wessinger had told him on occassion that they do not like the deposit
concept but they sell beer, not containers, and they could live with
something less than five cents but didn't know where that was. He
pointed out that no one has ever come in and offered any amendments
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to HB 1036 from the industry, and the only amendments received were
from Rep. Anunsen. He stated that he had spent 20 to 25 hours in
the last two weeks, he has offered a compromise in every way he

knew how to offer a break to retailers, five cents out, four cents
back giving the retailer a one cent allowance to take care of the
bottles, to lower the deposits, to make different types of deposits
on different types of containers, common container, returnable
container, cans and nothing seems to satisfy. He felt the general
public is satisfied and the deposit concept is what they want and
felt the public is right and does support HB_1036. He stated he
remains open for a compromise on the amount of deposit, kinds of
deposits, any ideas about redemption centers and recycling to get
the stuff out of the solid waste stream. He stated HB_1036 has
gotten more editorial support than any tax program that has been
brought before this legislature and has gotten more citizen support
and felt that anything less than HB 1036 would mean to the voters
that once again legislation has broken faith with the voters on this
issue. He stated that three years ago industry knew that this
legislation was serious about this problem and since that time the
only thing they did was come and testify against a deposit concept
and no one during that interim period offered any amendments to

HB 1036, and in fact one gentlemen, who is probably the reason for
the tax credit bill, came to the very last hearing during the interim,
after two years of hearing, and stated that that was the first time
he had heard about the Committee and what they are going. He stated
he would excuse him but thought we have to find some other way to
solve these problems and cannot turn our backs on the problem. He
told the representatives of the industry present that he did not feel,
and he was sure how the vote was going to go, that legislature is not
going to compromise and therefore he would join Rep. Anunsen in his
feelings about HB 1036 and HB 1949.

Rep. Martin asked where the tax credit is coming from and stated it
was his opinion it should be tied into HB 1036.

Rep. Macpherson stated that if the people who are going to be affected
felt during the last two years that there should be a tax credit tied
into HB 1036 he would like to take a look at their amendments. He
also stated that it is only now that the proponents of the measure
find that maybe we should do that and salvage somebody's obsolent
equipment. He stated that they are two separate issues altogether

and that Steve Haas could write the bill.

Mr. Haas stated that he would read it over and was sure he could
have something on it.

Rep. Martin asked the clerk to call the roll on Rep. Anunsen's motion
to pass HB 1036 to full committee as amended with Do Pass recommen-—
dation. ~The vote was unanimously Aye with all members present. The
motion carried.




Lo STATEIENT OF OREGON RETAIL COUNCIL
ON SENATE BILL 194 & HOUSE BILL 1036
SENATE COMMITTEL ON CONSUMER AFFAIRS

March 10, 1971
Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee,

T am Lou Norris, Director of the Oregon Retail Council, a division of Associated
Oregon Industries. The statement I present is on behalf of our retail members who

are directly affected by Senate Bi1l 194 and House Bill 1036.

1t is not a pleasant task to appear in opposition to a concept which seemingly is

supported by large members of the citizens in our state.

What we are dealing with in House Bill 1036 and Senate Bill 194 1s a very simple
concept which is supposed to solve a very complex problem., Unfortunately, we just

don't have a simple problem to match the simple concept.

House Bill 1036 and Senate Bill 194 are directly addressed, singularly, to the 1lit-

ter problem.

In examining the concept, we are forced to admit if the sale of malt beverages and
soft drinks were totally abolished we would be making no appreciable progress to-

wards solving the problems associated with solid waste.
A national study of packaging in solid waste revealed that packaging constituted
only 137% of the total solid waste. Glass bottles and metal cans accounted for only

3.9% of the total.

The concept embodied in HB 1036 and SB 194 is that government shall prohibit sales
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at retail of spirituous liquors, wines, malt heverages and soft drinks in containers

unless each such container carries a refundable deposit value of at least 5 cents.

In plain language, it means there will no longer be such a thing as a non-returnable

beverage container, The bill does not directly ban the sale of non-recusable bev-

erage cans and bottles, but it would seem abundantly clear that is what the sponsors

of the measure hope will happen,

A much more forthright approach would be to prohibit the sale of beverages in non-

reusable containers,

Is there anything fundamentally wrong for a processor to package his product in a
non-reusable container? On the contrary; the benefits so far exceed the cost that

it would be ridiculous to even think of a general ban on all non-reusable containers.

The processing of fruits and vegetables is a giant industry in Oregon. It is the
non=-reusable container that makes it possible for Oregon grown products to be com-
plete in practically every market in the free world. Oregon Food Processors canned
18,206,785 cases of vegetables and fruit in 1964 and all were packed in non-reusable

containers.

Now we ask why it is any more wrong to put a malt beverage or a soft drink in a non-
reusable container than it is a green bean? What justification is there for re-
quiring a 5 cent deposit on a malt beverage or soft drink container than there is a

bean container?

The question in the minds of the proponents of SB 194 and HB 1036 answers itself, It
is to stop the littering from malt and soft drink beverage containers. While the

figure may be subject to some dispute, most authorities agree that approximately
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1 percent of the beer and soft drink containers wind up as litter, and that the

remaining 99 percent is disposed of in the intended manmner.

Many people have developed tunnel vision when it comes to approaching the litter
problem. They can't see anything but bottles and cans. We would not deny that
beverage bottles and cans are there in great numbers, but anyone who is willing to
walk a mile of any road in Oregon will quickly discover bottles and cans are not

the only form of litter,

We know of one who contends that with a 5 cent mandatory refund bottles, cans and

other forms of litter will disappear. What they do contend is that when bottles

and cans do appear along our highways, adults and children will pick them up.

This is hardly the type of unsupervised activity the legislature of the State of
Oregon could advocate, When the highway department sends their own workmen along

the highways, they light them up like Christmas trees.

The Labor Department will not allow children to even go near a machine on a farm,
but now we are going to advocate as a matter of public policy children become

scavengers,
Will such a compulsory refund work? No one really knows —- the only experiment
closely resembling what is proposed in SB 194 and HB 1036 was tried in the state

of Vermont.

The Vermont experiment was a ban on non-returnable glass containers. Cans were not

affected, After four years the law was allowed to expire.

A report issued by the Vermont State Litter Commission concluded:
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"The ban on non-returnable glass containers has not lessened the

quantity of roadside litter."

Incidentally, the Vermont Litter Commission examined in some detail the death of
animals from hardware disease. A questionnaire sent to 12 leading veterinary col-
leges revealed out of 1406 animal victims of the ailment, 58% of the penetrating
body was identified as wire, 36% some variety of nails, and 6% miscellaneous metal.

Glass was not found to be significant.

Preponents place great reliance on the British Columbian experience. But not in one
single Instance have the proponents mentioned beer i1s not sold through grocery
stores. The refund on solf drink beverages became effective January 1, 1971 and we

would suggest the dead of winter is not the best time to measure the results.

One might suspect the compulsory refund in Canada on malt beverages is more for the

purpose of protecting domestic brewers in B.C. than to protect the environment.

Let me read just one sentence from a letter I received from Mr. R. A. Smoker, Cen-
eral Manager, Pacific Brewers Warehousing Limited:

"This law affected canned beer and imported malt beverages only,

as all bottles used in the brewery industry in British Columbia

are returnable bottles and have always had a refundable value of

25 cents per dozen."

Mr. Smoker goes on to say the refunds will increase the price spread between can

and imported beer and his members' beer to 35 cents per dozen.

SB 194 and HB 1036 contain no provisions as to how the law would actually be im-

plemented. It contains no provisions for promulgating any rules or regulations to
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administer the act. It conveniently dumps all of the problem in industry's lap.

What is going to be required of the retailer? If he merely offers a refund of 5
cents on each container, does that satisfy the requirements of the law or must he

actually collect a deposit?

Does a food retailer have to accept brands of beverage containers he does not sell?

Is there any limit on the numbers of beverage containers a retailer must accept?

Suppose the Boy Scouts are going door-to-door asking for bottles rather than money

and they end up with 5,000 containers. Does a food retailer have to buy them?

The equilibrium between the containers sold and containers returned will never be
perfect, How do you take care of the retailer who may receive twice as many bottles

as he sells?

One owner of a large number of convenient commercial markets told me he receives

back only about 45 percent of the returnables he sells,

Will every gas station, department store or government office building that sells

soft drinks have to accept bottles?

Will the establishment of redemption centers as has been dome in British Columbia

be all that is required?

Food retailers simply cannot become disposal sites for empty malt and soft drink
containers. There are health problems involved, but the primary concern of a com-

pulsory refund are the costs and space requirements.
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Real estate comes high to the food retailer - space is valuable. The human hand
is an expensive machine. Retailers cannot afford to utilize either something as
non-productive as storing, sorting, carting and counting empty beverage containers

unless prices are increased to the consumer.

If he continues to sell non-reusable containers, what is he to do with them? Since
they are not reusable, they must be disposed of as solid waste. Is the distributor
going to pilck them up and dispose of them? Why shouldn't the purchaser put them in

the garbage where they belong?

One final comment -- no one is forcing the non-returnable containers on the con-
sumer. He or she is selecting the container by cholice. Each time a prospective
malt beverage or soft drink purchaser goes to the supermarket, they can hold thedr
own election. They can elect to buy their beverage in a returnable or a non-return-
able container. No one forces the decision. In fact, the beverage packed in the
returnable container is the better consumer buy. If the polls are correct that 86
percent of the people favor non-returnables, then all they have to do is act with

the same conviction as they talk,

In closing, let me quote from a report of a group that spent 16 months examining
the litter problem:

"Over-reaction by frightened environmentalists or crash programs

by government will only compound what is already a complicated

problem. Sensible solutions properly timed and structured will

meet the needs of the people of Oregon without severe dislocation

to the economy or industry."

HB 1036 and SB 194 are crash programs, improperly timed and will cause severe

economic distress for everyone connected with the beverage industry.




XK

gfaw ol (57 Dlawers /455@0&01&15@5?
/ : E ‘ O
» GoED .

MaDE

/

Local Union No. 114 v
/\/Jf V(o Q‘jj -@‘:‘é};:ﬁs : p '\‘\_L.Q ,
X g i,a '
() QJAV e f{;ﬁrva }511

s 2 March 9, 1971
i f ‘Cg"u
PAYd
ﬁ\\\ (\7(‘\ . ' J

Mr: Madam: Chairman & Committee Members

T would like to express my opposition to H, B. 1036 and S. B. 194 which
in context are nearly identical. After attending many hearings sincé
1969, listening to support for and against the various bills pertain-
ing to solid waste and '"Ban the Bottle" and "can" legislation. -March
1, 1971 and March 3, 1971, we heard testiﬁony of many citizens claim~
ing that a 5¢ deposit would cure theilittér problem and that Industries
only concern was the financial burden it_wduld impose on them. March
lst and 3rd, we hgard testimony that Industry had been given a chance
to rectify the litter problem pertaining to non-returnable bottles

and cans, Industry was accused of attempting to pacify people with
their re~claiming‘and re~cycling program, which incidenply, is established
on a permaneﬁt basis in many 1ocation§ écross the nation. We heard

testimony that re-cycling has got to be the answer, then in the next

breath they said it was not working.

If the re-cycling is not working, then possibly someone here could tell
me where the 75-100 tons of glass comes from that Owens-Illinois purchases

from citizens and civic groups nearly every week since'July 1, 1970,

The total glass reclaimed at the Portland Plant since July 1, 1970 has .

recentlv exceeded the two million %ea& and is rapidly doubllne in volume
,j/ 5"4.‘)0 20O
week by week,




It was obvious at the Mérch st hearing as well as March 3rd, that a
great deal of testimony was of emotional 6rigin and well planned.
However, if we were all to act on our fmotions there would be far
more serious prbblems'than‘a beer bottle or a can along the highways.
No one thing or'acf can cure this problem of littering whethér it be

a beer bottle or a paper box. 'Many citizens and Government Represent-
‘atives presented testimony that re-cycling was not working, that
statement was groundless, and I have to disagree with them along with
the attorney General lee Johngon, who is obviOusly more versed in

criminal law than on the litter problem.

I would 1iké to comment on some of the statements made by proponents
favoring tﬁe bill., First, I would like to comment in contrast to
Rep@ Hamenrgns's remarks about nevs media being more than generous
on its coverage, "at least on the negative point of view". I hope

the news media will be as generous to opponents of the bill,

Another question I would like to ask is what happens to all the malt
liquor, wine and Government controlled whiskey bottles in British Columbia
that Mr. John Buckleys testimony failed to mention along with expertly
evading the question of how many jobs were affected by-the required 2¢

deposit on beer and some beverage containers.

Please don't misunderstand my feelings as I have lived in Oregon myself
for 25 years. I am also an ardent hunter and fisherman. There is not

a soul in Oregon that appreciates the beauty of our state more than I.




There is nothing I can think of that is more disgusting than to hike
into a remote. area and find where some slob has strewn his garbage

J

all over the area.

My local union has been involved a great deal in finding a solution to
the litter problem through personal contact, advertising and education.
We realize that the ultimate goal of all environmentalists is to have

the beauty of our nation preserved for us and those who follow us.

We all must realize this is not going to come about overnight. Too
wany of us expect to solve or clean up overnight which took some

thoughtless persons years to mess up, but we must not give up.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I contend that imposing a 5¢ deposit on

each container would force industry to return to théAreturnable
contajuner which would affect other industry such as trucking, bottling
and retail grocers and last but not least would result in the loss of
many jobs in the Portland Plant of Owens-Illinois Glass Company. We
must all agreevthat in view of our states unemployment rate that another
lay-off is the last thing we need, so representatives and senators, I
urge you to oppose H.B.-1036and S.B. 194, In view of the economical
impact it would have on the people of Oregon and friends of mine and

members of the Glass Bottle Blowers Association.

Sincerely,

Ly %%?
INLAU ) L

Gene R. Lindholm
" Vice-President - G.B.B.A.
, " : Local 112
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GORDON J. BRONK, PRESIDENT
445 B, E, 155TH PLAGE
PORTLAND, UREGON 972233

254-4318

= March 16, 1971

' Mr: Madam: Chairman: Members of the Committea: |

My name is Gordon Bronk, I reside at 445 S, E. 155th Place,
Portland, Oregon,. I am-fresident of the Glass Bottle Blowers
Assocfation, Local Union Number 112, Today, 1 am speaking for _
the 400 plus members of our- union who are concerned over pend-
ing legislation in the Oregon Legislature. Our concern is dir-
ected at proposed legislation now before the Senate and the
house, which would in application of {its provisions eliminate’
all so-called non-returnable malt and soda beverage containers f
in our trade. ' The jobs of a great many of our members will be - t“
lost 1f this {111- conceived legislation is enacted into law, By o
singling out any one product or industry where numerous other
products that .contribute to litter escape the effects of the
legislation you will have to concede that this has to be a dis~ g
criminatory measure against Lhat product and industry° This
legislation wi]l not solve the lltter problem, but only leSSen
it by some minor degree perhaps. A far better anproach is one -
of re-cycling our present so-called waste'materials,'such as
my compan}, Owens-lllinols, Inc., is now doing with _used glass

and return them to the market in the same. or dlfferent forms.

PR
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I urge you, the legislature, to pursue a constructive approach

to solve our litter problems rather than the negative approach

" before you. If some types of containers are eliminated by law

vhat articles will be eliminated tommorrowz
‘ 7

I do not ‘believe that the members of this committee want to cause

economic injury to a 8ubstantial number of our citizens for the‘ -

| : |
. |

sake of an experiment. I am not going to,g&ve any statistics to :
‘ a

“this committee with any facts and figures in regard to our prob-

~lem of litter, becauSe I have ‘noted after attending several antf-

litter meetings that the opponents of anti Litter legislation are :

cross-examined when they give statistics and there seems to be a

~ certain-amount of doubt as to whether_the figures are authentic.

The same does not always apply to pr0ponentevfor the Bills. I
cannot emphasize too strongly that a container does not make
litter, it is the manner in which the empty.cOntainer is diSpoaed
of by a human being that makes litter. Our:local union and its
members are concerned about the serious problem of litter and we
have been very active in this area. I know a check with some of
your responsible people here will clarify this. We have passed

out thousands of litter bags through-out the statejand'furnished

hundreds of metal anti-litter signs to be put in State Parks.

No organization or body of citizens is more concerned about our

states solid waste management problems than the Glass Bottle

Blowers Association.: Members of the committee, I think you will

‘agree we sometimes get confused in words and phraseology, ‘Many

knowledgeable people refer to -the returnable bottle which is re-

l' filled and used again, as one being re- cycled actually it is

' \'
Lo
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being used a number of times for the sameépurposa. Re~-cycling is

reclaiming glass and melting it down to form new bottles andlothgf'

related products. Glass is often referred to as being non-degrad-~

! ‘
able, but crushed glass returns to the earih in almost the same

form of sand it was originally drawn from [he soil. The myth

. persists among well meaning group and individuals that to roﬂ} ‘

back progress and force the public to accept the returnable gbn-
_ £3

tainers would solve .our environmental problems. Realiéticélly,

we cannot single out a single Industry, a single segment of our

go&erhmeﬁt or q‘single eiémeﬁt of our ciQic society and place the
blame for our solid waste management problém, We should not seeﬁé
to place the blame, we should not seek to éenaliZe. It's time ;
work together towérd-realist@c solutions. iIn closing; 1 str;ngl
. urge the'Committee.td with-hold approval of this Bill and to'

institute studies to cope with the entire problem of litter and

solid waste control, not just a segment of certain industries.

Thank you sincérely for giving me the privilege bf.appeafing befor

you.

Sincérely,

s C S if

e




TESTIMONY PRESENTED TO THE HOUSE STATE AND FEDERAL
AFFAIRS COMMITTEE, CONCERNING H. B, 1036, MARCH 11, 1971,

I am Larry Williams, Executive Director of the Oregon Environmental Council,
The Council has offices at 1238 N. W. Glisan Street in Portland and 161 High Street,
S. E., in Salem, The Council is a coalition of 61 planning, sportsmen, and conser-
vation organizations and 1500 individual members,

At this time we would again like to go on record favoring House Bill 1036, We
believe that the only sure way to overcome the bottle and can litter problem along
our highways is to put a price on their collective heads, We feel it is only fair
that those who litter pay the price of clean~up. Although we would like to see a
10¢ deposit on each container of liquids sold in the state, the proposed 5¢ tax will
afford the incentive to return such containers as specified in this Bill.

In 1969 there were 126 million cans and 188 million bottles of beer sold in Oregon.
About half of these were in non-returnable containers, That means that 157 million
beer containers became solid waste, not to mention the larger numbers of soft drink
* containers which were not returned,

We are convinced that education alone will not overcome the litter problem. While
the value of a vigorous educational program must not be underestimated, we must
not, on the other hand, consider education the cure-all for deviant behavior. As

the writer, George Woodberry, put it, '"education has really only one basic factor,
one must want it."" For those who don't want education on littering, we must find

an alternate solution., The carbonated container deposit seems to be the most direct
and equitable answer,

Our concern for the use of flip-top containers extends beyond the litter problem into
the area of health hazards. The human problém is apparent when the metal

tabs are thrown about to become '"booby traps'' for bare feet. The real hazard,
however, is to fish and wildlife, There is no doctor around to mend a fish or seal's
stomach when they become severly cut through eating the flip-tops, which, filtering
through the water, resemble a succulent morsel to be gobbled up,

We further feel that revoking the license of any retailer selling beverage containers
without such a deposit is a justified punishment, It has become apparent that neither
bottlers nor citizens are sufficiently concerned about the great litter problem, a
menace to public health, to begin physically cleaning it up. This bill will provide the
incentive necessary, through economic means, to clean up this portion of our litter
and reduce our growing piles of solid waste. We urge you to pass this Bill out of
Committee with a ""do pass'' recommendation to the House of Representatives,

Thank you,

LW:jai
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U THE 'w‘\f\hs,_us-l{‘gsbrr\bmnx‘As'SOmAnon WOULD LIKE TO PRESENT TESTIMONY TODAY /HiCH

WILL PLACE IT'S POSITION ON THE SOLID WASTE PROBLEM SQUARELY BEFORE YOUR Cute
MITTEE IN SUCH A WAY AS TO AVOID ANY MISUNDERSTANDING OF OUR BOSITION Uil THIS
"aunsnon.

OUR ASBOCIATION REALLZES 'n(u' THE SOLID WASTE PROBLEM i8 A CRUCIAL EROHLIM
'=«NOT ONLY IN OREGON, BUT ,EVERYWHERE, VE BELIEVE INDUSTRY MUST ACCERT I1T°%
FAIR SHARE OF RESPONSIBILITY, BOTH PHYSICALLY AND FINANCIALLY, IN FINDING

A REASCNABLE SOLUTION FOR THIS PROBLEM AND ANY REASONABLE NON-D1SCRIMANATOLY
LEGISLATION DIRECTED TOWARDS THIS END, WILL BE SUPPORTED BY THE OREGON SOFT
DRINK ASSOCIATION, | .

IN VIEW OF THIS POSITION AND RECOGNIZING HOW DIFFICULT IT 1S FUR EACH [EGIS-
LATOR TO BECOMK FULLY AWARE OF ALL OF THE RAMIFICATIONS OF MODERN DAY PACKAGTNG
AND MARKETING, WE WOULD LIKE TO PRESENT A SERLES OF SLIDE FICTURES, WITH iag-
RATION, WHICH SHOULD BE HELPFUL IN FOCUSING YOUR ATTENTION ON THE SALIENT
FEATURES OF OUR INDUSTRY'S PROBLEMS AS RELATED TO SOLID WASTE,

TH1S PRESENTATION WILL ONLY TAKE AROUT ‘ Co .

/E




FOR YEARS THE SOFT DRINK COMPANIES EAVE BEEN IN COMPETITION WITH ONE ANOTHER , BUT
TOPAY THEY FACK ADDITIONAL COMPETITION IN THE MARKET PLACE FOR THE CONSUMIR'S
DRINK DOLLAR,

SLIDE M

NOTE THESE RELATIVELY NEW DRINKS. REMEMBER , 'THEY ARE DRINKS«=MOT JUICEL ., THESE

TWO SHOWN ARE ORANGE DRINK AND GRAPE DRINK. ]

SLIDE 42
ALS0, RELATIVELY MEW ON THE MARKET ARE VITAMIN DRINKS WHICH APPEAL T MUTHIES

AS A VITAMIN SUPPLEMENT FOR THEIR YOUNGSTERS.

SLIDE $3

AGAIN WE SEE SOME NEW PRODUCTS ON THE MARKET IN THE NEW HIGH-ENTRGY PRINKS, AND
ALS0, ON THE LEFT, FRULT DRINKS. ARE THESE NOT IN DIRECT CUMPETITION iITH <HAT
IS TERMED AS REGULAR SOFT DRINKS?

SLIDE #4

WE ARE ALL FANILIAR WITH THE MANY MANY NRW INSTANT FLAVORED DRINKS OHf THI MARKEY
TODAY-- '

SLIDE ¢5

AND HERR IS A PEREMNIAL OLD TIMER THAT HAS BEEN WITH US SINCE WE WERE ALL YOUNG
FOLKS -~ KOOL-ADE -- THE POWDERED DRINKS IN PACKAGES WHICH APPEAR TO 5F VERY
DISFOSABLE BUT REMEMBER, THESE PACKAG-ES ARE FOIL LINED AND VFRY DIFFICULT TG

DISPOSE OF,
BLIDE 96

NOW HERE WE HAVE A VERY INTERESTING COMPARISON. THE PACKAGE ON THE RTIGHT 75 THE

'REGULAR GATURADE WHICH IS FAMILIAR TO MOST OF YOU, THE PACKAGE ON THYE LEFT IS

THE SAME PRODUCT EXCEPT CO2 RAS BEEN ADDED TO MAKE IT CARBONATED. UNDFR B 1036

AS CURRENTLY PROPOSED, THE PACKAGE ON THE LEFT WOULD BE SUBJECT TO DERPOSIT uillLE

THE ONE ON THE RIGNT WOULD NOT, WHKICH ONE CONTRIBUTES MORE TC THE SOLID WASIE

PROBLENM?
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DO SOME OF THESE PACKAGES CONTRIBUTE TO SOLID WASTE AND OTHERS DO NOT? Che

VIOU3LY ROT, BUT M3 1036 TREATS THEM DIFFERENTLY AND PLACES A MANDATORY DEPUSIT

g' LIDE #R oM ALL OF THESE FRODUCTS PACKED 1LOCALLY,
ARE THESE PRODICTS CONTRIBUTU% ANY LES8S TO SOLID WASTE? THEY ARE NOT pPACKLD

EOCALLY AND WOULD REMAIN ON THEE MARKET-PLACE NOT SUBJECT TO THE PROPUSED

LEGISLATION. ARK THESE NEW DRINKS REALLY SMALL IN VOLUME? DON'T YOU BEITEVE 1T

. SLIDE #10 ..
'LOOK AT THIS SUPERMARKET DISPLAY OF A NEW QULCK-ENERGY DRINK. EXEMPT UNDER
HB 1036,

SLIDE M1

' BERE WE SEE A WHOLE WALL GF SOLID WASTE PROBLEMS. REMEMBER, THESE ARL DRINKS

~-ORANGE, STRAWBERRY, AND GRAPE. NOT JULCES TO BE CONSIMED ONLY AT BREAKFAST

TING, AND THEY ARE IN DIRECT COMPETITION WITH SOFT DRINKS, THE PROPOSEL 211,

GIVES PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT TO THESE ITEMS,
PO YOU FEBL THAT THESE DRINKS ARE SMALL IN VOLUME AND THEREFORE SHOULD KOy
CARRY A MANDATORY DEPOSIT. Loox "AT THLS AISLL COMPLETELY GIVEN GVFR TO SUCH
DRINKS,

DE #1
HERE 18 THE SAMK ALSLE TAKEN FROM THE OTHER END, WE SEE HERL SOLID WASTE
PROBLEMS IN QUANTITY. SUPERMARKETS DO NOT PROVIDE THIS MUCH SHELF SPACE FUR

SLOW MCVING ITEMS,

SLIDE #14

NOW LET'S LOOK AT THE SOFT DRINK SECTION IN TH1S SAME STORE. PLEASK WOTE THAT

BOTH NON-RETURNABLE AND RETURNABLE PACKAGES ARE OFFERED, .




BLIDE £15

6L GRKGOI BOTTLERS OFFER THE CONSIMER A CHOLCE OF NON-RETURNABLE aNp RETURHABLE
" PACKAGES AS SHOWN HERE. |
LIDE $16
REMEMEER WHEN THIS PRODUCT WAS ONLY IN RETURNABLE CONTAINERS? 15 THIS PACKAGE
* NOT CONTRIBUTING TO SOLID WASTE AND DEPLETION OF NATURAL RESOURCES? UNDLR THS
CURRENT PROPOSED BILL 1T WILL CONTINUE IN THR MARKET-PLACK NOT SUBJECT T DEPOSIT
& RETGRN,
SLIDE ¢17 v
AGAIN, BACK TO THE SOFT DRINK SHELVES, PLFASE NOTE THE CONVENIDHCE 4N RITIRNABLE
PACKAGES AVAILABLE IN OREGON.
SLIDE a8
_ THIS IS THE SAME AISLE TAKEN FROM A DIFFERUNF ANGLE.
BLIDE $19 _
AGAIN, THIS IS THE SAME AISLE. THIS ATSLE 19 62 FHET LOMG, AND GVER 65% UF TiN
SEBLF SPACE 1S ALLOTTED TO RETURNABLE CONTAINERS.

ARE RETURNABLE PAGRAGES NOT RBEING DROMOTED iV OREGON BOTTLERS 4D CREGON SUPERe

MARKETS? LOGK AT THESE CURRENT DISPIAYS GF RETURNABLE BOTYLES, SLIDE 20, 21, 22,
SLIDE $23

ALSO, O FRIENDS 1¥ THE BEER INDUSTRY FIND THEMSELVES OF LATE TN COMPETITION WITH
CTHEXRS OUTSIDE THKIR OUN BASIC INDUSTRY. HERE WE HAVE A LOOK AT LiLKVENS(VE JINES.
SLIDE #24

BOW ABOUT THESE? CANMED PREPARED COCKTAILS AND PREPARED COCKTAIL MIX. ALL
CONTRIBUTING TO SOLID WASTE AND IN COMPETITLION WITH AEER.

SI.1DE #25
Of THESE POWDERED MIKES AND PRE-MIXED ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGLS,




WONE OF THESE ITRNS ARR LOCALLY PACKED, AND YET THEY DO CONTRIBUTE TO THE SULID
'VASTE PROBLEM LOCALLY AND WOULD REMAIN IN THE MARKET-PLACE WITHOUT BEING SUBJECT
YO THE PROPOSED LEGISLATION.
' 'AND YET, THIS LOCALLY PACKED PRODUCT WOULD BE SUSJECT TO THE IEG1SLATIVE RE-

e
e

STRICTION,

BLIDE 28

' _ARK THESE THE ONLY MON~ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE PACKAGES THAT CONTRIBUTE TO SOLID
WASTE--AND mmz SIMGLED OUT FOR MANDATORY DEROSITS?
HOW ABOUT THESE ITRMS? RECOGNIZE ANY OF THEM THAT ARE Oﬁ MOST OF CUR SHELVES
‘AT BOME? THEY COWTRIBUTE TO SOLID WASTE.
SLIDR _§30

" OR THESE? DO THESE REPRESENT A SMALL PORTION OF THE SOLID WASTE PRUBLEM?
 SLIDE #31 "
. ' LOOK AT THE SPACE DEVOTED IN THE SUPERMARKET TO THESE ITKMS. THIS WAS ONLY
' ONE AISLE. AGAIN, SUPERMARKETS DO NOT DEVOTE SPACE TO ITEMS THAT DO NUT MOVE.

SLIDE #32 |
WILL THE PROPOBED BILL ELIMINATE THESE SOLID WASTE PROBLEMS? REMEMPER, OF THE
APEROXIMATELY 7,000 ITEMNS BANDLED IN A FOOD STORE TODAY, THERE ARE ONLY THREE
WBICH ARE AVAILABLE IN RETURNABLE CONTAINERS--SOFT DRINKS, MALT BEVERAGES AND
M1LX, o
SLIDE #33 |
1S TR1S A SMALL VOLUME SITUATION THAT IS ONLY OF MINOR IMPCRTANCE IN THE OVER-ALL

~ 'SOLID WASTE PROBLEMY

IDE ¢34

THE CURRENT PROPOSAL WON'T COME CLOSE TO SOLVING THE TOTAL SOLID WASTE PROBLFM,
WE SUGGEST RECYCLING AND RECLAMATION AND NEW SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS THAT ARE

KOW UNDER DEVELOPMENT TO BE THE TRUE ANSWER TO THE SOLID WASTE PROBLEM THAT FACES
ALL OF US--INDUSTRY, LABOR, INDIVIDUAL CITIZENS, STUDENTS AND EVERYONE 1IN THIS COUNTRY,




'THB DEVELOPMENT OF NEW PRODUCTS TO CONVERT REPUSE FROM DISPOSAL INTO RESOURGH

I8 AN EXCITING NEW FIBLD. SOME INCLUDE BRICKS WITH GLASS PARTICLES INCLUDED

- FOR INCREASED INSULATION PROPERTIES, REFLECTIVE BLOCKS AND TAPE, ADRASIVE

MATERIALS AND PAINT STRIPINGS ON BIGHWAYS,

SLIRE 041 ,
_ANOTHER USK THAT FAS CAPTURED PEOPLE'S IMAGINATION I8 TO SUBSTITUIE CRUSHED

BLASS FOR AGGREGATE TO BUILD ROADS, THIS IS CALLED GLASPHALT.

 BLIDE $42

HEAE IS A SECTION OF GLASPEALT LAID IN A PARKING LOT IN TOLEDO, OMIO. REGENTLY
A 500 FOOT RGADMAY WAS LAID IN AN INDU?TRIAL PARK IN PULLERTON, CALIFORNIA,

SINCE MOST MAJOR CITIES HAVE THEIR OWN ASPHALT RLANTS, THIS SHOULD FROVE TO

'BE A POSITIVE USE FOR A HOW WASTED PRODUCT. THERE PROBARLY 18 NOT ENOUGH

MASTE GIASS IN MOST CITLES TO HANDLE ALL OF THEIR REGULAR PAVING PROGRAMS,

BUT THERE 1§ ENOUGH TO DO A SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNT OF POT-HOLE AND OTHER PATCHINGS.,

GCLABPHALT WAS CONCEIVED AND DEVELOPED BY UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS AT THE UNIVERSITY

OF MLSSOWRI.
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IN SMARY, W FEEL THE PROPOSED LEGISIATION OF. MANDATORY DEPOSITS 18, Iy

FF¥ECT, AN ECONOMIC BAN FOR NON-RETURNABLE CONTAINERS DIRECTED AT SOFT R 1 ks

AND MALT BEVERAGES ONLY, WHETHER 1T 18 S0 INTENDED OR NOT.

THE SUBJECT OF LITTER, BECAUSE OF ITs EMOTIONAL APPEAL, HAS SOMEWHAT BURLim
THE REAL ECOLOGICAL FROBLZN WHICH 18 SOLID WASTE. IT IS OUR FIRM GONVICTION
TBAT ALL OF GUR ENERGY SHOULD BE DIRECTED To THE TOTAL SOLUTION OF THE SOLIp
WASTE PROBLEM, AS WELL AS THE LITTER FROBLEM, AND THAT FUNDING OF THIS $ULUTION
SHOULD RECEIVE TME ATTENTION OF Tig LEGISIATURE AND INDUSTRY COOPERATIVELY,
VE UNDERSTAND THAT SQME ALTERNATIVE LECISIATIVE APPROACHES DIRECTED TOWARDS
FUNDING THE TOTAL BOLID WASTE AND LITTER PROBLEM HAVE BEEN, AND ARE BEING CON.

v"f-':.vf\.-.mmm BY LEGIBLATIVE COMiTTRES, IF PACKAGING, GENERALLY ,MEANING PAPER ,
BLASTIC, METAL, GLASS AHD WOOD ARE SUBJECTED FAIRLY AND EQUITABLY TG A BRaep

- BASK CONTAINER TAX COVERING ALL OF THE THOUSANDS OF ITEMS SOLD AND WHICH Tax
WOULD BE DESIGNED TO GENERATE ADEQUATE FUNDS TO SOLVE THE TOTAL SOLID wASTE

" AND LITTER PROBLEM, THEN OUR INDUSTRY wWoULD SUPPORT SUCH AN APEROACH,

. A8 YOU GENTLEMEN KNO¥, IT IS RATHER DIFFICULT FOR ANYONE IN THIS DAY AND AGE

7O ENTHUSIASTICALLY SUPPORT ANy FURTHER TAKATION OF ANY KIND. HOWEVER , REALISTIC

* ANALYSIS OF THE CBJECTIVE DESCRIBED AS TOTAL SOLUTION D8 THE SOLID WAST: PROBJEM

MOST CERTAINLY WILL RECKIVE GUR SINCERE CONSIDERATION., uB 1036 DOES NOT SoLvE
EITHER THE LITTER OR THE SOLID WASTE PROBLEM, 1T 18 UNWORKABLE BECAUSL IT WOULD
BIMPLY MAKE GARBAGE DWS OUT OF A MOPERN SUPERMARKET, |

N "PLET*S NOT WRITR LEGIBIATION THAT NIBBLES ‘AT THE EDGES OF THE TOTAL PROBLEM-»

. LET'S WRITE LEGIBM?!ON THAT WILL DIRECTLY OBTAIN THE DESIRED RESULTS", WE

ARPRAL TO YOU TO PLEASE REMEMBER "AIL-PACKAGII\B 18 LITTER AND SOLID WASTE",




T0 : 1971 OREGON LEGISLATORS 1 MARCH 1
FROM : RICH CHAMBERS / R3 - B754B / SALEM ~ PARTISAN

HB 1036 AND SB 4194, WHICH WOULD REQUIRE 5¢ MINIMUM DEPOSITS ON ALL
BEVERAGE CONTAINERS, ARE REASONABLE ATTEMPTS TO ALLEVIATE A VERY
SER10US NATIONAL PROBLEM.

HERE 1S THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM, WITH FIGURES ROUNDED OFF TO THE
NEAREST BILLION, UNITED STATES PRODUCTION :

.%K‘%E RERGENTRGE  aDE *EEXEE‘N‘%EGE
1970 | 68 BILLION 37 % 37 BILLION 45 %
1960 44 BILLIOE ) 23v% : 25 é{LLIQNMM : é& %_M__—
" INCREASES .. 24 BILLION 14 % 14 BILLION 8 %

* BEVERAGE HERE REFERS ONLY TO BEER AND SOFT DRINKS

CAN FIGURES FROM : CAN MANUFACTURERS INSTITUTE
821 FIFTEENTH NW
WASHINGTON, D.C., 20005
BOTTLE FIGURES FROM : GLASS CONTAINER INST,
3%0 MADISON AVENUE
NEW YORK, NY 10047
BOTH ABSOLUTE AND PERCENTAGE FIGURES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED AGAINST
A BACKGROUND OF INCREASING AWARENESS OF LIMITATIONS OF AVAILABLE

DISPOSAL LAND AND SOURCES OF ENERGY.

AS AN ATTACK ON THE PERMANENT SOLID WASTE PROBLEMS OF CANS AND
BOTTLES HB 1036 AND SB 194 WOULD BE EFFECTIVE DIRECTLY PROPORTIONAL
TO THE 4970 PERCENTAGES ABOVE ; AT LEAST DOUBLE THESE INSOFAR AS

LITTER 1S CONCERNED.

RESPECTFULLY, AL W

i_.
7
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q<RUSADE for a {LEANER ¢NVIRONMENT

FACT SHEET
Number 4

THE EFFECT ON JOBS OF THE TREND TOWARD
NON-RETURNABLE CONTAINERS IN THE BEER AND SOFT DRTNK INDUSTRIES
The switch-over from returnable, money-back bottles to throw-away containers in

the beer industry has been paralleled by a sharp decline in the number of breweries

with a consequent loss of jobs and corresponding decline in payrolls.
Figures from the U. S. Department of Commerce show that the number of breweries

in this country dropped from 262 in 1958 to 188 in 1967, a decline of 28.3%. Recently,

a representative of the U. S. Brewers Association estimated there were now less than

80 brewing companies.

The number of persons employed by breweries droppéd from 71,700 in 1958 to

60,500 in 1967, a decline of 15.6%. Based on the average wage rate of $8,714 in 1967,

the 11,200 job decline amounted to a payroll loss of $97,596,800.

It is estimated that even larger repercussions will occur in the soft drink indus-

try —— if the switch to throw-aways continues. If the current trend continues, experts
predict that by 1975, all soft drinks will be sold in non-returnable containers. In
1967 there were 3,403 soft drink bottling plants in this country employing 123,400
persons with a total payroll of $727,100,000.

If the trend to throw-aways in the soft drink industry parallels the beer industry;
which it has to date, a decline of 28.3% in the number of plants would amount to a drop

in plants of 936, or a new total of 2,440 plants. The number of employees, with a 15.6%

decline. would fall to 104,150. Using the 1967 payroll figure of $5,892, the total

loss in payroll would be $113,421,000 yearly.

A complete switch to throw-aways would also affect employment in food stores and

other establishments selling soft drinks. Food chains estimate that it takes between

1/4 and 1/2 of a man to physically handle the sorting and related work connected with

(Over)
1900 L Street. NW. . Suite 301 . Washington, D.C. 20036 . Telephone 296-2608




returnables. There were, in 1967, 218,130 food stores in this country. Estimating

that around 90% were handling returnables at that time and using the minimum manpower
need of 1/4 man, the number of jobs comes to 50,000. Using $6,000 as an average wage

base, the payroll loss would be $300,000,000 yearly.

Combining the three different sets of figures, the effect on jobs and salaries
from the trend toward non-returnable containers in the beer and soft drink industries

comes to a possible job loss of 80,450 persons and a payroll loss of $511,017,800

yearly minimum. In addition, there are thousands of warehousing jobs which would be

adversely affected by a complete switch-over to non-returnables.

For a plant comparison between the beer industry, now almost wholly committed to
throw-aways and the soft drink industry still selling a large volume of returnables,
Miller Brewing Company and the Seven-Up Bottling Company distribute approximately the

same volume of products on a national basis. Miller does it from three breweries.

Seven-Up does it from 487 franchise bottlers. The September issue of Outlook, a

publication of Owens-Illinois (largest producer of glass bottles in the country), said,

"One of the nation's biggest soft drink manufacturers has more than 1,000 local bottling

plants today -- but officials of that company predict that 10 years from now they'll

have less than 100 -- serving the entire country."

Sources:

1) 1967 Census of Manufacturers, the U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of
the Census.

2) 1970 Brewers Almanac —— The Brewing Industry in the United States, United
States Brewers Association, Inc.

3) 1969 Sales Survey of the Soft Drink Industry, National Soft Drink Association.

4) Outlook, September, 1970.
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BEVERAGE CONTAINER MINIMUM
DEPOSIT STATUTORY REQUIREMENT
IN EFFECT IN :

BOWIE, MARYLAND
HOWARD COUNTY, MARYLAND
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF
PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
KINGDOM OF NORWAY

HOUGE BILL 1036 1S THE MEASURE
THAY WOLD MAKE OREGON THE
FIRSI OF THE FIFTY STATES

[N THIS GROWING RANK.
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THE GOVERNMENT OF
THE PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

MINISTER OF RECREATION & CONSERVATION

VICTORIA,B.C.

February 25, 1971

Mr. Rich Chambers
Route 3 - P. O. Box 754B
Salem, Oregon 97302

Dear Mr. Rich Chambers,
The Litter Act

You inquire in your letter of February 14th concerning the
effectiveness of British Columbia's Litter Act. On February 17th last
a letter was directed to your Attorney General, The Honorable Lee Johnston,
outlining the status of the situation.

As mentioned to Mr. Johnston, a few of the canners and bottlers
seemingly have not conformed strictly to the Regulations under the Act
because isolated complaints have come to our attention. It was for this
reason that an information bulletin (copy enclosed) was directed to each
of them on February 15th which listed the types of complaint which had
been received. I am confident that before too long the full intent of the
Act will be understood and the container return system will eliminate to
-ajrge degree the amount of hard litter requiring end disposal. That there
is a noticeable decrease already is evident; however no figures to but-
tress this fact are available.

The sale of malt beverages in cans had been making inroads
into the bottled beer market and by last summer had captured about 3%
of the trade. Since enactment of the litter legislation this share has been
reduced to less than 1%.

A result much to be desired is that smaller sizes of non-reusable
bottles have virtually disappeared from the market, with retailers favour-
ing the larger sizes.

Yours sincerely,

inister

0 - 426
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STATEMENT OF PETER CHOKOLA, PRESIDENT,

CHOKOLA BOTTLING COMPANY, WILKES-BARRE, PENNSYLVANIA
AT PUBLIC HEARING OF THE HEALTH AND WELFARE COMMITTEE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CITY COUNCIL
CONCERNING THROW-AWAY CANS AND BOTTLES

October 9, 1970

My name is Peter Chokola. I am President of the Chokola Bottling Company of Wilkes-
Barre, Pennsylvania, a soft drink bottling firm. It is a family company started by
my father in 1911. Our company has always used and favored the returnable, money-
back bottle,

Yesterday, I had the privilege of presenting the ecity council of Wilkes-Barre a copy
of the ordinance recently adopted by Bowie, Maryland, which bans the sale of soft
drinks and beer in non-returnable containers. I urged the city of Wilkes-Barre to
take similar action.

I did this for a number of reasons. To be honest, I and most bottlers make more
money from the sale of soft drinks in returnable, money-back containers. More im-
portantly to me as an individual is my concern over the waste and pollution which
threatens our environment and the quality of our life. It is estimated that by 1975,
almost all soft drinks and beer will be sold in throw-away containers. We will be
producing, using this projection, 100,000,000,000 containers annually. This will be
almost 100% throw-aways. It is possible to reuse bottles up to 50 times. If we
could reverse the trend and go back in the direction of returnable containers, we
would produce only 2,000,000,000, eliminating some 98,000,000,000 containers from
the waste and pollution problem.

As a bottler, I have written to the National Soft Drink Assoclation in Washington
stressing my position regarding the throw-away containers and suggested the indus-
try institute a voluntary ban on non-returnable containers and to reverse the trend.
I also urged the association to take a poll of its members to see how the majority
of my counterparts felt about this important problem. To my dismay, they refused to
do so. We do have an annual meeting in November, and I will again attempt to bring
this matter to a vote of the membership.

I can say with no fear of contradiction that the move to throw-aways is not a result
of consumer demand. It is instead a nationwide conspiracy by the can and bottle man-—
ufacturers and the supermarkets to force the public to buy their soft drinks and beer
in convenience packaging. The convenlence is for the retailer, the manufacturer —- not
the public.

I have personally launched a campaign in Wilkes-Barre to persuade the public to buy
in returnable containers. I have placed ads in the local paper urging consumers to
boycott those stores not selling soft drinks and beer in returnable containers. As
a tesult, I have received letters and phone calls from citizens of Wilkes-Barre who
say they are happy that somebody is finally standing up and taking a stand on this
issue. They also appreciate the fact that they can save 20 to 25% by buying their
soft drinks in returnable bottles.

In addition to the pressures I have felt from the supermarkets, I had the even more
trying experience of fighting a corporate giant. Owens-Illinois has always supplied
my company with returnable bottles. Last year, I gave them a regular order for a
shipment of returnable bottles which I needed to maintain my production schedule. I
was informed that Owens-Illinols had gotten rid of the machine which made that par-
ticular bottle and that they could not fill my order. This would have meant economic
ruin for me or at the minimum force me to switch to throw-aways, which I could not in
good conscience do.

Being a small businessman and not being able to afford competent legal assistance, I
turned to Senator Hugh Scott, who referred me to Senator Philip Hart and his Subcom-—
mittee on Antitrust and Monopoly Legislation. A lawyer from the Subcommittee's staff
communicated with me and subsequently I received a phone call from a corporate attor—
ney of Owens-Illinols who listened to my story with surprising interest. Shortly
thereafter, my order was filled, and I haven't had any trouble since.

Although I have not had any recurring problems, a fellow bottler (who happens to have
a much larger company than mine) still does not have enough returnable bottles to
satisfy his needs. Owens-Illinols gives him a delivery date and keeps giving deferred
shipment dates. I suppose he could achieve the same results I did, but how many other
bottlers are presently faced with the same monopolistic practice?

Additionally, during my trouble with Owens-Illinois, I wrote the Glass Container
Manufacturers Institute and never received a reply.

In closing, let me make clear that my company has always used returnable, money-back
containers, and we will continue to do so. Many bottlers have switched over to 1007
throw-aways and a switch back to returnables would cost money, but could be done with

a minimum of difficulty. After all, they once switched from returnables to throw-

aways.

I have recently mailed personal letters to all the bottlers acorss the country suggesting

a voluntary ban on throw-away containers. At present, the responses are running five to
one in favor of a ban on throw-aways.

#H

WHEN CONSIDERING OREGON HB 1036 ...

PER : RICH CHAMBERS
RT3 BX 7548
SALEM, OR' 97302
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INSOFAR AS BEVERAGE CANS

ARE CONCERNED

THIS APPROACH

IS A LITTLE CYNICAL,

ITEM = ALL

CAN

~-STEEL BEVERAGE
S ARE VIRTUALLY

EXTINCT IN OREGON NOW,

I TEM

THERE ARE 17,500

BIMETAL EMPTY 12 OUNCE
BEVERAGE CONTAINERS TO

THE TON,

4THE OREGONIAN, THURSDAY, JANUARY 7, 1971

Recycling Centers Ready
To Buy Discarded Cems

BEATTLE (AP) —  3even
metal can recycling centers
dpéned Wednesday in Vancou-
ver and five other Washington

citles in a move by the steel|

can industry aimed at helping
clean up the state.

The centers .vill accept all
metal cans, requesting that
they be rinsed and flattened
before being delivered.

industry leaders here said
the centers will pay $10 a ton
for bimetal cans and $20 a ton
for steel cans.

Spokesman said the cans
would be sold as scrap metal
and profits turned over to
charitable groups.

Two centérs here were
opened by the American Can

| Continental Can also will op-
erate centers in Lacey, Tum-
wate: and Walla Walla.

National Can Corp. will have
centers at Vancouver and Yak-
ima, Wash.

Ronald A. Murphy, chairman
of Industry for a Quality Envi-
ronment, said the centers were
‘““another step by industry to
solve litter and over-all envi-
ronmental problems of the
state.”

Co. and Continental:Can Co. Inc.

2 Recycling Centers

For Cans Opened Here

The nation’s first state-
wide metal can recycling
program was launched here
yesterday with the opening
of seven recycling centers,
two of them in Seattle.

The Seattle locations are
the American Can Co., 2601
Elliott Ave. and the Conti-
nenta] Can Co. 615 S. Or-
chard St. Other centers are
located at Lacey, Tumwa-
ter, Walla Walla, Vancouver
and Yakima.

The centers will accept
all types of cans during nor-
mal business hours and
from 9 a.m. {0 noon on Sat-
urdays, and transport them
for reuse by primary metal
industries.

Can company executives
yesterday asked that, where
possible, cans brought to
the centers have their labels
and ends removed and that
they be rinsed and flat-

.tened.

Seattle Post-Intelligencer  Thun, Jen.7, 1971 Sk B

| TEM

IF PERFECTLY PACKED,

A TON OF EMPTY 12

OUNCE BIMETAL BEVERAGE CONTAINERS
REPRESENTS EIGHTY ( 80 ) FULL
TRUNKLOADS OF A LAKGE 1974

SEDAN.

RI1CH CHAMBERS

0 - 399




DRINK BOTTLERS
GHAMBERS
0 - 374

AND CANNERS
DO NOT _APPEAR

TO BE TOO
BADLY AFFECTED

BY L
eoe IN THAT

BRITISH
COLUMBIA SOFT
MANDATORY
MINTMUM
DEPOSIT FOR
BEVERAGE
GONTAINERS
PROVINCE,
OREGON SHOULD
BE THE FIRST
STATE OF THE
FIFTY TO TAKE
THIS POSITIVE
STEP FORWARD.
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OREGON LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSION
Portlend, Oregon

. s
S
STATEMENT OF BEER SAIES IN OREGON BY BREWERIE

Date
For December 1970, and Accumulated Sales Year 1O
O e ————————.—

U

% to
e o ! Total
| December Total Month's O e
i} gZEZQ S Barrels Yolume Barrels Y
Position = 32.49%
Oregon 28,895.02 34.23% ﬁ%;,ég;.34 2
L S Weinha?d oo Waghington 19,129.08 22. 2 181,682.34 a2
5 QOlympia Brewing CO- Vashingtob 12’257.?7 12.20 74,579.50 5
3 Carling Brew1ng'Co. ¥ 2 .07 70,300.07 &
/, Theo. Hemm Brewing Co. e o Aol 5.78 5 X
5 Tucky Breweries, Inc. Jo e i 4,048.83 4'70 50’722.12 %
6 Anheuser—@ugch Co. ing CO. Washington 3,131.42 3.13 381626.23 A
7 Sick's Rainier Brewing f o o 1.85 6 2 5,
S ler Co.‘of o California 1,566.26 1.52 18,396.30 22
O e P ite T o Co California 1,284 .80 .34 171584.39 "
1 Sch%iier;§Z;?ig Cé. California 287.07 .
11 Burgermels

FROM OFFICIAL OLCC SALES ANALYSIS, CALENDAR YEAR 1970

LISTED ABOVE ARE ALL BREWERS WHO SOLD OVER 1% OF TOTAL 1970

BEER
SALES WITHIN THE STATE OF OREGON,

OF 1004 SOLD IN OREGON

ees 935% BREWED IN OREGON

82% BREWED IN OREGON AND WASHINGTON

96% BREWED IN OREGON, WASHINGTON AND CALIFORNIA

THOSE BIG BEER TRUCKS RUN BOTH WAYS, AND COULD EASILY CARRY THE

RETURNABLE BEER BOTTLES BACK TO THE BREWERIES ALONG THE
PACIFIC COAST,

OREGON HOUSE BILL 1036 WOULD INVOLVE VERY LITTLE, IF ANY,
VIOLENCE TO THE BUSINESS OF THESE BREWERS.

PER : RICH CHAMBERS , HB 1036 PARTISAN




Tlowstone X0 Mont -
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Brewers & soft drink concocters are not in the
same league with oil companies, paper companies,
public utilities, etc., when it comes to nest-fouling,
wreeking wretched havoc with air, water & stuff
like thai. Bottle/can droppings in forests, fields
and ferny places are a national disgrace; even so
they’re not likely to kill you dead dead dead as are
oil slicks smog polluted waterways and such if you
ingest a sufficient quantity of same. Thus in our
wretched opinion the national KEEP AMERICA
BEAUTIFUL/FIGHT LITTER adv campaign is big
fraud, mayhap a deliberate distraction on the part
of major polluters, to distract from main issues.
Young folk and others who swallow this Madison
Ave. propaganda are led to believe that if they
pick up & fetch back empty cans/bottles, they've
solved the problem of Keeping America Beautiful.
HORSE MANURE! HORSE EXHAUST! HORSE
WASTE! Fighting litter is indeed commendable,
were all for it, but roadside & forest-floor
trashpiles are but a minor part of the total
problem of “Keeping” America Beautiful, Matter
of fact, the word “Keeping” is phoney. Not even
the most remote wilderness areas of our land are
any longer 100% beautiful: polluted air now
covers our entire nation, no exceptions. Fewer and
fewer are the waterways free from pollution, no
matter how photogenic they may be at sunrise or
sunset. Abominable and wholly unnecessary
supersonic aircraft add their sonic pollution to the
most remote sections of our wilderness areas. So
next time an ad or commercial tries to tell you
that yon can keep America beautiful by simply
fighting litter, feel free to burn your television or
magazine to the ground by way of protest.

This in no way, shape or form excuses the beer
and pop people for doing virtually nothing to
combat the litter problem. Small-print notices you

AMERICA

The Piscatorizl

@ Ty c,\
see on cans and bottles asking you to PLEASE
DON’T LITTER, or something similar, have all the
effectiveness of telling professional jewel thieves
that CRIME DOES NOT PAY. People began
talking about a beer or soft drink container that
would self-destruct when it was empty about the
same time we began dreaming of space flight and
moonlandings. The latter are old-hat, but empty
bottles and cans still seem to have greater
Jongevity than many of their purchasers. And
while, as hereto4 noted, such gunky trash may not
have the lethal properties of more major forms of
pollution, don’t think for a moment it can’t do a
dandy job of supporting resident M.D.’s and
surgeons. This past summer a bunch of kids were
sliding down a nicely-sloped sand bank into the
South Fork of the Madison, not too far from my
Montana abode. Great fun until one young lady
suddenly acquired a lengthy and deep incision on
the sole of right foot, from a discarded beer can
opener. Sand was quickly embedded in the cut,
and it took a needle full of novocain and a lot of
picky painful plucking on the part of a vacationing
doc to repair the damage. Thousands of similar
accidents occur annually as direct consequence of
cans, bottles and portions thereof being tossed
where they shouldn’t.

The publicity efforts of Canada Dry to combat
pollution are so asinine they’re very funny, as
witness the release which appeared in an
untabulated number of newspapers:

Periodical
SAVE THE CAN
sY) AND KEEP
t
,;gm AMERICA
[+ 4] BEAUTIFUL

LOW SLUNG DOG

You can bark up the right
tree with youngsters and help
keep America beautiful, by
teaching children how to make
things from Canada Dry cans,

For Spartacus, the low-slung
dog, you need three empty
cans, wooden spools (eight
small or four large), four in-
stant coffee jar tops, a small
rubber ball, a 6 x 12 %-inch
board, one inch of plastic tape,
eight washers, four nails and
some cord.

When you have these mate-
rials, tape two cans together,

Line up seams. Leave one lid
with hole exposed for (tail.
Make holes in board and cans
to permit assembly with cord.
One cord runs up into top can
to hold head in place. Jam ball
in pouring hole for nose and
glue. Attach wheels, using nail
as axle, Place washer between

wheel and board. Add tail,

As noted, one Low Slung Dog requires 3 empty
cans. An average family, particularly one with an
ample helping of kids, may well consume a case
(24) of soft drinks per week or even more. This
adds up to 8 Low Slung Dogs weekly: in the
course of a single year, the family that follows this
course toward “Keeping America Beautiful” will
be ass-deep in 416 Low Slung Dogs.

There must be a better way.

ED. & PUB.: Miiford (*‘Stanley") Poltroon

IN THE STATE OF OREGON A BETTER WAY
PROPOSED 1S OREGON HOUSE BILL 1036

111 0= 377
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March 2, 1971
THE HONOURABLE W, K., KIERNAN

Notes with respect to State of
Oregon Legialative hearing of
Wednesday, March 3, 1971

Today I am bringing to you my Government's experience concerne
ing littor abatement in the hope that it will be of value to you. In no way
. are the following conclusions intended to interfere with your Government
process ~~- it may be that during your deliberations you will arrive at
quite different conclusions,

British Columbia's Litter Act is a statute related to litter problems
of the outdoors and was not intended to encompass the more sophisticated
problems of, say, sanitary systems, It does however cover more than
.the question of non~returnable versus returnable bottles, the use of glass
versus metal or other containers, and the need for deposits and/or rofunds
of whatever amount. In its scope it covers the littering of crown lands
and the disposal of done stic wastes in their many forms from campers,
trailers, boats or other recreational vehicles either on land or fresh water,
Section 3, as it relates to cans and bottles, of course is our interest here
today.

The long-term thinking of Government and the thought uppermoast
in the mind of our Minister is that society cannot go on scattering ha rd
or soft garbage at an ever-increasing rate. The consensus is that some
forms of convenience packaging merely transfer inconvenience from the
food raerchant to the consumer and solve nothing.

The Act is, in part, aimed at getting across the idea that merely
because there is no litter can or receptacle handy, this is no excuse for
the indiscriminate discarding of garbage by our present affluent soclety.
It wao initiated with the thought of doing something with just one segment




of the problem -« the indiscriminate disposal of non«returnable soft

drink and beer containors because this was a rapidly-growing factor

about which the general public was growing more and more sharefully
-conscious. It was our conclusion that this was a case where change was
not necessarily progress since it had never been considered by the general
public that the merchandising of products in returnable bottles was

an unsatisfactory procedure.

Beer sales in non-returnable cans had captured about 3% of

the market, indicating that there were inroads into the previous stronghold
of the returnable bottle. A rapid incmase of the one-way bottls and can

as containers for soit drinks continued to rise to the point where a

public outcry rose against their use. In considering legisltion, the
Goverament did not wish to bar the use of any package but neverthsleas
planned to take this step as a lnst resort. It was hoped that legislation
would develop a trend to revert to the returnable bottles and it was
suggested that a refund of five cents be payable on all returned containers.

. It was felt that the five-cent return was necessary to ensure the
return of the bottle and to bring about the abatement of the litter problem.
It was the opinion of cur Minister that 3 movement in this direction would
force the discontinuance of ¢ans within a short time. Eventually a two-
cent refund was established on both bottles and cans which was a compromise
measure to ensure approval in the House. Since enactment, it has been
found that where the {ive ~cent refund applies, i.a., in the case & the
larger bottls, a trend has developed to the use of the larger size bottle
and to almost total elimination of the smaller gize. Whether this is
governed by the conveniencg of the more or less standard size larger
bottle (which incidentally frequently appears in displays of the merchant)
or whether it is the appeal of a five -cont refund, is not known at this
time . :

The basic concept of the need for legislation was suddenly
provoked by a TV commercial which advocated the use of the one-way
bottle as a "throw-away' container. Until then, the Minister had resisted
action in spite of urgent requests from farmers, outdoor clubs, recreational
groups, etc. In other words, the garbage conjured up by the TV com-
mercial was the last straw.

The Minister forthwith brought in the bottlers and asked their
help in doing away with the questionable advertising (which advocated
the throw-away bottle) and he nnde it clear that nothing would cause the
Government to deviate from its course until such advertising had disap~
peared. I might say here that the co-operation of the bottlers, canners
and retailers throughout has been, and continuen to be, a source of
satisfaction to the Government.
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The Honourahlo Mz. Klernan personally drafted the bill in what
he terms “layman's language’ so that it would be entirely clear to the
general public. The bill was placed bafore the House and passed,
subject to proclamation. It was intended to introduce the Act section
by section. '

Upon passage of the Act by the Laegielature, provision was made
for rapeated consuitations by the Ministor with all facets of industry .
At these meetings the Minister took note of industry's objections and
in the subzequent draffing of the Regulations these objections were
congidered and allavizted insofar as they did not change the basic
concept. Flexibility was allowad in terms of tirne -- but never in
principle.

Several amondments to the original Regulations were made
before final passage. some were made after what almost became a
battle between the bottlers ond the canners. To circwnvent the trend
toward the use of cans versus returnable bottles, the Minister advocated
freezing the producticn of the canners at tae 1969 level. He also e~
phasized that he would freoze the output of existing plants. If this
step bad been taken, cans would not have been included under the refund
concept. In other words, rofunds would have been required on returned
botties but not on cauns. :

The bottling industry cried 'Discriminationl . ‘The Minister
reeponded by stating that the bottlers should consider this demand very
carefully and that if the limit on the manufacture of soft drinks in cans
was lifted and an equivalant deponit were paid for the return of cans
that no further requests for special consideration could be given to the
bottlers. The Minister realized that the bottlers would face strong '
competition for tho so-called 'convenience packaging of cans.

Although the major outery was agalnast the one-way bottle because
of the potential danger of breakage and litter, the same does not entirsly
hold true concerning cans. CQbjectionable they may be as litter but '
a discarded can has not the potential danger of broken glass zad in
some cases will eventually rust away.

tfrar passage of the fct, it was evident that the swing to beer
in the can, which had heen uaderway, was now diminishing and one
concern aboul this trend toward the can was, 'Are wae gouing to have
history repoat itself as in the soft drink trade where the can made inroads
on the returnable bottle and the non-returnable bottle appeared as a com-
petitive response to tha can? '.




While we had no conclusive evidence that this process was
imminent, being aware of what had takon place with soft drinks, under
no consideration did we wamt the one-way bottle in the beer trade.

During discussions with industry the Minister was aslked whether
or nct the Regulations would allow the canners to set up a non-proit
organization to act as a collector of empty cans which would be prepared
for eventual recycling back to the base metal. This suggestion was
included in the Act because it was the traditional methed of returning
beer bottles, but the oxiginal intent of the A Act remaidned intact in that
the retailer was obligated to refund on the Tind or kinds of containers
which he seclls or offers for sale, such obligation to be limited to a maxi-
murn of 18 cans per custome r per day with the suggestion thet the balance,
if any, be taken to a reclamation depot. :

Pacific Reclamation Ltd. in Vancouver, BEritish Celumbia, now
oparates a network of depots throughout the Province and once some minor
kinks are removed the return system will, we believe, work to everyone's
satisfaction.

As a short-term guesstimate, we visualize some 400 million
units per year from the beer and soft drink trade which, left to its own
devices, could in a few years have forced the reuseable returnable
bottle out of existence and loft society with 400 million pieces of hard
garbage to dispose of. We see no necessity for this and history alone
will tell whether or not public suppart is sufficiently strong to halt the
trend of ever~increasing piles of garbage requiring disposal.

N .

We believe it can be done ~« this is our objective.

JB/hr ' J. Buckley
P, 5.: Planned for the Future:

(1) A standard returnable soft drink bottle;

{2) Regulotion to ban can with opening device which causes
"instaut'' Jitter, i.e., part of the top separates and falls
away; and

(3) The higher refund -~ five cents or morae.




A POSITION FOR PROGRESS

The Glass Bottle ‘Blowers Assn. (AFL-CIO)
Views the Solid Waste Management Problem

7&%55 Z
W@W 77335
L ool 112 Porcdonts C.B.BA

No organization or body of cltizens ils more concerned

.over the nation's solid waste management problems than the Glass
Bottle Blowers Assoc1at10n (AFL—CIO)° Our union's 75,000 members
have a v1ta1 economic stake in the direction in which the nation
moves to.meet the challenges of solid waste disposal. |

When we had vast amounts of unqsed land, an open dump
in an isolated area often served as the answer for waste dis-

" posal, Well removed from populated centers; the open dump with'
lts odors and vermin was not too offensive. But rapid growth,
particularly in suburban areas, and our developing standards of
‘health happily will soon make the open dump virtually obsolete.

More and more, municipalities have turned to incin-
eration and sanitary landfillsrfor solid waste disposal. How-
ever, these are not likely to provide the ultimate.solutions,
.Incineration in'many instances releases pollutants into the
air, although progress is being made toward developing smokeless,

hlgh—lnten51ty systems,




La o

Sanitary 1andfills, properly operated, offer an
acceptable--even constructivemmanswer to waste dlsposal but
hardly an answer that will serve the nation®s long-range needs.
Sanitary landfills, to be safe and sucoessful, require con-—
siderable manpower, equipment and technical services. Solid
waste, reduced in size and density, is spread in the fill each
day, then covered'with soil to ward off fires and pests. Pre-
cautions must be taken, too,_against the release of gases or
elements which might pollute nearby streams.

Incineration and sanitary landfills undoubtedly will
have major roles in our discarding of-solid waste for a number

of years to come.

THE ULTIMATE ANSWER

The ultimate goal. for all of us must be to find the
.ultimate answer--and that will come only through the salvage,
re-cycling or re-use of solid waste.

Only through developing such systems can we, at the
same time, protect depleting raw materials and provide efficient
means of doing something with solid waste other thah abandoning
it in a manner llkely to pollute the env1ronment

The problems of reclaiming solid waste for remcycling
or re-use are complex, but not 1nsurmountable. Separation of
waste compohentsmnwbod, paper, soft garbage, glass and metal~-—

has presented a major challenge. Research projects in this area
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are underway at a numbér of uinersifies. Highlf technicai
procedures, including tﬁe use of laser beams, are under study.
The largest such operation to date is £he Metropolitan Waste
Conversion program in Houston. This system.handles 2000 tons of
solid waéte a week, about 25 per cent of the city's total. MWC
seéregates the waste by éirvclassification; screening, magnetic
means and hand sorting. |

'waever, this 6peration‘has not yetvproved economically
sucéessful. And, in the casé of sblid waste re-~cycling, économics
is truly the name of the game. We are confident that eventually
the re-cycling of waste will be made a profitable endeavor and,
when that day comes, the nation'svsolideaste management problem

will be within reach of full solution.

THE NATURE OF WASTE

Surveys show_that all types of packaging materials—-
glass, metal, plastics, paper, etc.--account for 13 per cent of
the nation's total solid waste accumulation. Yet, packaging,
because.of its high visibility nature, is bearing the brunt of
those activists,concerhed with both litter and solid waste
management.

Giass, ﬁetal and paper--materials which comprisé the

vast majority of packaging_mall are-recyclablé..
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Glass céntainer manufacturers, with the manpower
support of oﬁr Uﬁion members,.have beenfreuclaiming used
bottles for re-use as cullet-~crushed glass melted down into
the:"batch" used in forming_new bottles. Some 100 plants are
buying discarded bottles for $20 a ton across the nation.
This is a premium price, actually, since thé average cost ofi
all materials for a batch amounts to about $18 & ton.
‘Admlttedly, the reclamatlon/ofmbotthSchuskfaz—has—been~mefe
draﬁEEIEJfor public-relations- reasonsathan—forvpractlcal
pburposes. Hewever;/¥£e glass container industry env151ons
the possibility of re-claimed glass bottles contributing as
much as 10 to 15 per cent of matefials for new production in
1971.

| Both aluminum and steel can producers likewise have
-indicated_they Willlpﬁrchase all used containers for
re-cycling. The major problem here is re-distributing the used

packages to the mills.

\RE;CYCLING,'NOT RE-USE

| In the iexicon of today's envirOnmental~conscious
S6ciety, we sometimes get confused in words and phraseology.
Many knowledgeable people refer to the returnable bottle, which
is refilied and used again, as one being "re-cycled.™
Actually;.it.is beiné used a number of times for the samé
purpoae. AAnd, in fact, re-claimed glass melted down to form

new bqttlgs is being re-used.
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There_is some confusion, tool in the use of the terms
"degradable“:and "non=degradable." Glass is often referred to,
erroneously, as belng non—degradable. True it is not
bio-degradable, which means self decomposing under natural
chemical brocesses, but crushed glass returns to the earth 1n
almost the same form of sand as 1t orlglnally was drawn from
the soil.

ln the broad meaning of re~cyeling, we are striving
to place waste materialslback'into useful purposes.

So, when we use crushed glass bottles as an- aggregate,
replac1ng limestone, for road=surfac1ng material, we are
"re-cycling" in the truest meaning of the word. The use of
"glasphalt," as the material has been named, is most bromising.
What is most exciting in this regafd is the estimate that if
all road surfacing material operations were to devour all glass
containers for use as- aggregate, there still would not be
enough glass to satlsfy the need. In other words, this is an
unllmlted re—cycllng opportunlty for used glass.

Promising experlments also are underway to develop
means of employing used glass in productlon of tlle, building
blocks, insulation material and other broducts.

The effofts of government industry'and labor must be
dlrected toward solv1ng the economic problems 1nvolved in
these projects. The technology wlll be developed‘and soon, we

are confident, but the socio-economic factors will demand the

1
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~constructive attention of all segments Of society. To be prof
~_gressive, we will focus our sights on objectives which can

’realistically solve the problems of solid waste management.

OUR_UNION'S CONCERN

While the problems of solid waste management and
litter have little in cdmmon, they have come to be lumped
together in the minds of mahy iﬁ government and in civic
- organizations. | | o

And, because‘of its high visibility naturé; packaging
material is the villain of‘therlitter and solid waste story.

Of odr Union's 75, 000 meﬁbers, more than 50,000”are
'employed in the glass container industry. The industry today
_ has production volume geared to between 40 and 50 per cent non-
returnable containers.

Obviously, by simple arithmetic, our Union hﬁs ,
thousands of jobs involved in the production of nonfpetuanpLe
- contalners for beer and soft drinks.

Should non—returnable glass bottles be_ taxed out of 7
existence or knocked out beqause of forced "dep081ts",kour o
membership clearlyrwould suffer economically. So would the__‘
-communities iﬁ.which they live and work and so would many

thousandé'of other workers in the beverage industry.
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The myth persists among well-meaning groups and
_individuals that to roll back progress,and force the public
_to.accept returnable contalners would help solve our environ-
mental problemso |

Thatyﬂin truth, is a myth"and nothing more,

If we dare to give as much attentlon tofact as we
~do to the search for easy solutions to dlfflcult problems, we
will find the truth. At the outset of the furor over "non-
returnable" glass. contalners, the Pepsi-Cola company embarked
On an ambitious program in New York? promising a 5-cent return
deposit on 14,400,000 "returﬁable" bottles. Inra short few
months, all those millions of boﬁtles were unaccounted for.
Today's affluent society doesn't distinguish between a return—
-able or a non-returnable package. The idea of the consumer
today is to dispose of the package as quickly as it is empty.

Ffom the standpoint of the Glass Bottle Blowers
Associlation, it woula at first glance seem desirable to have
legislation which would require that all containers be return—
able and remusableo That would.mean, in essence, that every-
thing would have to be put in glass. Metal, plastics, paper
are not adaptable for making returnable containers,

HéWeyer,-ﬁhe Glass Bbttle Blowers Association
recognizes that regressive legislation which might temporarily

benefit the organization is no more desirable than regressive
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législation which might tempororily injufe the Union and its
members. SO we oppose any backward-looking legislation which
deludes the public‘intolthinking problems have been solved
by penalizing certain products which the public itself has

demanded.

"CONCLUSION

| - The urgent need today for all of us concerned with
solid waste management.is to recognize the roots of the problems
confronting us,

For many years,,and especially in the last quarter
century following World War Ii, we have made tremendous advances
in all areas of technology. We have placed men on thé moon}
we have come into the "jet age" of air travel, and we have
beoome a nation of affluence at home in our éating, drinking and
living habits. This technology has produced the "frozen food
dinners" and it has produced fabulous developments in packaging
to cater to the whims of our "at ease” society.

While this technology was producing this outpouring
. of convenience goods, our methods of waste disposal were still
tuned to the era of the early 1900'g--and, for the ﬁost part,
still are. Inaustfy was creating more and more disposable things
for more and ﬁore peoble, but all levels of government were

failing to prepare for handling the mounting piles of wasta.
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So Eoday, realisticaily we cannot single out a single
indusﬁry, a single segment of government or a single element of
our civic society and place blame for our solid waste management
problem. |

We should not seek to blace bléme; we should not seek
to penalize. - o iwﬂjf/ |

It!'s time we seekqto work together toward realistic
solutions.

In any analysis of the "why"vand "how" of our solid
| wasterand litter problems, we should take the counsel of Pogo,
the comic strip characten‘WhoAdescribes.the search for causes
this way: |

"We have met the enemy and he is us.n

#
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LITTER PRESENTATION

A deposit system also induces people to pick up and return

any containers which a thoughtless person throws away or leaves
behind. The Plaid Pantry Markets and a beer distributor in
Bend, Oregon conclusively demonstrated that adults and children
will, for as little as one-half cent a container, pick up the
litter left by others.

In the 1950's the State of Vermont passed a law which
prohibited the sale of beer in non-returnable bottles. The law,
however, did not provide for a mandatory refund. The beer
distributors refused to pay anything for the empty bottles and
cans, and thus no economic motive was created for returning
and recycling containers. The law did not work and was permitted

to lapse.

WHAT WILL BE THE ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF HB 10367

There is no doubt that the use of returnable bottles will
have an effect upon certain segments of Oregon’s beverage industry.
In order to assess the economic changes, certain things must be
understood about industry.

A returnable beer bottle costs 4 cents new, and, at present,
makes on an average between 5 trips (estimate by Blitz Weinhard)
and 19 trips (estimated by the Interim Committee). A one-way
beer bottle costs 3 cents and makes oné trip. A returnable 6 1/2 oé.
Coke bottle costs approximately 10 cents new. It is estimated
that a coke bottle also makes 19 trips. A one-way Coke bottle costs
about 4 1/2 cents.

It has been difficult to secure the facts abdut the
economics of the distribution of beer and soft drinks. We have
been advised that the beer distributor charges the retailer a
one cent deposit per bottle or 24 cents per case. When a
customer buys a case of returnable bottles of beer, the one cent
deposit is passed on to him. When he returns the bottle, he

gets his one cent back. The retailer then sells the empty back




LITTER PRESENTATION

to the brewery for 2 cents. We have been advised that the
reason the retailer doubles his price from 1 cent to 2 cents
which the brewery pays, is substaﬁtially below the 4 cents
which is the price of a new bottle. Of course, a portion of
this 2 cents is used to pay the additional handling and

washing costs.

WHAT WILL HB 1036 DO TO THE INDUSTRIES AFFECTED?

We do not profess to know all the answers, but from a
serious and careful analysis of the facts available to us,

the following are our findings.

CAN AND BOTTLE MANUFACTURING

There is no doubt that HB 1036 will reduce the demand for
beverage cans and bottles in Oregon. There are only two
manufacturing plants that would be affected.

Continental Can Company is the only manufacturer of
beverage cans in the State of Oregon. Of the total production
of the plant, 20% of its capacity is for beverage cans. We
assumed that some of the 20%, either empty or filled, is exported
out of Oregon. The plant has 254 employees.

Owens Illinois is the only manufacturer of glass beverage
bottles in Oregon. It has 400 employees and 75% of its production
is one~way bottles. Likewise, we assume some of its production
is for export out of the State of Oregon. The plant is easily

convertible to returnable bottles.

BREWERS AND BOTTLERS

Blitz Weinhard is the only brewer in Oregon; there are 33
to 35 bottlers of soft drinks. There is no doubt that there
would be increased costs in having to hire more drivers to i

bring in the returnables and more workers to sort and wash the

bottles, It is difficult to calculate what would be the
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increase in employment inasmuch as there are great differences
between a Portland bottler and one in a smaller town. It is
likewise difficult to estimate if the savings in the cost of

containers would offset costs of the increased payroll.

RETAILER

HB 1036 would place an increased expense on the retailer
to handle, sort and store the empty returnable bottles.

It is estimated that this increase would be between 1/4 and
1/2 employee per store. There appears to be conflicting opinions
as to whether the price at which beer distributors and soft
drink bottlers repurchase the bottles is sufficient to pay for
the increased costs to the retailer. We have, however, been informed
that at least one large chain store makes money on its returnable
bottle business.

We have also been advised that certain retail stores use
returnable empties as a "loss leader" in inducing cus£omers to
return to the store.

As to the retailer, HB 1036 increases jobs and therefore
costs. The costs must be paid for either by the savings in
container costs or by increasing costs of the product to the
consumer.,

CONSUMER

The returnable bottle is the cheapest container for the

customer. The cost per drink of beer or soda pop is less.

Comparison shopping at Fred Meyer 2/13/71 shows as follows:

SIX PAK BLITZ

RETURNABLE NON-RETURNABLE

Size Price Deposit Net Price Price per Oz.| Price Price per Oz
11 oz. bottle 1.11 .06 1.05 $.0159 1.12 & $.0169

_12 0z. can 1.28 _ L0177
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It is interesting to note that the leaders of the beverage
industry have expressed opinions as to the superiority of the
returnable bottle:

(a) Theodore Rosenak, President of Rheingold Breweries, Inc.,
October 16, 1970 "[The returnable bottle] brings its contents to
the consumer at a lower true cost than does the metal can or a
non-returnable bottle. The consumer saves money."

(b) J. Paul Armstrong, President of Coca-Cola Company,
September, 1970, "And even though it is far more economical for
consumers to buy our products in these returnable packages, some
of our dealers--supermarkets and convenience stores--find it more
desirable to handle one-way bottles and cans."

In summary, the non-returnable is a hidden tax on the
consumer. First, he must pay more when he purchases a non-returnable
container. Second, he pays the garbage collector to take it away.
Third, he has to either pay taxes to have it cleaned dp or have

his environment desecrated.

INCIDENTAL ECONOMIC EFFECTS

HB 1036 would tend to reverse the concentration of production
in larger and larger units, and would aid the small locally owned
bottlers to retain their business. Before the one-way bottle and
can, all soft drinks were bottled locally.‘ Now, for instance,
Coke is canned is Seattle by Pacific Food Products Co. and trucked
to Portland, and Pepsi is canned in Yakima by Noel Canning Corp.

In 1958, there were 262 breweries in the United States. The
U. S. Brewers Association recently estimated there are now less
than 80. 1In 1958, 71,700 persons were employed by brewers. In
1969, there were 60,500, a decline of 15.5%. Based upon a wagg
rate of $8,714 in 1967, the 11,200 job decline amounted to a
total of $97,596,800 less in payroll expenditures. This is

attributable very largely to the one-way can and bottle, where
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the huge, often out-of-state manufacturers with large
accumulation of capital, can manufacture with no concern to
the problems of litter. 1In 1967, there were 3,403 soft drink
botfling plants in the United States employing 123,400 persons
with a payroll of §727,100,000. If the trend in the soft
drink industry parallels the beer industry, which it has to
date, a decline of 28.3% in the number of plants would amount
to a drop in plants of 936 or a total of 2,440 plants. The
number of employees will suffer a 15.6% decline to a total of
104,150. Using the 1967 payroll of $5,892, the total loss in

payroll would be $113,421,000 yearly.

TAXES

It has been impossible to separate‘the costs in cleaning up
our city streets and parks, our county roads and our state
highways and establish a figure attributable té one way cans and
bottles. However, the increased burden upon the taxpayers is great.
The Highway Commission spent $330,000 in 1970 to pick up highway
litter a large part of which was one way cans and bottles. It
has been estimated that it costs Oregon 30 cents to pick up a
can or bottle along the highway. It is estimated that in Michigan
it is 35 cents and in New York above 40 cents.

This is all wasted money. HB 1036 would eliminate some of
these costs. It would likewise extend the life of the dumps for
solid waste. A large part of the residue from incineration is
glass and metal and these are largely from one-way cans and
bottles,

WHAT PEOPLE THINK

On July 9, 1970, Gov. Tom McCall said Oregon should "put
a price on the head of every beer and pop bottle sold."

Statesman, July 10, 1970. (

\

According to a poll conducted by the National Federation of

Independent Business, of 287,166 of their members, 62% favor a
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ban on non-returnable soft drink and beer bottles and cans.

In Oregon, 68% favored the ban. Grants Pass Courier,
January 29, 1970. I

Initiative #256 in the State of Washington secured 188,102
§ignatures between April and July, 1970, which is nearly twice
éhe necessary number needed. A private poll taken in August for

the beverage industry found that 80% of the voters were backing

the issue. Wall Street dournal, November 2, 1970, page 6, col, 2.
However, the initiative was defeated 48.7% to 51.3% after the
glass and can makers, breweries, soft drink bottlers and labor
unions had spent an estimated two million dollars, according to

the December, 1970 issue of Softdrinks.

ALTERNATIVES
1. Do nothing and rely on the generally ineffectual attempts
of public education and increased sensitivity., With Glass
Container Manufacturers Institute launching a 7.5 million dollar
campaign to promote the sale of 6ne—way bottles, the future will

be more littered than the present. Oregon Statesman, January 16,

1970.

*Shipments of beer and soft drinks in throw-away cans

and bottles in the year 1970

Throw-away Throw-away
bottles cans TOTAL

Soft drinks--6,000,000,000 9,000,000,000 15,000,000,000
beer --6,230,000,000 15,100,000,000 21,330,000,000
Oregon is fortunate it still has returnable bottles. There

are some stores in Oregon where it is impossible to buy beer and soft

drinks in returnable bottles. There are some drinks in returnable

bottles.

*The Role of Packaging in Solid Waste Management, 1966 to 1976,
U. 8. Department of Health, Education and Welfare
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2. Tax and pick up. A tax placed on all beverages is

a selective sales tax which would place a tax on»the already
squeezed grocery budget merely so the makers of cans and
bottles can continue to make a polluting product and so the
huge chain stores do not have to police their wastes as other
industries do.

A tax would place the burden on all drinkers of beer or
soft drinks whether they littered or not.

HB 1036 is a deposit, not a tax.

If the consumer brings his bottles back to be reuéed, his
cost of groceries has not been raised. If he is a litterer,
then he loses the deposit and it is collected by someone else
who picks yp the returnable bottles.

By placing a tax on all beer and soft drink containers,
there Would be no inducement for the consumer to bring the
bottle back. There is now no financial inducement to bring
back cans and one-way bottles; as a result, they comprise the
vast majority of the noh—degradable litter in Oregon.

The tax would merely plaée the burden of cleaning up the

roads on all beer and pop drinkers, not on those who litter,.

CONCLUSION
The effects of HB 1036 would be to stop all litter from
beverage cans and bottles.
It would shift some employment and result in increased
employment in Oregon.
It would create few increased costs, which could not be
absorbed by the savings resulting from the use of returnable

containers,
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EXPLANATION OF CONTAINER TAX LEGISLATION.

The proposed legislation imposes a tax upon nonreturnable
beverage containers. The funds raised by the tax would support
programs for the control, collection and disposal of litter. The
more significant sections of the bill are discussed below.

Section 2.

The tax is levied on certain beverage containers. A
"beverage" is brogdly defined and is intended to include all drinks
sold in liquid form in containers, except milk, natural fruit juices
and medicines. Artificial fruit drinks sold in liquid form would
be subject to the tax. Frozen or powdered concentrates would not
be included within the definition of "beverage". A "container" is
the separate bottle, can, or carton, and does not encompass the
packing case.

Section 3.

A tax of one-fourth cent is imposed on every taxable container

sold after 8:00 a.m., October 1, 1971. Every beverage container is
subject to the tax except:

(a) A returnable container, which is defined as one
on which the distributor requires a dealer to charge at least a

five cent deposit, refundable upon return of the empty container
(see definition in Section 2).

(b) A certified container. (See Section 6),

Section 6.

The Department of Environmental Quality is authorized to
certify containers which meet two tests:

(a) A dealer will pay not less than one cent for the
return of the empty container; and

(b) Distributors will customarily pick up the empty
container from dealers and pay the dealer not less than two cents
for each container.

A container which by reason of its shape or design, or
by reason of words or symbols permanently placed on the container,
is reusable only for a particular brand name of beverage, is not




Explanation of Container
Tax L.egislation (continued)

eligible for certification. A container, such as liquor bottles,
which meets the above test but which may not be reused because of
federal or state law, is nonetheless eligible for certification.
A certified container is exempt from the tax.

Section 17.

The tax imposed by the legislation is to be paid by the
distributor. On or before the 20th day of each month, the distributor
must submit a report to the Department of Revenue declaring the
number of taxable, returnable, and certified containers sold and
distributed during the preceding month and pay the tax at the time
the report is filed., If a distributor closes his book every four
weeks, rather than at the end of a calendar month, the Department
of Revenue may authorize the reports and payment of the tax in
conformity with the four-week period.

Section 29.

The Department of Revenue has the primary responsibility
for enforcing the provisions of the legislation and to adopt and
enforce rules and regulations. Provision is made in the draft for
appeals within the Department and from the Department to the Oregon
Tax Court and from there to the State Supreme Court.

Section 30.

The money received from the tax will be paid to the
State Treasurer and held by him in a suspense account until the
end of each month when the balance, after payment of any refund,
is credited to the scenic protection fund.

Section 31.

Establishes a scenic protection fund to be used for the
purposes of Sections 32 to 44 of this act.

Section 32.

Appropriates 50% of the Scenic Protection Fund to the
Highway Department and $450,000.00 each year out of Highway funds
for the purposes of Section 33 to 36 of this act.




Sections 33 and 34.

Requires the State Highway Commission to establish and
administer a Scenic Protection Corps of both permanent and
temporary classification. The Corps would pick up litter as well as
issuing citations to violators.

Preference in temporary personnel would be given to Oregon
residents who are students of high school and college age.

Sections 35 and 36.

Provides for transportation of Scenic Protection Corps,
supervision and minimum compensation of $2.50 per hours.

Sections 37 and 38.

Provides for distribution of 15% of the Scenic Protection
Fund to cities and counties to assist them in the removal of
litter and trash.

Section 39.

Appropriates 5% of the Scenic Protection Fund to the
Department of Environmental Quality to use for public education
against litter through schools and other media.

Section 40.

Appropriates 5% of Scenic Protection Fund to State Highway
Department to acquire and install receptacles on private property
and enter into agreements with private property owners for such
purposes.

Section 41.

Appropriates 25% of the Scenic Protection Fund to encourage
recycling of taxable containers.

Sections 42 - 44.

Provides for eligibility of redemption centers and provides
the manner of reimbursement and payment of expenses.




§§ctions 45 - 48,

Makes it a misdemeanor to discard litter on land of another;
allows for issuance of citations by police officers and members of
the Scenic Protection Corps of age 21 and provides a fine for
violators.

Section 49.

Provides that all fines and penalties recovered go to the
State Treasurer credited to the Scenic Protection Fund.

Section 50.

Makes the effective date of the act October 1, 1971.
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3/24/71

On pg§e13%/gfter line 16 insert:
'"Seétioh 6. (1) The Joint Committee on Rules and
Resolutions sﬁall cause to be conducted a study of the
operation of sections 2 to 5 of this Act that shall include,
but not be limited to, én analysis of:

"(a) The economic loss, if any, that is incurred by
persons licensed under ORS chapter 635 to engage in the
nonalcoholic beverage manufacturiﬁg business, by persons
engaged in the business of manufacturing beer and other
malt beverages and by persons engaged in the business of
manufacturing beverage containers in complying with the
provisions of sections 2 fo 5 of this Act.

"(b) The problems, if any, incurred in the dis-
tribution, sale and return of beverage containers subject
to thé provisions of sections 2 to 5.0f this Act.

"(c) The effectiveness of the.provisions.of sections
2 to 5 of this Act in the reduction of fhe incidence of fhe

littering of beverage containers in this state.

rye— - -




"(d) The costs incurred in the enforcement of the
provisions-of sections 2 to 5 of this Act.

"(2) Prior to January 1, 1975; thé Joint Comm%ttee
on Rules éna Resolutions shall prepare and submit to the
Fifty-eighth Legislative Assémbly of the State of Oregon
a report of its findings made pursuant.EO'subsection (1)
of this section and its recommendations with respect to
any legislative proposals considered by it to be necessary

as the result of the study conducted as required by sub-

“section (1) of this section.

o R
On page 3, line 17, delete "6" and insert"7"

N




EXPLANAT TON

Classifies beverage contailners as returnable with
5 cent déposit, certified or taxable. Provides standards
for certifieation by Department of Environmental Quality.
Imposes a tax of one—quérter of a cent upon each taxable
‘beverage container, to be”péid by distributor. Applies to
all beverages except natural fruit juices and fluid milk
products, FEstablishes a Scenic Protéction Fund, Appropriatés
»money'from_Scenic Protection Fund and Highway Fund for
Scenic Protection Corps to remove litter from roads, highways,
scenic and recreational areas of state., Distributes portion
'6f Scenic Protection Fund to cities and counties for litter
removal, to Highway Diviéion to install and maintain litter
_receptacles.on private property with consent of owner and to
emptly recéptacles, and to Department of Environmental |
Qualiﬁy for educational programs. Authorizes funds to
assist in establishment of redemption centers for contaiﬁers.

Prohibits throwing of trash and littexr. Provides penalties..
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HB 1036 PROVIDES FOR A FIVE CENT DEPOSIT ON ALL BEER AND SOFT

DRINK BOTTLES AND CANS SOLD FOR OFF-PREMISE CONSUMPTION AND

PROVIDES THAT THE RETAILER MUST GIVE THE REFUND.

WHY HB 1036 IS NEEDED

There is no doubt that beverage cans and bottles comprise
a2 large amount of the litter along our highways, in our parks,
lakes and streams, and on our beaches. Depending on the road
and the method of computing, beverage cans and bottles comprise
between 49% and 82.6% of all non-degradable litter.

The sale of non-returnable containers doubled from 1958 to
1966 and is expected to more than double again by 1976.

HB 1036 is no panacea to all of the problems of iittering.
It is, however, a practical solution to one very large segment of

Oregon's litter and solid waste problems.

WILL HB 1036 WORK?

Yes. It is working now in Oregon.

In many Oregon based stores, beer in returnable bottles
is sold with a one-cent deposit and a five-cent deposit on Coke
and 7-Up. On October 16, 1970, William Wessinger noted that
the sales of Blitz Weinhard beer in returnable six packs increased
21% during an eight month test.

A law similar to HB 1036 is now working in British Columbia.
British Columbia's Litter Act became effective in part on August
15, 1970 and became effective in full January 1, 1971. The "non-
returnable" bottle has virtually disappeared from the British
Columbia market.

A simple deposit system worked in Oregon before the advent
of the no deposit/no return one-way bottle, and there was no
litter problem then. A similar system of deposits on bottles

exists in Europe and there are no bottles left along the roads.




TESTIMONY FAVORING HB 1036

Presented by
AUTOMOBILE CLUB OF OREGON

The Automobile Club of Oregon would like to express our thanks to the
Committee for the opportunity of expressing our views in favor of the
legislation proposed in House Bill 1036.

When the legislative Interim Sub-committee was studying this matter last
year, we surveyed our Board of Directors who unanimously supported the
idea of requiring a deposit on boitles and cans as an effective means of
reducing this type of litter in our state. We so testified before the
Sub~committee and subsequently, at the request of the Committee chairman,
we conducted a poll of our mcmbership, In reply to the question: "Would
you favor a mandatory deposit at the time of sale on all bottles and cans
containing malt or soft drink beverages?"' those who responded to the poll
voted 609 in favor of the idea, with only 119 votes in opposition,

Again this year, as this legislation was proposed in this session of the
legislature, we conducted a second poll on this question and at this time,

with some replies still coming in, our poll shows 912 to 102 in favor of
the five-cent deposit plan.

Even though the returns to our polls do not represent a numerical mhjority
of our more than 101,000 members, we believe the substantial vote in favor
of the deposit in both polls is justification for stating that the Auto
Club members are in favor of this program.

The Interim Sub-committee made an exhaustive study of this matter before
preparing this legislation and we believe that the bill reflects the
carefully considered opinion of the members of the committee that this

is desirable legislation, We agree that it is a good bill and should pass.




Chairman Haﬂp and Committee wombers:-

I represent the Ubegon State Division of American Association

of University Women, composed of 36 branches with approximataly
3060 membsrs.

We support House Bill 1036 because it serves a two-Fold
purpose. First, it offers a positive incentive to keep the
state clean. Second, it encourages recycling of all glass and
metal conteiners.

Since it is impossible to enforce anti litter laws effective~
ly, this bill offers a roward for those who Fight'litter.

The five cent refund provides non-profit organizations with
monetary incentive to clean up the state roadways. )

The sections of the bill which eliminate metal containers
with detachable parts are strongly suppqrted'by us. Those metal
parts are not biodegradable and remain as litter and as a health
hazard when tossed by carcless people.

In conclusion, AAUW strongly recommends HB 1036 as a partial
answer to the growing litter problem in Oregon. I thank you.fpr

considering this recommendation.




Statement for the Support of Housebill 1036
March 11, 1971

I believe that the passage of Housebill 10%6 will De:
an important step towards a solution and resolvement of our
litter problem here in Oregon. Today's litter problem is
largely associated with the large numbers of non-returnable
bottles and beverage containers currently on the market,
many of which are of non-degradeable material. Such con-
tainers must be disposed of, but efficient removal is a
distinet problem; they accumulate in municipal disposal
sites, on back pprches and shelves, and in the natural
beauty of our environment. There is no use for these
containers, and consequently no outlet for their dispos-
al. They are a problem, 7

And Housebill 10%6, I believe, will provide a good
solution. A deposit on containers will

1) Provide for re-use and an outlet for all beverage
containers.,

2) Reduce littering.

3) Provide an initiative to clean up our environment
today.

4) Save the state money from clean-up costs of our
environment in the future.,

Oregon can be the first to have such a solution.
Environment is vital to life, and we must protect it,
Housebill 1036 will be a vastly important step in doing
0., I think it will help the litter problem and keep
our state beautiful,

G%Ppy Hyde: )
AL 9/ /{/y%(’

1410 Pacific Terrace
Klamath Falls, Oregon
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March 4, 1971

Joan M, Reitz
4816% S.E, Bybee
Portland, Oregon 97206

Rep. Roger E, Martin

Chairman

House State and Federal Affairs Committee
Capitol Building

Salem, Oregon

Dear Rep, Martin:

Enclosed is' a copy of the testimony which I planned
to present at the hearing held yesterday before your committee
on H,B. 1036,

I am signed-up on the sheet to testify, but will be unable
to come to Salem a second time to present my views on this
bill. Therefore, I would appreciate it very much, if, when
hearings are continued, you would indicate that I will not
be testifying because I have mailed my testimony to members
of the committee,

I hope that you will r ead my testimony., I think that
you should give your support to this bill, It is probably
the only way to make a serious attempt at solving our solid
waste problém in Oregon,

Slncerely,

(

Jm W el

Joan M., Reitz
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My nome 35 Josa ', Dotz iy sddvess is A816E S.B. Rybee. Povilond,

regon 97206, i an presehily A siudenl at Reed College in Fowtland and
hnvo lived in Orogen the eatire tweniy-four years of my life. The following
ceshinony is offered in supperd of .3 1036 as it now veads-

o < . 2 B & 13 4 bl
Tast svwmmor, after spending quit mmber of houwrs fiching cuply beex
¢ems owd of several inacressible Iaks the Qregon Casgades, I sat dowi
spd wrote leticrs on my own indtiabi s a1l of the leading heer muruiacivrers
in the Uunited Statzg, Lnfoiming them thet T would no® be buylag their prodnsio
until they stepced selling ir non-returnable containers. AL the btime, I 21t

1
aﬂsciezn‘v 1 should mei by my own asvicns further the sime of
the disposable container indusiry, snd, Tnrthevmere, Yhot I uld wake my
decision lmown %o those ronpanies that would he affecied by iy ions., I
have not purchnased commeveial beer siace that times however ve had
considerable success with home-brewed beer which I bottle i nable
cuarts.

that in good

The responses to the Fifty-odd ketters that I seat to beverage panifacturers

across the nation varied wideliy in the amount of concern ex*r:ssed for the

501id waste and littering problem at which my personal boyecott was aimedo

Most compznies were quite hostile to my amnouncement, some luke-warsi the

richer omes, like COCA-COLA COGMPANY, seni ze costly folders showing how much
advertizing monsy they were devoting to =hangiuyg people’s atfiiudes while

they continued to markei in throw-avays. Bul two companies, LUCKY LAGER of

Sen Franeisto and BLITZ-WEINIARD of Fortlsné expressed a genvine interes?t io
econverting %o all-returncble scontainers. Blitz even said that they would

prefer o do s¢, bevause returnables ars leos expensive for them io hzndleo

So why not do i%? In & phone conversation with lucky Lag e
Girector, I learned that the directors of his company felt that they e¢c
not converi %o allereturnables umlesa all beverage manufacturers aid it

simultaneously vecavee they might Icse their competitive positicn to thosc
companies thai would not veluntarily comvert to returnables. e suggsested
that the -nly way to really solve the waste rroblem created by dispoaable
containers would ba $o pass legislaticn at the state or federal level which
would reguire deposits an all contziners as aa iacentive in buyers to recycle.

After zonsidering the preblem frow the poiant of view of a company anxions
to preserve its competiiive advantage, it seemed obvious that his suggestion
might be the only way of bringing about wide-scale recycling-

It is my belief that our solid waste disposal aad litter problen will
never be sclved by velying on the good intentilons of individual consumers-
As already demonstruted by our desecrated parks and traoils, those good intentinns
do not exisi in a wounsiderable portion of our citizenry. FHowever, almost all
Americans are quite sensitive about throviug away meney. At a nickel aplezeg,
I think our waste dispasal and 1litter problez would be easily seolved, if nct
by adults, then by children iatea® on collerting enough for Saturday matinces.

Should we impose this horrible burdzn om a socieby that has emply demonstrated
t5 preference for comveniencs? Disposcbic containers are not that new, Mest
older peopie alive today spent their youth at a time whea containevs were
considered highly valuable znd saved fov reuse. What are the alternatives te
recycling? Ccuntless aores of accurulating zarbage ihal vequires tens of years

1 4
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0 decay, if desay is cheuienlly posaiblet Speedy exhaustion of natural
pesourses that will be precious in snother ecouple of pamerations? T think
Oregonians are asture encugh to be able e cope with a litile incouvenience
for the mcke of a ¢leansr 2ad more beautiful state and a richer future for
their chilidren.

T urge speedy pessage of this bill as it now reads. Thank you for ihis
epperiunity ts testify ia my capanity as an informed layman.
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The follow1ng are. items I w111 empha51ze in 1971. ‘Referéncéiyqur question,
last week by telephone, what I w111 be . d01ng on 11tter in 1971 |
i I will be cooperating with the Oregon Jaycees.on an . anti-litter educational
program with youth'gioups and.schools;‘.One-hundred gallons of ice cream to the
séhool with the best. anti-litter program.in-each of the community college areas
of Oregon, and to.send two youths to Washington D;C; and .to the Keep America
Beautiful meetinguin.New York in.November, 1971; -
Iﬁ'1970,'26'0r§§on.schools.receivedlice cream and the Keep Oregon Green
and Clean road signs; Winning an 8 day'tfip.tO'Washington D;C;‘and to the Keep
America Beautiful meeting:in New.York .were:
Margie Willis of Clackamas High.School;‘Milwaukie; State individﬁal winner;
Marie Huskey of Northngiem High?School,‘xeprésentipg State.Youth_group, winner
Marion Couﬁty'4-H.teen‘council;:and‘John'Guitteaulof Wiﬁsﬁon Churchill High

School of Eugene representing the winning school. . (Trip was made in‘November,

1970.)

Enough 1itterbpgs.were'arrested'sinéé.the.new litter law became effective \\

8/22/69 to have.cleaned up 10,000 miles of Oregon.roadway had the courts carried ;

t

out the intent of the sponsors of the law.and assigned roadside litter patrol

duties and.the weaxrling of the L.P, arm band .to the convicted litterbugs, instead i

of fines ranging from $10 to :$400. ' ' !

In 1971, I shall support a.condensed reyriting of the State's litter laws /
to give better directions to thelcourt.whiCh'provides.for a minimum.penalty, \
such as two days 1ifter'patr61 work while wearing.the L.P, arm band and $50 !
fine to pay .cost of apprehensionl_ | : ‘. i

I will NOT,suppért.action which will encourage .people to piék up roadside %
litter on a.selective basis which.iesults.in'damaged“or.unwnnted'articles,being '

. /

/

/1




thrown onto private property.to:injuré,pérsons,'cripple'br kill 1iVe§tock, or
damage farm equipmeht.'

I believe a.convicted litterbugfworking:ohe'day:on litter patrol duties,
while wearing an L.P.'axm’band,‘will:reduceuroadside 1ittervin'0:egon'equa1vto

-

100 hired man days of litter pickup work.

. Edgar B. Grimes
¢ .Rt. 1, .Box40..
E.Harrlsburg, Oregon 97446




DEPARTMENT OF
STATE POLICE

GENERAL HEADQUARTERS

e L.

PUBLIC SERVICE BUILDING ° e . ® . SALEM, OREGON 97310

TOM McCALL
GOVERNOR

February 25, 1971

Mr, Edgar B, Grimes
Route 1, Box 40
Harrisburg, Oregon 97446

Dear Sir:

In response to our recent phone con-
versation please find attached statistics relating
to the enforcement of the littering laws by our
members during the last six months of 1970,

We hope this provides the information you
need, If we can be of further assistance, please

advise,
Yours very truly, .wm;w;
Holly V, Holcomb,/ Superintend n;:>
C2e 7S e
(S '
E, W, Tichenor, Captain
Traffic Division
EWT:cjd
Encl,




LITTERING

July - December - 1970

Arres‘ts Warnihgs v ‘Fines Average Fine

Throwing injurious substance _ S R
" on highway ' S L8 28 - 1,035.00 - 21.56
| Throwing away lighted material ~ 101 = 30 o 1,667.50 16.50
Dumping rubbish or refuse 23 43 2,280.00 18.53
Public health and sanitation .20 . 2 - - 805.00 40.00 n
Deposit rubbish in or near water - W7 20 T _3,710.00 25.20
. o - 3 T TS
Totals bz9 . 123 $9,497.50 $r21579
B . . : g . -
| - 20,73
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A BILL FOR

AN ACT

Relating to taxation of containers and control of litter;
creating new provisions; appropriating money; providing

penalties, and prescribing an operative date.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

A Section 1. -The purposes of this Act are:
_(1) to promote the use of containers which are
returnable or reusable, or both.
(2) To facilitéte collection of .containers by
promoting the use of stgndard containers,; |
 (3) To reduce the amountbof trash and litter along
"the highways and in the recreational and scenic aieas ?f this
‘staté, |
(4) To provide facilities foxr the deposit of littex
and trash and to assist in the collection and clean-up of litter
and trash.
(5) To provide public education on the problem
of litter and trash along the roadways and in the parke,
recreation‘andvscenic areas of this state.
Section 2. As used in this Aétp unless the
context requires otherwise:

"Beverage" includes any drink intended for human

]




consumption sold in liquid form in a container, including
“but not limited to alcoholic ligquor, beer, wine, all soft
drinks, whether or not carbonated, and all similar products,
except nétural fruit juices which are unfermented, non-
cafbbnated and not artifiéally sweetened, fluid milk products,
ahd_beverages intended for medicinal purposes only.
"Container" means the separate sealed botfle;'can,
jar, carton or other'péckage containing a bevefage.
"Certified container" means & container certified
by the Department of Environmental Quality as provided in this
Act. | |
"Consumér" means every person who purchases a
_ beverage in a conﬁainer for use or consumption.
"Dealer" means every person who engages in this
‘state in the retail sale of beverages to a consumer.
"Department" means the Department of Revenue.
"Distributor" means ény person who engages in the
sale of beverages to any dealer for purposes other than use
oxr consumption.
"In this state" means within the exterior limits
of the State of Oregon and inclﬁdes all territory within these
limits owned by or ceded to the United Statesrof Amexica.
- "Manufacturer" means any person who makes, mixés,
.blends brews, or otherwise manufacﬁures beverages for sale to

a distributor oxr a dealer.




"Returnable container" means a container upon which
‘a ‘distributor requires the dealer charge‘a consumer a deposit
of not less than five cents,; to be'refunded by thé dealer upon
_return of the empty container.

“Taxabie container" means every container except a
certified container of a returnable container.

"Use or consumption” includes the exercise of any
right or power over a bevérage incident to the ownership
thereof, other than the sale of a beverage or the keeping ox

retention thereof for the purposes of sale.

IMPOSITION OF TAX
Section 3. Every distributor shéll pay a tax of
“one-fourth of one cent upon each taxéble contaiﬁer soid to a
dealerrafter 8:00 A. M., Pacific Standard Time( October 1, 1971.
. Section.la The taxes imposed by this Act shall not

'épﬁly'to the sale of beverages:

(1) From a manufacturer to a distributor.

(2) To a common.carrier engaged in foreign or
interstate passenger service, providéd such common. carriex
does not sell the beveragé for use or consumption in fhis state.

(3) To the'ﬁnited_StateS‘Army, Alr Forxce, Navy,
.Marine Corps; or Coast Guard exchanges and commissaries, and
Navy or Cdast Guard Ship's stores, the United States

Veterans Administration, ship's stores maintained under




. Federal bond, or to any person which by virtue of the
Constitution or statutes of the Uniﬁed States cannot be
made the subject of taxation by this state.

Section 5. Any claim for exemption from the tax
imﬁosed by this Act shall be made in such manner as it shall
vprescribev

Sectioﬁ 6. (1) To,promote the uée of reusable

._coﬁtainers in this state, and to encourage the easy return
of containers to manufacturers of beverages, upon ap?lication
of a distributor the Department of Environmental Quality
" shall certify standard containers which satisfy the requirements
"of this section.
(2) A containerléhall be certified if:
(é) A dealer will pay not lesé than one
,/cent upon‘the return of thebempfy contaiﬁer, and

(b) Distributors of the kind of-beverage for
which the container.wés designed will customatily accept the
vempty container from the dealer and pay not less than‘de_cents

.for each container.

(3) A-container shall not be certified if by reason,
. of its shape or desién, or by reason of words or symbols
permanenfly inscribeé.thereon, whether by:engraving? embossing;
painting or other permanent méthod, it is reusable‘ih the
ordinary course of business only by & manufacturer of &

beverage sold under a specific brand name, or is not returnable.




(4) A container which is in fact reusable as a
container for the type of beverage for which it was originaliy
designed shall not be denied certification for the reason any
such reuse is prohibited by law.

(5) Application for certification under this section
shall be made to the Department of Environmental Quality in sﬁch
mannexr and subject to such rules and regulationé as it ﬁay. |
pxescribe.‘ | |

Section 7, Unless an application for certification
is denied by the Department of Environmental Quality within 60
days after filing of the application, the container described in
the application shall.be deemed certified. ThevDepartmenf of
Environmentgl Quality may withdraw certification of such a
contéiner as provided in Section 8 of thig Act.

Section 8. (1) The department of Environmental
Quality may review at any time a certificate issued with
reépect to a container. If, after such review, the Departmeﬁt
of Environmental Quality determines the container is no longexr
' qualified for certification, the Department shall withdraw
certification by giving written notice to.the distributor
and the Department of Revenue.

(2) Withdrawal of cextification of a contéiner
under this‘séction shall be effective at the close of buéiness
thirty days afterx theAdéte of the written nétice gpecifiea

~in paragraph (1) of this section.

5.




(3) Prior to withdrawal of certification, the
Department of Environmental Quaiity shall give writtén notice
" to the affected distributor whb shall be entitled to a hearing
before the Department.

(4)‘ Notice_of the withdrawal of certification'
shall be given to the Department of Revenue.

Section 9. Uhléss the contrary is established, it
shall be presumed.that;all containers for beverages aré taxable
containers. - |

ADMINISTRATION

Section 10. Every distributor of taxable
containers shall file with therdepartment a statement
setting fofth the name and address of the distribﬁtor‘and
‘the brand name or common name of all beverages distributed
by.the distributofo |

Section 1l1. Every distributor and every person dealing
in, transporting, or storihg’beverages in taxable‘containers
within this state shall keep on the premises. such recordS;
receipts, invoices, and other pertinent papers with respect
- thereto in such form as\the department may require and each
such papex shall be preserved for four years from the time
to which it relates. During the four-year period and at any
tine prior/to destruc#ion of records, the department may give -
written notice to a distributor not to destroy records

described in the notice without permission from the




'department. NotWithstanding other provisions of law, reportq
and returns flled with the department Sha]l be preselved by 1t

for four years and thereafter until the department orders them>'

'_deét;oyedl

. Section 12. The department or its authorized
representative, upon oral or written demand, may make such
examinations of the books, papers, records and equipment of

distributors and such other investigations as it may deem

necessary in carying out the provisions of this Act. 1In

-addition ‘to any other reports required under this Act, the

depaltment may, by rule or otherw1se, requxre addltlonal

- other, or supplemental reports from dlstrlbutors and other
,persons and plescrlbe fhe form, 1nclualng ver1f10atlon, of

the.information to be glven and the times for flllng of such

additional, other or'supplemontal reports.

_Seotion 13. (1) The department shall have authority, :

- by order or subpoena,'to be served with the same force and

effect and in the same manner that a subpoena is served in a

‘civil action in the circuit court, or the Oregon Tax Court,

. to require the production at any time and place it may désignate

of‘any books,'papers, accounts, ox. other information necessary
to the carryinQ out of this Act,.apd may reguire the attendance .
of any person having knowledge in the premises, and méy take
testimony and require proof'material'for the information,vwith.

power to administer oaths to such person.




(2) 1If any person fails to comply with any subpoena

Or order éf the department to produce or permit the examipatioh
or inspection of any bboks, papers, records and equipment
pertinent to any investigation or inquiry under this Act, or to
"testify to ahy matter regarding which he may be lawfully
. interrogated, the depa:tmen;'may apply to the Oregop Tax
| Court or to the circuit court of the county in whicﬁ fhe

person resides 6r where he may be found, for én ordef to the
_pefson to atteﬁd and‘tésﬁify, or otherwise to comply with the
demand or request of the department. The application to the
court shall be by ex pérte motion upon which the court shall
make an order requiring'the person againsf whom it is directed
to comply with the request on demand of the depaftment Qithin
ten days after the sexvice of the order, or such fgrther fime as
_the_court may grant, or to justify the failure within that time.
The order shéll be serﬁed upon the person to whom it is
di;ected in the manner réquired by this state for service of
process, which service shall be required to0 confer jurisdiction
upon the court. Failure to obey any order issued by the court
under this section is contempt of court. The remedy provided
by this section shall be in addition to other remedies, civil
or criﬁinal, existing under the téx’laws Qr»otﬁer laws of this
' Stateu
Section 14. (1) Whenever the department discovers

taxable containers with respect to which the tax has not been




paid, it is hereby authorized and empowered forthwith to seize
and take'possession of such taxable contaiﬁers, together with
the contents thereof and any vehicle in which they are being
transported. Such seized taxable containers, contents and
vehicle, shall be forfeited to the state. The department
may) Within a reasonable time thereafter, by public notice
atrleast twenty days before the date of sale, sell such
forfeited taxable containers, the contents thereof, and vehicle,
at public sale.

(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection
(1) of this section,:the person from whom taxable containers,
the contents thereof,; and vehicle were seized may, within
‘twenty (20) dajs from the:date of seizure, by payment of the 
tax, due together with a»penalty of one hundred pef cent therébf
.and thelcdsts incurred in such proceeding, which total payment
- shall th-be less than $100;00, redeem such taxabie containers,
“contents and vehicle. . |

(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection
(10) of this section, the owner of such seized containers,
including the contents thereof, ox vehicle, shall have the
right of redemption provided in subsection (2) of this section
for a period of sixty (60) days from the date of such seizufe

ght prior to the redemption provided fox

=
e

if he claimg such

this section.

a1}
¢}

in subsection'(z) o)
Section 15. Whenever the department has good

reason to believe that taxable containers are beihg kept, sold or
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offered for sale in violation of the provisions of this Act ox
. regulations issued under its authority, the department may make -~

~affidavit of such fact, describing the place or thing to be

searched, before any judge of any ‘court in this.state, and

- such judge shall_issué a search warranty directed to the sheriff,
_any-constable, police officet, or dﬁly authorized agent of the
: départment,-commanding him to enter and diligently | o

v éearch any building, room in a building, place or vehicle as_'”
nay bé designated in the affidavit and search warrant; and tb
:seize any taxable containers, together with tﬁe contents,

_'thereof, and any vehicle carrying them, and to arrest the person

in possession orrdontrol thereof., If, upon the return of such

'warranty; it shall appear that the tax payable upon the taxable

containers siezed has not been paid, the taxable containers,
the contents thereof,'and the vehicle, if any, shall be

forfeited to the stated and sold pursuant- to section 14 of this

Act.

Section 16. The department may pay rewards to

persons,other than officers or employees of the departmént,,or

officers or emplbyées of the Department of Environmental

Quality, furnishing information that leads to the recovery

"of tax from other persons guilty of violating the provisions

of this Act. Such reward shall not exceed ten per cent of
thé net amount of tax, penalty and interest récovered by suit
or otherwise and shall be'paid only in cases where such evasions

10




“of tax would not be disclosed by the audit of reportsvor from

other information available to the department, .
- Collections and Refunds.
| Section 17. (1) on or before the 20th day of each
month, every aistrlbutor shall‘submit, on forms prescribed by
the department,; a statement. of the number of taxable, returnable
and certified containers old and dnstrlbuted durlng the
‘preceding month,'together with ‘such other 1nformatlon as thel
‘department may requife to carry out the purposee>of this Act.
.When any distributor regularly maintains and closes His books and
records putsuant to a method utilizing periods ending eaoh four
‘calendar weeks, the department by regulation may require different
'reportihg and payment dates for such distributor, oonforming.as
'l_nearly as practicable with the reporting .and pafmentjdates ofy
" other disttibutors.. i
| (2) The tax lmposed by this Act shall be paid oh‘
‘or before the time for filing the statement required by
-subsection (L) of this seotion. If not so paid, a penalty
_of flve pexr cent and 1nterest of two-thirds of one per cent’
N

per month, or fractlon thereof, shall be added and collected.

(3) lThe depattment may refund any tax, penalty
or interest imposed-or collected by reason of éﬂ exror by a
dlStributor;and may waive collection or refund any tax;
penalty,.or interest imposed‘or collectelen téxable contajners.:
: subsequent]y determxnea to be exemgt from the tax 1mposed

by this Act, _
I ll‘




Section 18. (1) The department, for good cause,
_ﬁay extend for a period not to exceed thirty days the time
B} for making’ény report or paying any amount of tax required
.by'this Act.- The extension may be granted at any time
- provided a rbquest therefor is filed with the depaytmen
'w1th1n oxr prlor io the perlod for which the extenSLOn may be |
vgrantedf |

'(2) Any per son to whom an extension is granted shall
‘pay, in addition to the amount of tax, interest at the rate of
ftwo—thlrds of one per cent per month, or fraction thereof, from-
- the,déte on whiph Ehe'amqunt of tax would have been due withéut 
_the extension, to the date of péyment..

Section 19. If a distributor fails to make timely j?
'paYment.of the tax imposed by this Act, the depéftment may |
~compute and determine from any available records and
‘1nformatlon the amount requlred to be pald, 1nclud1nq 1ntclost
and penalties, the department‘shall give the distrxibutor written_-
notice of its'determination in the manner provided by |

subsection (6) of section 22 of this Act. Except in the case.

' of fraud,.every notice of determination made undex this Act

shall be given within three years of the due date of the tax
imposed by this Act. .

’Sedtion 20. If the amount specified in the determiéil
rnation made under this Act is not paid within ten dayé:after'
" sexvice of the not¢ce upon the dlqtrlbutor, the detormlnatlon

becomes’ flnal unless_ petaulon fox redetermxnatlon is. flled

12




'executionlduly levied against} any and all property of the

with the department w1Lh1n the ten-day perlod The determlnatlon

is due and payble when it becomes final and the amounts:
determined exclusive of interest and penalties, shall beai
interest at the laLe of two-thirds of one per cent per month, or .
fractlon thereof

| Section 21. The tax reqﬁired to be paid by section 3:

of this Act constitues a lien upon, and has the effect of an

 distributor, attaching at the time the taxable containers.

were sold ox distributed as the case may be, and remaining
untll Lhe tax is paid or the property sold in payment thereof
The lien created by this section shall encompass any penalties
or interest due from the distributor‘and is paramount to all -
private liens or‘encumbrances. | »

| Section 22. (1) If the department is dissatisfied

with the report filed by an distributoxr, or if any distributor

- fails to file a_repdrt, the department may compute and determine

the amount to be paid by such distributoxr upon'the basis of any

information available to the department. One or more

deficiency determinations may be made of the amount of tax

- due for one or for more than one month.

(2) The amount pf the determination, exclusiye of .

penalty, shall bear interest at the rate of two-thirds of

one per cent per month, ox fraction thereof, from the 20th
day after the close of" the month for which the amount of the_

tax, or any porLlon LthGOf, should have been veported, unf11:

the date of payment, ‘

13




(3) In making a determination the department may
offset overpayments for a month or months against underpayments'
for_another month or months and against the interest and'penalty'
on thé’underpayments. | | |

(4) If any part of the deficiency for which a

. deficiency determination is made is due to negligence or

intentional disregard for this Act or the rules and regulations

-adopted under this Act, a pénalty of five per cent of the amount

" of the determination shall be added thereto.

(5) If any part of the deficiency for which a

.deficiency determination is made i1s due to fraud or an intent

to evade this Act, or the rules and regulations adopted wnder

this Act, a penalty of 25%lof the ambuntsof the deﬁermination'.l

shall be added thereto. | |
(6) The department shall give the distributoxr

written notice of its determination. The notice may be served

~personally or by certified mail; if by‘mail,_serviée shall be

"addressed to the distributor at his address as'it appears in

the records of the department, but the service shall be deemed .

_complete at-the time of deposit of the notice in the mail without_ 

extension of time on account of the-distance between the.place
of deposit and the place of address.- . ‘
(7) Except in the case of fraud, intent to evade

the tax, or failure to make a report, every notice of &

“deficiency determination shall be given within three years after

the date when the amount should have been reported.
L S _ 14 :




Section 23. No refund or credit for the tax imposed
by this Act shall be allowed or approved after three years from the due
date for payment of the tax for which the overpayment was made;

or with respect to a determination made ersuant to this

~ chapter, aftel olX months f£rom the date the determination

becomes final, or after six months from the date of overpaynment,
whichever period expires later, unless a claim therefor is fllcd.
w:th the department within such period. .
Section 24. 1Interest shall be computed, allowed and.
paid upon  any overpayment of the tax 1mposed by this Act at the

rate of tWO“thrdo of one per cent per month from the due date

”for/payment of the tax for which the overpayment was made, untll pa:d,

Redeterminations; Appeals.

Section 25. (1) Any person aggrieved because of any

“action or determination of the department or its authorlzed

agent nay appeal to the depariment for a redetermlnatlon.
- (2) The appeal to the department shall be undertaken

and processed in the same manner as provided for appeals in

' ORs 323. 405.

Gectlon 26. (1) An appeal from the redetermination of the

department under Section 25 of this Act may be taken by the

petltloner in the same manner as 1ncome tax appeals 1n “the Oregonvl

j Tax Court as prOV1aed in ORS 314.460.

(2) - An appeal from any person a@grieved because of
any action or determination of the Departnent. of Environmental

15




Quallty under 1hJc Act may appeal such action or determlnatlon

vto the circuit court. Such appeal shall be heard by the c¢rcu1t

court in the same manner as equlty cases with a rvghL of further = .

~appeal from the de01510n of the cnrcult court as provided by law
| ~ Section 27. (1) lThe remcdy ptov1ded in SectJon ?6
}-6f_this Act shall be available to any person subject to the
;j prqvisions of the Act and shall be the exclusive remedy |
available to judiciaily determine t£e liability of such per;bﬁ'
for the taxes imposed by this chapter.
(2} BAn dppeal to the department under section ?5
of thlS Act or the Oregon Tax Couxrt under section 26 of thls 
‘Act, or to the 01rcu1t court unde: section 26 of thg Act,
shall not stay proceedings to collect any unpaid tax if the  “
: department be]leves that collectlon of the tax will be ’
_Jjeopardnzed by deldy, unless it be otherw1se ocde;ed by the‘
court, o g . o v
Section 28. (1) The failure'ofbthe éepartment
ito}do any actlfeéﬁired by oxr under the provisiohs oﬁ.fhis
Act. shall be deemed an act conmitted in part at the éfficer_'.
~of the.deparfment in Salem, Oregon.
(2) The failﬁre'of the Department oflEnvironmental
'rQuéity fd do any act required by ox under the pfoviéions of this
Act shall be deemed an act committed in the countyvin which }
,ﬁhe affected party has his principal place of business.
| (3) 1fhe certificate of the department to the effect
' £hat'é tgx’hés'notbéén baid, that a return has not 5éen:fi1ed;f>




~or that information has not been supplied, as required by or
| under the provisions of this Act, shall be primavfacie evidence
- that such tax has not been paid, or that such return has not
 been filed or that such infofmation has not been supplied.
Section 29. (l) The depar%ment shall enforce the..‘
'fprovisions of this Act and.méybprgscribe, adopt and_enforée.
rules and ;egulations relatipg to the administratioﬁ aﬁd
 'enfoicemeht of this Act. |

-(2) The department may employ necessary peréonnel
for the efficient administration of this Act and may designate
representatives to conduct hearings; or té perform any other
duties imposed by'this Act upon the department. B . S

(3) Certification of a containexr by thé Depértmentr
of Environmental Quality undet section 6 of this Act shall be
_conclusive evidence that such éontainer is éxempt‘from-the tax
imposed by this Act.
o | . DISPOSITION OF REVENUE

Section 30{ Alllmoneys'received by the department
under this chapter shall be paid over to the State Treasurer to
be held in a suspense account established under ORS 293,445,,'
Aftef the péyment of réfunds, the initial balance of moneys
in this suspense account as of the end of;each &onth shall
be credited to the Scenic Protection Fund established by.
:‘section 31 of this Act and is apprqpriated:for the‘purpqses

'of that account as provided by law.




Section 31. (i) There is created in the General‘
Fund of the State Treaeury an account to be known as the
'_Scenic Protection Fund. The moneys deposited in this'accouﬁt;.”>
'pursuant to law are approprlatod and shall be used fox Lno.'J
- purposes of sections 32 to 44 of tho Act.
(2) Netwithstanding any other provision of law,
'all‘moneys in the Scenic'Protection Fund shall be expended
:byAwarrant drewn on the State'Treasurer, and then only upon
rpropef claim submitted.to the Secretary of State for audit
by the appropriate represcntalee, entltied to expend funoe from -
the Scenlc Protection rund under this Act.
Section 32. (1) To assist in the>removal of litter
‘and trash from the recreation and scenic areas of this state, aﬁd to
enforce the prohibition against the improper discard of litter
and trash as provided in thls Act, there is contlnuouoly approprlated
© to the nghway Division 50 per cent of the ucenlc Protecc1on7Fund
and out of the nghway Fund the sum of $450, 000 annually for the.
' »purposes of sections 33 to 36 of this Act. B
(2) The sums appropriated by this section out of the
Scenic Protection Fund sha]i be available for expcndluure as
”credlted to the Scenic Protectlon Fund.
Section 33. (1) fThe Highway Division shall estaﬁlishlr
and administer av"Scenic Protection Corps". |
(2)- Personnel of the Scenic Protection Corps shall
be of two classifications: | | |
o (é). Permanenf ﬁer%onnel employea for ihe full

'calendaz year, and

(b)f TemPOrérY:personnel employed during the




' period'between Memorial Day through Labor Day and such additional

- periods as.the commission may determine.

(3) 1In employing temporary personnel for the Scenic

' Protection Corps, the Division shall give preferénce to those

residents of this state between the ages of 15 and 25 years who -

are students in high school or college.

(4) . Teméorary peréonnéi shall conﬂtifute:uncléssified |
'serv1ce for thc purposes of ORS Chdpter 240, | |
| Section 34. The Scenlc Protectlon Corps shal]
(1) Remove litter and trash from the ppbl;c streets,

-

roads, parks, scenic and recreational areas of the state; whether

or not administered by the Highway Divigion, excebt state highways

~and Interstate Freeways.

(2) Patrol the publlc scenic and recreation areas

" .of this state, whether or not adninistered by the nghway Division,

”_and_prevent the improper disposal of litter therein.

(3) Issue citations for violations of section 42 of this -

Act, providéd no such citation shall be issued by a member of the

~ Scenic Erotection Corps who shall not have attained 21 years of age.

(4) Perform such other duties related to the prevent:on f

~and removal of litter and trash as the Highway DLVLSlOﬂ may ifom

: ’tlme to time prescr ribe. .

Section 35. The Highway Division may:

(1) 'Provide'tranqportation, LenpoLary housxng,,.'

'clothlng, ouppltos dnd ouher nece851t3eo for the Sgenlc

.




.ProfeotiOn Corps as the commission may determine to be neceésary
.»or desirable to accompli sh'the purposes of the corps; |

(2) Contract w1th the State Board of Porcutry fOL'
use of boys participating in the summer camp program under
ORS 418.705 and pay the‘pro-rata compensation of such’duringlﬁhe time_C
- they are oarrying out the purposes of the ScenicCProtection Corps;v
(3). Cooperate with and enter into agreements w1Lh
"any county, c1Ly, mununpal corporatlon or other federal or state_.
.'agency to accompllsh the purposes of sections 33 to 36 of thlS
Acﬁt '

Section.36° '(1) ‘The Highway Division shail
" be Lespon51ble for the superv181on of all members of the Sceulo
‘Protectwon Comps durlng the worklng hours of the mcmber%,'
| (2) The D1v1510n shall at all tlmes prov1de for
“:adequate adult superv131on of all memberg of the Corps under the
age of 21 years; |

(3) Members of the corps shall receive gech
-_ycompensation as the DlVlSlon may from time to time detefmine,
Cbut in no eVent less than $2 50 per hour for each hour worked.

Section 37 (1) To assist cities and counties

. in the removal of lltter and trash from recepnacles along or in

the public streets, roadg, pedestrlan ways, parks, recreatlon ox
scenic areas manntalned by the city or county, there is cont1nuouq1y-'
appropriated 15 pex cent of the Scenic Protectmon Funo,Lor the

Lo

purposes of this section.
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~and roads maintained by such city or county bears to the tdtal

. section 37 of thls Act.}

(2)  The money appropriated by this section shall be
available for distribution as follows:

(a) Flfty per cent to the cities dnd counties

of this state in such share as the population of each city and

county bears to the population of this state, the population

of each county to be determined on the basis of the numbexr of -

: pergons re51dlng in the county outside the l1mJts of any cxty

~entitled to money under.thls paragraph 2(a).

(b) Fifty per cent to the cities and counties

' of this state in such share as the number of miles 0of streets

"~

number of miles of streets and roads maintained by cities and

"counties in this state.

Section‘38;:_(1) At the end of each quarter year,

any citx or county entitled to money under section 37 of this

" Act shall submit to the Department of Environmental'Quality

a sLatement, cernlfled by its auditor or treasurer, uettlng forth

the expense actually incurred by the city or county in colLeetJng
~and remov1ng_lltter and trash fron reCeptqcles.along:of_1nu¢Ls

: streets, roadu, pedestrian ways, parks, recreation or scenic areas.-

(2) Upen receipt of the certified statement, the

Department of Environmental Quality shall pay to the city or
‘county the certified expense incurred for the purposes
"set forth in this'qection) but in no event more than the amount

‘dlstrabuLable to the c1ty ox county unde£ subsect;on (2) of




(3) Expenses reimbursible under this section

include the cost of receptacles for litter and trash, the wages

and salaries of personnel during the time they are actually

~engaged in collecting and remdving litter and trash and the

pro-rata cost of vehicles and-equipmenf used to accomplish
the purposes of-thie sectioh..

Section 39. (1) To 1nform the pub]1c of the serious

‘problemé created'by trash and litter improperly dis carded in thls
‘state, there is approprlated continuously to the Department of
TnVlronmcntal QudlLty 5 per cent of the Scenlc Plotectlon Fund to bef*;~

.used for -the purposes_of this section.

(2) The Department of Environmental Quality'may

“use the funds approprlated by this section as credifed to the Scenic.;; _

Protection Fund to acqulrc,.pfepare and dqurlbute uUCh educatlonal

. and ‘informational material through the schools and unlver81t1ep of

‘this state or by contract with private non-profit corporations or

associations, or by dissemination through public media as the’

. department may deem necessary or advisable to inform the public

in refraining from discarding litter and trash except at authorizedﬂ;‘?

" places,

Section 40. (1) To reduce the amount of trash énd

: }Jltter along the highways of this state, there 15 app;oprlated

continucusly to the nghway Division 5 per cent of the

* Scenic Protection Fund to be used for the purpoces of this sectiono

(2) The Highway Division may use the funds approprlatcd

by this sectlon as cgcd1ted to the ScenLc Protectloﬁ Pund to-'

22
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(a) Acquire, install and maintain receptacles

on privately owned property situated along the highways bf this

" state for the deposit of trash and litter,

(b)' Collect and remove trash and litter deposited in

receptacles situated on private property furnished by the diyisioﬁ,_:
ceither by use of the division's own equipment and facilities.or

l_by agreement with other persons,

(3)‘ In tarrylng out the purposes of thlS section the e'”

nghway Division may enter into such agreement with the

~ appropriate persons, contalnlng such terms- and condwtlons as the

e

commission deems necessary or desirable to carry out the purposes

of the section, provided, in no event shall any such agreement require

" payment to a private pexson of a rental or other congideration

solely for the privilege of placing ox installing a receptacle

for trash and litter on private property.
Sectioh 41. There is hereby continuously appropriated.
to the Department of Environmental Quality 25 per cent of the

Scenic Protection Fund for the purpose of encouraging fecycling

‘of taxable containers through redemption centers as set forth in

sections 42 through 44 of ‘this Act and_for its expenses in
administering this Act.

| Section 42, (1) As used ih_sectiong 42 thrcugh 44
of this Act; e "redemption center" is a. facility which accepts
emptj taxable c0nta1ners and ael¢vers tnc contalners to a.petson-

for reuse or recycllng. A container is used for rocycllng if the"
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- Environmental Qualuty shui" request..:y

- containexr is utilized in the process of manufacturing containers

_or any other product.

(2) Any person establlshing a redemption centcr who

. intends to seek reimbursement under section 44 of this Act shall

prior to operatioh of the redemptioq center notify the Department

- of Environmental Quality of the location of the proposed redemption'

center, the proposed hours of opeiatnon, and the type of containers,

 _and other material, if any, which will bhe accepted at the redemp-

"tion center. The notice shall also state the name and address of

any person to whom the collected containers are to be dclLvered

~. for reuse or recycling, if known.

Section 42. (1) A redemption center shall be eligible :

:for reimbursement for the taxable containers accepted from the *

funds appropriated by section 41 of this Act.»iApplicatioh for

s reimbursement shall be madé quarterly by verified statement filed
'if_with the Depariment of Environmental Quality. Application for
'reimbuisement shall StdLe"

(a) -The amount paid foxr redemption of taxable container

during the preceeding qudruﬂr,

(b) The number of taxable cuntdiner redeemead;

(c) The disposition of the taxable containers, including;f:} ;

 the person to whom delivered, the total we iqht of the matcrial,

‘or the numbex of containers, aepending upon the ‘terns of payment .-

for delivery and thé intended use of such pexson for the taxable

.containexrs.

(d): such othef information as bhe Dcpartment ot

1
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+ ment is sought.

'*of:

.~ accepted for redemptlon dnd dellvered for reuse ox recycllng

'”*durlng the preceeding guarter, or

(2). Application for reimbursement shall be filed not ',fi”

" “later than 30 days after the end of the quarter for which reimburse~

‘

Section 44. (1) The funds appropriated by section 41

‘of this Act shall'befapplied toward payment of'the expénses of

_the Depaxtment of anxronmental Quality incurred in admlnnsterwnglﬂ TR

~this Act, dnd the balance dlstrlbutea as prOV1ded in subsection,
(2) of this section.

(2) A rvedemption center shall be partially compensated"'""

for its costs and expense, in accepting taxable containers and SRR

providing for the reuse or recycling of such containers. Com-

pensation to be paid to a redemption center shall be the lessexr

(a) One fourth of oane cent'for each taxdble conta;ner

" (b) Onethalf of the amount paid by the redemption-'

1

center to persons delivering taxable coritainexs to the redemption

.. center.

(3) In the event the funds available for payment to

© redemption centexrs are insufficient Ln any quarter to pay all

' clalms for reimbursement in full then LhO bepartment of

anzronmental Quality ahd]l pay such claims on a pro- rata bamls

and credlt tho account of the redemptlon center in the dmount of - .

v

thu deLlclency. When iunds.become avallaola, the amounL-Cfedlted |

' to the account 0& a rcuempblon canter’ shall be pdsdo._ ’*




" intentionally:.

f :)the land of anbther, ihcluding publidly owned land, without

- for hlrL uubject to regulatlon by the Interstatg Commerce

'ffff'ln ORS Chdpter 484.

Section 45. (L) As usedvin this section, "littexr"
" means any rubbish, trash, garbage, debris or other waste material'
'7hav1ng a comblned welghb of 10 pounds or les

(2) A person commits the crime of lltterlng if hm*

(a) Throws, deposits or discards litter upon.

perml ssion of the ownel, or . : B

(b) Permits any litter to be thrown from a yéhicle f:fjgﬁﬁfV;*”

‘which he is operating, except that this subsection shall not

apply to a person operatlng a vehicle transportlng passcngersf

| _Commission or the Publlc Utility Commissioner or a person

operafing a school bus subject to ORS 485.061l0 ﬁo 485.060.
~ Section 46. (1) All actions for the violation of

section 45 of this Act shall be prosecuted in the manner providedflvi'

(2) Any pollce OLLicer, as defined in ORS 484.010(5),
and any member of the Scenic Protection Coxrps oﬁer'therage of 21
years may issue cifafions for the violation of éection 45 of thiéfﬁ?%*ﬁyﬁ
Act. | SN
| Sectién 47. ;yiglation of section 45 of this Act is
punishable upon COnvictibn by a fine of not mdre than $5.00.

Section 48, (1) Any person who fails or refuses to
file any report required to be mdde by thig Act, ox who faAls or h‘“'
ﬁrefuses'tc fuxn;sh;. Bupplemental report or othcr ﬂaua rgqu1£0d

‘i




by the department under this Act, or who renders a false repoxrt,
- is guilty of a miédemeanor and, upon conviction thereof, shall be

fined not more than $500.00 for each offense.

" (2) Any person required to make, render, sign, or

?fVerify any report under this Act, who makes any false report with
. .intent to defeat ox evade the determination required'by law
lff Lo be made is gullty of a misdemeanoxr and, upon conviction thereof,,f_

:shall be fJned not more than $5,000.00 or be 1mprlsoned for nof

exceeding one year in the county jail, or be subject to both fine

~and imprisonment, in the discretion of the circuit court.

 (3) Any person who viclates any provisions'of_this Act,

' except as otherwise provided, is guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon
* conviction thereof, shall be fined not morxe than $500.00 for each

" offense.

_Section 49. All fines and penalties recovered for

. violation of this Act shall be paid to the State Treasurer and

‘credited to the Scenic Protection Fund.

_ Sectlon 50. The tax imposed by section’3 of this Act

‘nvtakes eLfect on October 1, 1971.

Sectlon 51. Unlt captlons in this Aot dre Jor Lhe

. convenlence of the usey and are not ;nLendea Lo be and shall

_not be part o; Lhe stauute law of uhlS state.-'
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ON BEHALF OF OUR MEMBERS AND FAMILY, REQUEST YOU VOTE AGAINST
HB 1036, TOO MUCH UNEMPLOYMENT OUR MEMBERSHIP ALREADY.

DARRELL BEERBOWER, PRESIDENT ,
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UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA
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COMMISSIONERS ~ TELEPHONE 364-4401

PAT McCARTHY, LCHAIRMAN
HARRY CARSON, JR.
HENRY C. MATTSON

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
BRUCE PROSSER

LEGAL COUNSEL
DUANE R. ERTSGAARD

AREA CopbeE 503

SALEM, OREGON 97301

March 10, 1971

Representative Roger E. Martin, Chairman
House State and Federal Affairs Committee
State Capitol

Salem, Oregon 97310

Dear Representative Martin:

This is to advise that the Association of Oregon Counties
has approved the concept of House Bill 1036.

As President of the Association of Oregon Counties and
as a member of the Marion County Board of Commissioners,

I would recommend that your committee strongly support
this bill.

Very truly yours,
%X/ /) e (‘%%ZZ /

Pat McCarthy
Commissioner
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LITTERING IN MARION COUNTY

Report to Legislative Comﬁittee on March 3, 1971 ‘
Presented by: John A, Anderson, Director Qf Public Works

Littering in Marion County is.becoming more of a major probiem
and expense to the County Highway Department., Over the past few
years we have seen the litter problem on the County road system
grow from an occasional pickup of roadside dumping to a point where
we can only estimate that the cost of roadside collection of
existing litter could be approximately $100,000 per year if we were
to keep up with the litter, We are currently only'épending $20,000
per year, and we are by no means keeping up with the'requirementé;

One of the more receént bits of statistical information in the
"American City" issue of December, 1969 statés that:

"Each day American motorists drop an average of 43 pieces of
litter for every mile of interstate and. primary highways--nearly
16,000 pieces per mile per yeak, according to a study by Keep America
Beautiful; Inc.  The Highway Research Board of the National Academy
of Sciences and the highway department of 29 states participated.
The Study showed an average monthly accumulation of about one cubic
yard per mile, |

"Paper items accounted for 59% of total roadside litter, The
balance were cans (16%), plastic items (6%), bottles and jars (6%),
and miscellaneocus (13%).

"In the large miscellaneous group were items such as tires,
lumber, hair curlers, underwear, false teeth and washing machines."

This is concerned primarily with the roadside litter
accumulated on interstate and primary highways. We can only guess at

what our monthly accumulation would be on our county roads but it is




Page 2
a great amount now and is growing rapidly. I am firmly convinced
‘that our county roads receive such large quantities of litter
because,local_roadéﬁare more lsolated and are without heavy volumes
of traffic and people feel they can dump without fear of detection.

Laws and law enforcement are not necessarily a solution to our
littering problem, Recently the Marion County Sheriff's Department
apprehended violators on one of our local county roads near Silverton
"dumping” on the bank of Abiqua Creek. The "dump" was made by people
who are on welfare. The people involved say they cannot afford to
pay collection fees and therefore dump their waste‘on public rights-
of-way or any place they can dispose of it, hopefully wifhout detection,
Is prosecution the answer? I'm not certain that it is--and may
create even more public expense.

In order to clean up this mess the Marion Cbunty Highway
Department will have to utilize a shovel with a clamshell bucket
and at least two trucks for % day, amounting to some $250. This is
only a typical instance of things that happen on roadway littering
everyday on the Marion County Road System,

How do we correct or solve the littering problem? Idealists
might feel that we should be able to do this through regulations
and through public information. The Glass Container Manufacturers:
Inc., has put out a very pleasant little booklet on litter. They
cite the need for public information. They show that littering is
being stopped through concerted effort of civic organizations such
as Keep America Beautiful, Inc., and private industry; and they state

that their efforts are "producing results." I am realistic enough

to suggest that these campaigns are only scratching the surface of
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our litter problem., Some of the ways in which it might be helpful
to stop the roadside litter would be as follows:

1. Put local government into the sanitary landfill operation
by making garbage disposal areas, sanitary landfills, etc., at no
expense to users. For example, let us go back to the dumping problem
cited above on Abiqua Creek. The quantities of material to be moved
would cost at a privately operated sanitary landfill some $10,00 in
coliection fees. Our County Highway Department will have spent
approximately 30 times that amount in correcting the problem. I
would like to tell another true story regarding the public's attitude
regarding dumping fees, A former janitor who cleaned up my office
stopped me on evening after work and complained bitterly about the
fact that he got charged 75¢ to dump a pickup load which he took to
the Woodburn dump. This man lives 15 miles from the Woodburn landfill
or a total of 30 miles round trip, This man's cost would have been
at least 10¢ per mile or a total vehicle expense of $3.00 not
including his own time. He had no concern about the expense on his
vehicle or his time but was concerned about what he thought was an
excessive éharge for dumping fees,

2, Other means of helping éolve the littering problem might be:

a, Compulsory city or urban garbage collection.

b. The inactment of legislation prohibiting no-deposit no-return
container‘somewhat similar to the legislative attempt of last session,
I am sure you have all ready the editorial in the December 29 issue |
of the Oregon Statesman paper regarding this as a possible_means of

solution.
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C. Additionai revenue for local government to help in the
policing and prosecution of the junk and litter ordinances.

I do not state that any of these above items would be the solution,
but that they, individually or collectively, mighE‘bela deterent
and even limit the amount of roadway litter that we are now receiving.

Solid Waste Disposal

We cannot speak effectively about the litter problem without
mentioning solid waste disposal. This committee may be aware of the
progressive thinking.of the Marion County in the field of solid
waste disposal. The Board of County Commissioners hopés that
sometime in the near future a solid waste disposal facility can be
developed which utilizes éntirely the chcept of recycling and reusé.
This, however, cannot be done on a small scale and we are at the
present time-investigating a regional concept toward this final
goal.

| In the meantime, saﬁitary landfills seem to be ﬁhe most
economical method of disposing of our solid waste. My feelings
are that this is no permanent solution. We have only three elements
in which to discharge or dispose of our waste products: They are
the air, the water, and the land. Waste products being discharged
into any one of these elements is inviting pollution and there
is no more reason for the land to be polluted than air or water.
This office would urge the legislatures to consider financial
assistance in setting~up a pilot program wHiCh would ultimately
lead to statewide utilizétion of total recovery facilities in our
solid waste field.

This need not be a crash program or a total utilization

concept to start with; but, instead, I visualize it could be a
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stage development.process. The other day I reviewed the classified
advertisements in the local paper and discovered to my surprise

that there was a local firm advertising for o0ld newspapers and would
pay $8 per ton for them, 59% of our solid waste cgonsists of paper
products. Why not start with the recycling and reuse of these

paper products and encouraging markets for them? Some other steps
could then be taken for the development of facilities for

segregation of compostable_materials, salvage of metal materials, etc.
Experts in the field of ecology have recently stated in Time magazine
reports that land pollution'cah‘no longer be condoned, and that we

must now learn to recycle and to reuse.
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New Flood of Potential Litter Due

The makers of no-deposit no-return soft
drink bottles plan a $7.5 million cam-
paign this next year to promote their
product, which has become a major source
of litter.

It is described by the Glass Container
Manufacturers Institute as “the largest
single coordinated promotional effort ever
undertaken on behalf of any consumer
package.”

- 1t is estimated that returnable bottles
-make up 56 per cent of the containers of

soft drinks and beer, with cans 28 per cent
and one-way hottles 16 per cent.

The campaign will attempt to convince
bottlers that housewives no longer want
to hother with returning bottles and gro-
cers object to the problem of handling
them,

As a sop to those who object to the litter
problem, the campaign will include anti-

- - littering messages.

The bottlers also are conducting “‘public
education” campaign against littering,
while continuing to switch to the no-return
containers, '

Both the bottles and aluminum cans are
permanent type containers. They can last

B e A
| ERfR SRR

as litter literally hundreds of years, 1t is
naive and unrealistic to contend either
that law enforcement officials can control
litter or that the bottles and cans will not
be fossed from cars in response to a pub-
lic appeal for clean highways.

We sympathize with the Clackamas
county sheriff who is grumbling because
his deputies are expected to supervise lit-
ter law violators who are sent by courts
to collect debris from highways. He cor-
rectly says his men should be enforcing
criminal law instead of babysitting litter- -
bugs.

The all-out campaign to flood the coun-
try with no-return bottles should be met
by renewal of efforts to legally prohibit
the sale of soft drinks and beer in such
containers.

A measure to this effect almost passed
the House at the last session of the Qregon
legislature. The only realistic way to com-
bat this problem of permanent litter is to
cut it off at the source. Requiring bottlers
to use returnable containers, as they have
for many decades past, would reduce the

- source of ammunition for litterbugs. The

alternative is the increasing flood of bot-
tles and cans which the container makers
are only too happy to supply.

A T T N e -
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LITTER PICKUP SURVEY
Saturday March 20 - 8:30 a.m, to 11:00 a.m.

There has been-a great deal of testimony to the Legislature at Salem stating that,
nationally, beverage containers are a small proportion of the total litter. They
have cited national figures showing that paper makes up 59% of all Iitter.

The Portland area group of PLAN (Peoples Lobby Agains+ Nonreturnables) is planning

‘a one-day (2% hour) litter pickup survey this Saturday, March 20, This survey will

provide a basis to determine the facts for Oregon,

Volunteers are urgently needed to help in this effort. Each litter survey volunteer
will meet at one of the following locations at 9:30 a.m. on March 20:

Ainsworth Elementary School: 2425 S.W, Vista Avenue, Portland,
Adams High School : The parking lot at 5700 N.E. 39th Avenue, Portland,

Johnson Creek Area: The parking lot of Associated Chemists, 4401 S.E.
Johnson Creek Bivd., Portland.,

Lake Oswego: At the municipal parking lot south of the police station
at 351 First Street, Lake Oswego.

Trucks will be stationed at each of the above locations. Written instructions will
be given to each volunteer. Gunny sacks or plastic bags will also be provided at
that time. Each volunteer will be assigned a roadside area and be asked to pickup

all the paper, glass and metal containers which he finds in his area,

As soon as they have filled their bags, each‘volunTeer will return to the truck for

deposit of his litter. They will then return to gather more litter until 11:00. At
that time the frucks will all go to Ainsworth School where the Iitter will be sorted,
There will be six sorting categories: paper, beverage cans, nonreturnable beverage

~bottles, returnable beverage bottles and non-beverage cans and bottles,

Pictures will then be taken of each pile. A rough tally will also be made of the
number of returnable and nonreturnable cans and bottles so +hat estimates of their
value for glass reclaiming, metal reclaiming and under a 5¢ deposit system may be made.

The various piles will +heh be loaded back into the trucks and the glass and cans sent
to reclamation centers. The paper will be sent to the dump. ‘
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THE THROW-AWAY CONTAINER IN OREGON

THE PROBLEM

Our nation has been rapidly changing into a "convenlence packaging" or "throw-away"
society. Oregon has not yet reached the stage where all of our beverage containers
are nonreturnable, but the frend is there. During 1970, there were 600,000,000
containers of soft drinks and beer sold In Oregon. If the frends presently estab-
" lished were allowed to go unchecked, soon virtually all of these containers would
become solid waste or fitter after one use.’ :

The fact that our natural resources and energy. resources are |imited is becoming
more and more widely known. The feeling Is growing that something must be done.
Listed below are some of the alfernatives which have been offered as substitutes
to the "use-it-once and throw-it-away" philosophy:

GLASS RECLAIMING

Owens Il1lnois in Portland is now buying back glass for one cent per pound.
During January, 1971 they received approximately 600,000 pounds, mostly from
organizations who saw the program as an .opportunity to make some money and
reduce solid waste at the same Time. Commendable as this is, it must be
viewed in respect to Owens Illinois' total production. The Portland plant
produces some 300 tons of glass per day and operates continuously. Conse-
quently, during January approximately 9,300 tons or 18,600,000 pounds of
bottles were produced.  Consequently the used glass returned amounts to-
slightly over 3% of their production.

Energy requirements to manufacture glass are not small. [+ takes between

six and seven million BTU's to make a ton of glass from raw materials.
" Reclaimed glass or "cullet" requires somewhat less at four to five million
BTU's, Owens Illinois primarily uses gas for energy. If they did use

electricity, the energy required to make one average 11 oz. throw-away beer
bottle from new glass (one half pound) would light a 100 watt [amp for four hours.

METAL RECLAIMING

Another alternative recently presented by industry enables the consumer to
return his cans to a redemption center for subsequent reclamation. As ini-
tially announced the centers would pay $10 per ton for bimetal (aluminum top

and steel sides and bottom) and $20 per ton for all steel cans. Nearly all

beer and soft drink cans are bimetal. When this program was announced later

in Oregon no mention was made of the payment to the person bringing in the cans.
This is probably just as well since the return to the consumers is so smafl

that they really have to be dedicated fo bring them in anyway. |t takes approx-
imately ninety 12 oz. bimetal cans to reach a value of 5 cents.

ADDITIONAL TAXES

_ I+ has been proposed that a . - cent tax be levied against all nonre-

" turnable beverage containers., This proposal penalizes the vast majority of
our citizens who don't |itter and favors the few who do. While it would help
to pay for the cost of solid disposal and litter pickup costs, there is good
reason to believe that such a tax would actually encourage littering since
the thoughtless might rationalize that they had already paid the cost of
litter pickup. '

EDUCATION AND FINES

~Industry has ‘long ‘advocated more education and stiffer fines for !itterers.
While an ongoing anti-litter educational program is certainly needed and stiffer
fines will help, it is doubtful that these remedies can reduce the problem -
significantly. - -




LEGISLATION

The Oregon Leglslature has two bills pending. They are HB 1036 which places a
five cent deposit on all beer and soft drink containers sold for off premises
consumption and bans the "flip-top" or "pull tab" on cans. The other bill,

SB 194 places a five cent deposit on all alcoholic beverages ({(beer, wine and
hard liquor) plus soft drinks.

CONCLUSIONS

I +s our conclusion that all of the above alternatives with the exception of the
tax are good ones and should be explored and amplified in the future. The
major alternative which has not yet been implemented is the five cent deposit on all
beverage containers. We particularly favor HB 1036 since i+ covers 94% of all alco-
hollc and soft drink container sales and nearly all the beverage-related |itter.

1. 1T will encourage the return and reuse of returnable bottles by providing a
realistic monetary incentive.

2. It will provide an incentive and mechanism for return of used beverage cans.

- This will make it far more llkely that they will be reclaimed, and save our
dwindling natural resources. o

3. 1T wlll reduce litter by giving an incentive for the return of the beverage
cans and bottles. If the containers are discarded as Iitter, the deposit will
provide an incentive for their pickup by Individuals or firms. |f the containers
are collected by public agencies, this would provide a new form of revenue,

4. It will leave beverage costs for returnables substantially unchanged. Costs for
cans or "nonreturnablie" bottles would probably increase slightly to compensate
the retaller and distributors for handling the empties on their way to a recla-
mation depot. . L
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Glass Container Council of Canada

Suite 501, 67 Yorge Street, Tironto 215, Ontario, Teleplone (4169.364-4109

Februafy 12, 1971

Mr. J.J. Wuerthner, Jr.

Vice President of Public Affairs
G.C.M.I.

330 Madison Avenue

NEW YORK, N.Y. 10017

U.S.A.

Dear J.J.:

Bill 33 British Columbia
This is a short report to bring you up—to—daté on Bill 33.

As you are aware, this Bill was drafted and enacted without
any industries being allowed to contribute or their opinions
requested by the government.

We were allowed to discuss with the minister concerned the
regulations for the Act and at that time it was decided by
the minister to exempt cans and later he changed his mind
and cans came back, along with plastic containers and glass.
These containers now have a compulsory 2¢ refund.

Just to clarify the point, the Bill does cover other items
such as littering at camp sites, etc. but these have received
little publicity and I do not know if they have been enforced
to any extent. : “

The Bill was proclaimed to be in effect on July 1, 1970, but
compulsory refunds did not have to be given until January 1,
1971.

The brewing industry went into compulsory refunds immediately,
which was comparatively easy to do because approximately 95%
of the business is in returnable bottles so it meant they only
had to give a refund on the small percentage of cans used in
the industry.

Discussions were carried on between the bottlers, canners
and supermarkets on . all possible solutions to the legis~-
lation with the following results.

~ : oo/ vun




J.J. Wuerthner, Jr.
M.T

Mr. '
G.C. ., NEW YORK ‘ February 12, 1971

In the fall, the supermarkets delisted all national brands
in bottles and later in cans, but continued in national '
brands in returnable guarts. Later, most supermarkets
delisted the national brands in quarts as well and went
with private label, both in cans and quarts.

As of January 1, 1971, the canners andysupermarkets formed
a company called Pacific Reclamation and this organization
will take back the private brand cans of the supermarkets
only, The private brand quarts (and now national brand
quarts which have been reinstated) are refunded at the
supermarket but, as I say, the cans bought from the same
pPlace must be taken to a depot which may be thirty or forty
blocks away. '

The national brand bottlers tell the public to take their
bottles and cans back to any one of the 15,000 retailers

and they will get a refund from them, and these will be
picked up by the bottlers. The one-trip bottles are sold
back to the glass container companies at $15 a ton and, at
the present time, I do not believe they have any use for the
cans as their volume is not big enough.

- We were advised last week in Vancouver that in the first
month approximately 7% of the cans sold by the supermarkets
were returned to the reclamation centres. Although the
final figures are not available, it is estimated between
20% to 30% of the one-trip bottles were returned to the
retailers. '

From this it is obvious that as an anti-litter bill it is

a complete failure. The confusion in the ‘marketplace is
unprecedented in this province and even the smartest consumer
would have difficulty figuring out what it is all about with
the conflicting ads and information sent to the press. I am
attaching some ads which will give you an indication of what
I am talking about.

Last week, the franchised houses (minus Coca-Cola), the can
manufacturers, the canners, the supermarkets, the bottlers
and the glass container companies met in Vancouver and we
presented the Washington State type of legislation with a
suggestion that if we all pulled together, we might be able
to have the government change the bill that obviously is
having no effect whatsoever in controlling litter. This
was well received generally and is now being studied by

the various groups in British Columbia and a moratorium

has been called on advertising such as the attached.

N




Mr. J.J. Wuerthner, Jr. :
G.C.M.I., New York ‘ February 12, 1971

As of yesterday, it is interesting to note that Safeways
reinstated the national brands in gquarts and, hopefully,
we will be able to finally tackle the problem in British
Columbia on a united basis rather than by individual groups.

If anything positive has been achieved by this bill, it is
that two other provinces, possibly three, admit this type

of legislation is not workable and is doing little or nothing
to control litter and, of course, is not making any effort

in the solid waste field.

I hope this information will be of help to you.

Kindest personal regards,

Y.
(SN
Coet

H. Elliot Dalton
Executive Director

Encs.
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By PATRICK FELL(WS
Star staff wrifer
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Canada’s glass hottle manuf.cturers have
been thrown info a nationaltalspin by Brit-
ish Columbia's new Jaw hannig non-return-

able glass, metal and plaslic aink contain-

ers.

The net result of the lepislaton so far s a
sharp reduction in bottle-huying by soft drink
companies in B.C., more thin {00 people Taid
off in three western Canaea bhatthe plants,
and a mass of confusion i the workings
of the new system.

So far, the hottle Is the los'r and the can is
the winner.

Only B.C. has put up thebarriers against
non-returnable. containers, iut what if other
provinces follow suit in the hterests of curb-
ing Nilter?

It's a short-term problem says J. D. Min-
gay, president of Consumes Glass Co. of
Toronto, one of the two firns that dominate
the Canadian glass boltle maket.

But Mingay concedes the iidustry is faced
unexpectedly with the probem of bending
public epinion hack to glass entainers.

Meanwhile, the boftle me dre smarling,
western boltle plants are opraling much
helow capacity with sharply -educed pay-
ralls and corporate protils ar {reling the
pinch.

B.C.'s new act was implemested last Au-

gust. It requires manufacturers and retailers

to give a minimum refund of tvo cenls on
plass, melal and plastic drink containers,
The act hecame fully effe:tive Jan. | with
the requirement that non-reesehie conlainers
be marked to indicate a refundwill be paid.

Refunds not working

The problem cenires on the wact that the
public apparently prefers to discard contain-
ers rather than return them. Iister refunds
have done little to change this attitide,

In B.C., the clamp-down on nepreturnahle
hottles was supposed to brint returnable
glass hack into favor. Returmables made
some headway, but the real whner was the
metal conlainer,

Consumers’ Mingay says th: resull has
been a ‘“considerable” redecton in botlle
buying In B.C., although the sicture is "con-
fusing even to us because twobig Vancouver
bottiers reported a record mmth in Decem-
ber.”

What js crystal clear is thit a total of 301
workers have heen laid off [rm Consumers’
new plant at Lavington, nca Vernon, B.C.,
and {rom Dominion Glass opratlions at Bur-
naby. B.C., and Redcliff, Alti. At Lavington,
the layoff comprises more haa 40 per cent
of the payroll.

The §12 million Lavingloy plant was
apened jn 1969. It was geared i1 large parl fo
the non-returnable bottie. And acated as it is
in a federally-designated development area,
it has had substantial setting-up issistance
from Ottawa—S2 000,000 in cash and 81,
(0t 000 by way of aceeleratedd <is wiiteenfiy,

So, curiously, while one government
helped to put Lavington on its feet, another

government chopped away at the underpin-

nings.

At Rurnaby, Dominion Glass doubled pro-
duction facilities a year ago in anticipation
of increased demand for non-relurnable bol-
ties.

Industry spokesmen sav the B.C. expan-
sion was undetrtaken only after provincial
ravernment assurance that there would be
no restrictive legisialion against now-relurn-
ables,

Criticizes B.C.

They call the B.C. action unworkable and
“completely misdirected.” And there is
some apprehension that other provinces may
maove in the same direction.

Mingay, who is a member of the commit-
tee set up by Ontario Energy Minister
(reorge Kerr to study the pcilution-litter
problem, feels there is a “distinct possibili-
ty”’ that Ontario may enact a B.C.-style law
against non-returnable containers.

In the present aura of uncertainty, Mingay
says promotion of the non-returnable bottle
has been withdrawn and can makers are
unquestionably gelling a larger piece of the
market.

He sees the problem lurgely as one of
edncating the public to what he feels 1o be
the superior qualities of glass—and its rela-
tive cheapness.

Glass does have some notahle promotional
triumphs—baby food producers, for exam-
pie, have switched almost euntirely to glass
from cans.

Mingay doesn't think the problem is long-
‘term or that it is as serious ‘‘as some fi-
nancial experts seem to think.”

Mingay and others in the industry feel
that anti-litter legislation should be directed
{0 the consumer, and be rigidly enforeed.

He docsn't expecet current B.C. law to pro-
duce any more than 25 per cent returns of
bottles or cans, .

The public has shown a growing unwilling-
ness fo carry a hottle in two directions. A
decade ago the average soft-drink bottle’s
life expectancy was 20 trips or more. Now
it's down to three or four, industry sources
<ay, hefore the bottle is hroken, lost or con-
signed to the garbage bin.

Tough on bottlers

This is hard luck for the hottler who must
continually replenish his supplies. The lower
the hottle trippage, the greater the botller's
cosls. .

One of the favorite iltustrations of the dec-
lining life span of the bottle is the experience
of Pepsi Cola, which not long aro “floated an
jxsue” of 14,400,000 16-ounce bollles in the
iNew York area.

To try to Keep .the containers rotating,
Pepsi ratsed the deposit on each to five cents
from twn cents. But within six months the
enlire float had disappeared.

The Pepat Generatinn of SNew Yorkers pre-

hy won’l you return boltles? -

“ferred to forfeit $720,000 of its own money -

instead of lugging empty bottles back to the
store. '

One U.S. soft drink company raised the
deposit to 10 cents—with results that were
almost as unproductive.

It the B.C. anti-litter law were reversed
tomorrow, would the consumer go back o
glass confainers?

“You bet he would,” says J. D. Mingay.
“Drinks in glass taste better and they can he
kept on the shelf a great deal longer.”

Take a can that's been in stock for three or
fowr months, he contends, ““and you won't
drink it; the coating on the inside of the can
comes . off. And some slow-moving brands
can easily remain that long in corner
stores.”

But the fast-turnover supermarkets in B.C.
have opled for the can. The hig Saleway
aperation will no longer handle bottles of less
than 26 ounces, Mingay says.

One attraction of the can is that it's light.
But new, attractive and surprisingly light-
weight botiles are on the way.

One problem is 1o toughen them. The
toughening process is available, hut as yet
hasn't been meshed with the manufacturing
operation on a commercial basis,

Bouncing bottles

“We're not too far away from the tough,
light bottle,” says Mingay. Of the prototypes
that have been produced, '‘vou can bonnce
them off the wall." He claims the light-
weizht hottle can be made at about half the
price of a can.

In 1969 the glass container industry had
sales of about $115 millien. Consumers savs
its soft-drink containers comprise about 35
per cent of total shipments and 29 per cent in
dollar terms.

Analysts have lowered fheir estimales for
1970 and 1971 earnings for the two major
bottle makers.

One projection, for - $1.25 a share for Do-
minion in 1970, made when the B.C. Jitler
law first came into effect, has heen revised
{o $1.20 with the $1.25 figure shifted to 1971.

The same source has chopped his profit
expectation of $1.03 for Consimers in 1970 to
70.75 cents. and the earlier estimate of $1.35
for 1971 to $1.15-31.20,

For the longer haul, the glass crystal ball
has plenty of glitter.

For .example, glass men say there's a lot
ot ground to cover if Canadian glass contain-
or nsage is to calcit up with that in the U.S.:
For every f{wo hottles or jars bought by
Canadlans, Americans huy approximately
three.

Glass for road-making has heen experl-
mented with, apparently successfully, and
industry men think it could be a hig-volume
item in future.

Gilass men are sure the can won'l holtle up
the soft-drink markel, despite its inroads in
RB.C. “We aren't going to let the can makers
walk all over us,"” savs.l. . Mingay.
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THE EFFECT ON JOBS OF THE TREND TOWARD
NON-RETURNABLE CONTAINERS IN THE BEER AND SOFT DRTNK INDUSTRIES
The switch-over from returnable, money-back bottles to throw-away containers in

the beer industry has been paralleled by a sharp decline in the number of breweries

with a consequent loss of jobs and corresponding decline in payrolls.
Figures from the U. S. Department of Commerce show that the number of breweries

in this country dropped from 262 in 1958 to 188 in 1967, a decline of 28.37%. Recently,

a representative of the U. S. Brewers Association estimated there were now less than

80 brewing companies.

The number of persons employed by breweries dropped from 71,700 in 1958 to

60,500 in 1967, a decline of 15.6%. Based on the average wage rate of 88,714 in 1967,

the 11,200 job decline amounted to a payroll loss of $97,596,800.

It is estimated that even larger repercussions will occur in the soft drink indus-

try —-- if the switch to throw—aways continues. If the current trend continues, experts
predict that by 1975, all soft drinks will be sold in non-returnable containers. In
1967 there were 3,403 soft drink bottling plants in this country employing 123,400
persons with a total payroll of $727,100,000.

If the trend to throw-aways in the soft drink industry parallels the beer industry;
which it has to date, a decline of 28.37% in the number of plantsvwould amount to a drop

in plants of 936, or a new total of 2,440 plants. The number of'emplbyees, with a 15.67%

decline. would fall to 104,150. Using the 1967 payroll figure of $5,892, the total

loss in payroll would be $113,421,000 yearly.

A complete switch to throw-aways would also affect employment in food stores and

other establishments selling soft drinks. Food chains estimate that it takes between

1/4 and 1/2 of a man to physically handle the sorting and related work connected with

(Over)
1900 L Street. NW . Suite 301 . Washington, D.C. 20036 - Telephone 296-2608




with headquarters in New York Cit{. It is designed to act as *‘the
co-ordinating center of State and local litter prevention groups”.
Keep America Beautiful, Inc., is financed by business organizations,
including all firms engaged in the manufacture and distribution of all
forms of containers and packaging matertals. Iis Advisory Council
consists of such organizations as Girl and Boy Scouts, the U. S. Junior
Chamber of Commerce, Outdoot Writers of America, the Federation
of Women'’s Clubs, the Garden Clubs of America, Audubon Society,
National Education Association, Farm Bureau, National Grange and
similar groups. :

The Commission is convinced that roadsides of Vermont, during
the past Summer, appeared more free of litter than in previous
years, due to public cooperation with the efforts of the litter pre-

~ vention campaign.

CONCLUSIONS -

The Vermont Litter Commission, over a ;1)eriod of approximately
one year, has made every effort to secure all porsible evidence re-
lating to the litter problem and to non-returnable malt beverage
containers so far as such containers concern the litter problem,

It is the opinion of the Commission that the throwing and/or
dum}l)ing of debris on roadsides and other public areas represents a
problem of some magnitude.

Our studies have made it apparent that highway litter, its causes
and possible methods for its elimination are matters on which con-
siderable thought and action are being devoted in virtually every
State in the Country,

The following conclusions have been reached by the Commission
after careful conzideration and all available evidence has been
studied:

That the highways of Vermont are public facilities whose
usage has resulted in an increasing litter roblem, due to
the unawareness or irresponsibility of residents and non-
residents. :

That public education offers the source through which the
bad habit of littering can be solved, so far as the majority
of highway users is concerned. :

That a program of public education, as conducted in recent
months by Keep Vermont Beautiful, with the cooperation
of the Department of Highways and other State agencies,
has resulted in the first inroads against litter.

That the ban on non-returnable glass containers has not
lessened the quantity of roadside litter. o
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That much of the litter along highways and other public
greas is due to a lack of dumping facilities throughout the
tate,

RECOMMEMDATIONS
The Commlssion recommends:

That the pro§ram started by Keep Vermont Beautiful, with
the cooperation of the Department of Highways and, other State
agencies be continued, with the cooperation of all indivi uals and
~ civie organizations throughout the State. ‘

That stricter enforcement of the anti-litter law is required for.

the comparatively few motorists and others who will not, yield.to
persuasion.

That legislation be enacted, requiring that all trucks which
are used for the transportation of materials that might be scatliered
along the hl%hways snall have such materials ¢oyered at all times
during such transportation.

That legislation he enacted, r‘equh'in% each town ora combfua-
tion of adjoining towns, to maintain a public dump.

That the ban on ron-returnable glass containers showld not
be re-enacted. Howevar, if the Legislature feels the legislation
against non-returnable containers is an effective means of combatting
the litter problem, then all non-returnable containers should be
banned, rather than a small portion thereof.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Milford K. Smith o
/s/ Graham S, Newell . .=,
/s/ Hugh Agnew Sl g
/s8/ Herman L, Allen . = .,
/s/ Clifton C. Stafford = .
Commissioners, Vermont State
Litter Commlsslma
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NATIONAL LITTER INDEX
DROPS 3.5 POINTS

For the first time since it was established KAB's
Annual National Litter Index has dropped below 100,

The 1969 Index stands at 98.26 far less than last
year's 101.82 and well below the 1964 base year’s
100.

The Index is based on the number of miles traveled
by motor vehicles on the nation’s highways each
year relative to the cost of litter removal from these
roads. ‘

The expense of collecting roadside litter in the fifty
states has soared 55% in the past six years due
TELL IT LIKE 17 48 by Dunagin largely to higher wages
and rising equipment
costs. The costs were
$19,687,733 in 1963; and
$30,319,469 last year. The

by motor vehicles in the
United States rose 22%
during - this period from
311.7 billion miles in 1963
w10 379.5 billion last year.

IR THIS LATEST PoLL , NINE OUT OF
DOCTORS SAID THE LITTER BUG A

Wrdr KA S0

number of miles traveled

HIGHWAY LITTER SURVEY

In order to obtain objective information about the
composition and nature of the litter on the nation’s
highways, Keep America Beautiful, Inc. commis-
sioned the Highway Research Board of the National

Academy of Sciences to conduct a survey on this
subject.

Twenty-nine state highway departments cooperated
in the project which found that paper items ac-
counted for 59% of all roadside litter; cans — 16%;
plastics — 6% ; bottles and jars — 6% : and miscel-
laneous items, ranging from hair curlers to washing
machines — 13%. It was estimated that, on the aver-
age, approximately one cubic yard of litter accumu-
lated per month on each mile of highway.

The report concluded that educational and publicity
efforts led by Keep America Beautiful, Inc., the state
highway departments and other cooperating groups
continue to offer the most practical approach to
reducing the litter problem.

A Summary of the survey results is available from
KAB for 25 cents.

LITTER ITEMS COLLECTED PER MILE*

Items

Per Mile ) % of Total
Newspapers or Magazines ........... 25 1.89
Paper Packages or Containers ........ 150 11.52
Other Paper items ..........¢c00vuun. 601 46.08
Total Number of Paper ltems ......... 776 59.49
BeerCans .....covviiiiinnininn i, 163 11.75
Soft Drink Cans ........cevvvvveinn, 40 311
Food Cans ................. PN 8 0.64
OtherCans ..........oovvveinereinn 11 0.82
Total Numberof Cans ............... 213 16.31
Plastic Packages or Containers ....... 34 2.57
Other Plastic ltems . ................ 42 3.20
Total Number of Plastic Items........ 75 5.78
Auto Parts and Accessories (nottires) .. 11 0.83
Tires (or tire pleces) ................ 39 3.00
Lumber or Construction Items .,...... 52 3.97
Unclassified ltems .................. - 62 4,73
Total Number of Miscellaneous items .. 163 12,53
Returnable Beer Bottles ............. 5 0.41
Nonreturnable Beer Bottles . ......... 30 2.31
Returnable Soft Drink Bottles ........ 21 1.62
Nonreturnable Soft Drink Bottles ,..... 7 0.61
Wine or Liquor Bottlon .., ,.....00000. 8 0.64
Food Bottlos or Jars ,,...., AP . 3 . 0.22
Other Bottlosor darg . ....vvuivnirsi, ? 0.17
Total Numbher of Bottlan and Jars , ., .. .. 77 5,00
TOTAL LITTER VOLUME ,.......... , 29 cublc fool
TOTAL OF ALLITEMS .............. 1304

*Litter . was plcked up and counted by highway crews thirty days
after the areas selecled had been complelaly cloarad of liflar.




Standard Litter Ordinance or Statute

l. Any person, firm or corporation who throws or places, or who directs

' another person to do so, any material upon the private land or waters
of another or upon public lands or waters which mars the appearance, de-
tracts from the cleanliness or reduces the safety of such lands or waters,

o other than in receptacles provided for such materials, shall be guilty
v of the crime of littering.

2. The operator of a motor vehicle from which any material is thrown or dis-
carded upon the private land or water of another or upon public lands or
waters, which mars the appearance, detracts from the cleanliness or Te- '
duces the safety of such land or waters, other than in receptacles pro-
vided for such materials, shall be guilty of the crime of littering.

3. Any person, firm or corporation who shall be convicted of the crime of

littering shall be punished by a fine of not less than 5100 nor more /
than $1000, or by imprisonment for not less than five nor more than 30 ]
days, or both. The court, upon an express finding of extenuating cir-

cumstances, shall be empowered to reduce the minimum fine. //

. Any person sentenced to pay a fine or to serve a jail sentence under this
section may elect subject to approval of the. court at the time of sentenc-
ing or may be directed by the court to pay such fine or serve such sentence
or any portion thereof by performing labor for eight hours per day on pub-
lic lands or water ways improving the same, including the collection and
removal of litter under the supervision of the State Highway Department
(or other public body). Such labor shall be credited at $25 per day
against a fine and at a day of labor for a day of prison senteunce.

5., The court shall direct that one~half of the fine imposed for littering
shall be paid as a reward to the person or persons, other than peace of-
ficers, for the arrest and conviction of such person, firm or corporation.
If the convicted persen is directed or elects to perform labor under the
Director of the Highway Department (or other public body) in lieu of the
fine, the Highway Department (or other public body) shall pay into court

for disbursement to the appropriate persons, one-~half of the amount of
the fine worked off. ‘ :
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Litter and solid waste are serious social
problems. Litter stains the landscape. Solid
waste is getting increasingly hard to handle
due to its volume, the expense involved and
the scarcity of places in which to dispose of
it properly.

Naturally, a proposal to reduce litter and
solid waste by means of a ban on no-deposit
cans and bottles is of vital concern to can
manufacturers. It is a subject to which we have
devoted a great deal of study.

The ideals of drastically restricting litter and
even a minor reduction in the extent of solid
waste is worth the entailment of some sacrifice.
The extent of such sacrifice warrants careful
consideration, but the prime question is: Will a
ban on one-ways accomplish the goals
intended?

In efforts to answer this question, the first
requirement should be an appreciation of the
composition and extent of solid waste and litter.
Components of solid waste

In 1970, according to the Bureau of Solid
Waste Management of the Department of
Health, Education & Welfare, Americans will
generate 360-million tons of solid waste. Of
this, used packaging of all types amounts to
13 per cent by weight. Paper is by far the
predominant component, amounting to almost
half the used packaging. Beer cans amount to
0.3 of 1 per cent of solid waste, soft drink cans
0.2 per cent, non-returnable beer and soft
drink bottles 0.8 per cent.

In other words, if all one-way beer and soft
drink containers were eliminated entirely,
without substituting any replacement container
(if this were conceivable), the solid waste
problem would be reduced by a total of only
1.3 per cent.

It must also be borne in mind that the trend
to use of non-returnable containers developed
as a result of combined efforts of the container
manufacturer, the beer and soft drink
producer, the distributor and the retailer to get
the product to the consumer in prime condition
at the lowest possible cost while maximizing
convenience.




Use of returnable bottles has decreased 1
strictly because of cost-to-consumer
considerations. If non-returnable beer and soft
drink containers were to be replaced entirely
by returnable bottles, the resultantincrease in
cost, with respect to the container, is estimated !
atabout 30 10 35 per cent. |

This additional cost associated with |
returnable bottles includes the expense of ‘
additional space and equipment in the retall
store, additional cost in preparing the bottle for
refilling and additional freight charges. Add to
this the disruption to the supermarket, the
inconvenience to the shopper and the effecton |
jobs and investments in the can and bottle
businesses.

A major factor in the increasing cost of using
returnable bottles has been the change in
attitude of the consumer. Before World War Il
returnable bottles for off-premise consumption
used to make at least 30 trips. Now, particularly
in our large cities, they make about four trips.
The bulk of consumers just don’t want to be
bothered and would rather forfeit the deposit. 1
Under such circumstances it doesn't pay to use |
returnables; thus, the trend to non-returnables.

The problem of litter is separate and distinct |
from that of solid waste. Successful remedial i
measures, therefore, must also be different.
Unfortunately, there is confusion in the minds
of most of the general public on these matters.
They see litter (and are highly irritated) but
when speaking of solid waste apparently they
have litter in mind.

In quantity, litter amounts to less than 1
per cent of overall solid waste. lts composition
varies significantly from that of general solid
waste since most objects littered are items
people have with them while on the move—in |
cars or as pedestrians. Roadside litter, |
according to a national study completed last
year by the National Research Council, *
consists of about 35 per cent used packaging J‘r
materials (number of items basis). An average
of 14.9 per cent is beer and soft drink cans, !
2.8 per cent is non-returnable beer and soft ‘
drink bottles, and 2.0 per cent is returnable
bottles.

If all non-returnable beer and soft drink
containers were to be eliminated entirely, and
there were no replacement containers for
them, the maximum reduction of litter that
could be hoped for would be 18 per cent.
Actually, however, experience indicates that
even this minor reduction would not be attained
since the irresponsible characters who cause
litter discard returnable bottles in greater
proportion, or ratio, than they exist on the market.

For example, the national study showed that
42 per cent of beer and soft drink bottles
littered were returnables, whereas the national
production of returnable beer and soft drink
beverage bottles is only 11.4 per cent of all
beer and soft drink bottles. In other words, a
deposit on the bottle does not deter the litterer
—and banning of non-returnables will not help
in substantiaily decreasing the extent of litter.

Chronic litterers, those guilty of gross acts
of littering, such as throwing a beer container
or newspaper on the roadside, park or lawn,
are estimated to be about 1 per cent of the
general population since this is the same
proportion of containers and packages
manufactured that wind up as litter.

Ban won’t decrease litter

Restrictions on types of containers penalize
all consumers, guilty and innocent alike
(upwards of 99 per cent are innocent), and it
causes hardship to merchants, beer and soft
drink manufacturers and container producers.
It also ignores the other 82 per cent of
roadside litter and the tons of other trash
cluttering city streets and parks.

It is suggested, therefore, that efforts be
concentrated on finding a better way to remedy
the solid waste and litter problems.

The litter problem must be attacked at its
source, the litterer. Packages don't litter,
people do. Education and enforcement are
vital. Keep America Beautiful, Inc., was
founded by industry 17 years ago and until
recently was practically the only organized
effort to keep the public aware of the menace
of litter—in educating the public, in instituting
anti-litter programs, and in providing guidance
and counsel to conservation and ecology-
minded groups.




This year KAB will receive $35-million
worth of anti-litter advertising space. New
programs and new ideas are being developed
by the expanded staff and field offices. Other
organizations are joining in supporting KAB
efforts. They are now making measurable
progress in preventing litter. They merit and
need your active support.

There should be a strong litter law. It should
have realistic penalties, not one that calls for a
several hundred dollar fine but results in no
arrests. Since most litter is related to people
on the move, the automobile driver should be
held responsible for litter emitted from his car.
A penalty which recognizes littering as a
“moving violation' and is recorded as such on
the driver’s license would be an effective
deterrent. Model litter laws were recently
introduced by Georgia and California. They are
recommended for your consideration.

With respect to solid waste and the fact that
our finite resources are definitely limited, the
only logical answer is in recycling. The future
in this area is promising. Progress is now
apparent.

For years the national ability to create
products has been increasing at a pace far
faster than the ability to dispose of them
properly. Industry and government have
concentrated on production and distribution
of goods while disposal methods have
remained in the horse and buggy era. It was
not until 1968 that this area of neglect began
to receive the concerted attention it deserves.
Since that time a great deal has been
accomplished.

The Bureau of Solid Waste Management has
been established in the Department of Health,
Education & Welfare. The Administration is
completing the formation of an Environmental
Protection Agency which has solid waste
management as a predominant activity.
Officials of all major can manufacturers are
active in the Department of Commerce-
sponsored National Industrial Pollution Control
Council.

Industry has founded the Materials Disposal

(‘; Research Council and the National Center for
it YSolid Waste Disposal, Inc. Funding, new

concepts and stimulation are now in an ever-
increasing flow from these organizations. Most
of the 90 programs now underway for recycling
of packaging materials and other solid wastes
have been started since 1968.

Admittedly, it has been a slow start, and
progress has been slow, too, but it is
considered highly preferable to concentrate on
improving solid waste technology rather than
sacrifice highly developed production and
distribution technology to accommodate
backward disposal methods, which a ban on
non-returnable containers would do.
Difficulty in collection, separation

There is every reason to believe that
practical recycling technology will be
developed. The primary difficulty is in
collecting and separating the recyclable
components. Much of the technology is
already available. For example, steel and
tinplate cans, in contrast to general belief, are
readily recyclable, even those with aluminum
tops. This was demonstrated by National Steel
at Weirton, W. Va., last June.

Steel companies are currently working out
plans to recycle tinplate can directly. Short of
this, detinning plants with more than 60 years
of experience are ready to recover the tin from
used tinplate cans and send the basic steel
back to the steel mills. Steel mills will take all
of this prime scrap they can get. The major
problem is in collecting and separating the
cans from solid waste, making them available
for recycle in substantial and consistently
flowing amounts.

Since only 13 per cent of the Nation's solid
waste (which includes the 0.5 per cent
contributed by beer and soft drink cans)
consists of used packaging, it is obvious that
practical methods for salvage and recycle of
used cans must involve the entire mix of
collected household solid waste. There are
other valuable components in this mix and
these must also be conserved.




The answer, then, is in municipal or regional ! CHART!

collection and separation of the components
in “‘as received” garbage and trash, with the
separation done mechanically in automated
“reclamation” centers where the various
isolated components would be made available
for recycling businesses. Significant advances
are being made in the development of
practical hardware for such systems,

The Department of Health, Education &
Welfare’'s Bureau of Solid Waste Management
has made several grants to study more
effective collection techniques and automated
sorting systems. The Stanford Research
Institute has developed an air classification
system that shreds and dries garbage before
separating it into classifications of rubber,
glass, ferrous metal, paper and film. The Black
Clawson Company has installed a prototype of
a new waste handling system in the town of
Franklin, Ohio. The town has contracts with
basic industry to sell the 15 tons of pulped
fiber, metal and glass it produces from the
town garbage each day. The organic waste is
to be composted.

Several similar concepts are under
development by the Bureau of Mines, the
University of Alberta, Massachusetts Institute
of Technology, and an aerospace oriented
group on the West Coast. More than 50
companies are currently attempting to develop
hardware for such concepts.

Although these concepts are new, the
promise appears outstanding. The steel can
lends itself readily to such systems for two
reasons: (1) steel cans may be readily
separated from unclassified garbage by means
of magnets and (2) metals, the most valuable
of the waste materials, have a ready market.

Costs associated with cleansing our polluted
land, air and water are tremendous. Our social
responsibilities as industries, as citizens and
as governments require that our resources be
expended on sound and productive programs.
Continued education, social pressure, and
correction of litterers coupled with a drive
toward municipal reclamation of basic
resources best fulfill these criteria.

A

USED PACKAGING IN U.S. SOLID WASTE

Per cent of Solid Waste
Packaging Materials (by weight) *
Paper 6.3
Glass
Returnable Beer & Soft
Drink Bottles
Non-Returnable Beer &
Soft Drink Bottles**
Metals
Beer Cans
Soft Drink Cans
Other Cans
Wood
Plastics
Textiles
Miscellaneous
TOTAL PACKAGING 1

2.1
0.1

0'8***
1.8

0.3

1.2

11

WO~
orLwo

*Based on 1970 U.S. quantity of 360-million
tons. Represents solid waste generated by
households, commerce, industry and
government but excludes mining and
agricultural wastes. Annual collected solid
wastes (hauled to solid waste disposal
facilities) is estimated at 194-million tons.
On this latter basis the above percentage
figures would be multiplied by a factor of
1.8. On a volume basis, beer and soft
drink containers amount to 1.6% of
collected solid waste.

**Excludes liquor and wine bottles.
***Approximately 88.6 per cent of beer and
soft drink bottles now manufactured are
the non-returnable type.




CHARTII
COMPOSITION OF ROADSIDE LITTER

Per cent of Total

Total Paper 59.5
Paper Packages or
Containers 11.5
Total Cans 16.3
Beer and Soft Drink Cans 14.9
Total Glass 58
Returnable Beer & Soft Drink
Bottles 2.0
Non-Returnable Beer &
Soft Drink Bottles 2.8
Other Glass Containers 1.0
Total Plastic 5.8
Packages or Containers 2.6
Miscellaneous 12.6 '
TOTAL 100.0
TOTAL PACKAGES IN LITTER 34.8

Source: "National Study of the Composition
of Roadside Litter,"” 1969, Highway Research
Board of the Division of Engineering, National
Research Council, National Academy of
Sciences—National Academy of Engineering
for Keep America Beautiful, [nc. This
comprehensive study covered scientifically
selected litter sampling areas in 29 states,

Most authorities agree that approximately
1 per cent of the beer and soft drink containers
produced wind up as litter—and that the
remaining 99 per cent s disposed of in the
acceptable manner (placed in trash
receptacles).
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the reference to subsection (7) of ORS 689.010 is in error.
That was the wrong reference to use in excluding certain persons
from this Act, she said. The section should be amended as follows:

On page 2 of the printed bill, delete line 16 and insert
"medical practitioners licensed by the Board of Medical Examiners

for the State of Oregon under ORS chapter 677".

Senator Dement moved adoption of the proposed amendment. The
motion passed on a roll call vote with Senators Dement, Macpherson,
and Roberts voting "aye," and Senators Mahoney and Willner not
present.

(Senator Mahoney and Senator Willner now present)

Senator Macpherson called attention to what seemed to be
poor language on page 2, lines 7, 8 and 9. Senator Dement agreed
that the wording was rather clumsy. Brief discussion resulted in
a proposed. amendment in line 10 after "both" to delete "shall"
and insert "nor cause to".

It was pointed out that on page 4, line 17, the language
would be clarified by adding after "only" the words "at the bus-
iness address".

Senator Dement then moved the two amendments in language
clarification. The motion passed unanimously with all members
present and voting.

Senator Willner moved that the bill be reported out "do

pass with amendments." That motion also passed with Senators
Dement, Macpherson, Willner and Roberts voting "aye," and Senator
Mahoney voting No." Senator Mahoney requested that the report

show that he did not concur in the vote.

House Bill 1036

. Senator Roberts reported that House Bill 1036 had been
referred to this Committee. She asked the members what their
pleasure was on holding further hearings, since Senate Bill 194,
which was in the Committee, had had three extensive hearings
already. Senator Macpherson replied that he would favor having
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one more hearing, giving equal time to proponents and opponents,
and asking them to limit their testimony to that which the Com-
mittee has not heard, or to a summation of the bill.

This policy was agreed upon by the Committee, and Chairman
Roberts scheduled a tentative date of April 28 for the hearing
on House Bill 1036.

Senate Bill 236

Chairman Roberts reported that she had requested Mr. Andrew
Juras from the Public Welfare Division to appear before the
Committee to explain how the Welfare Division would be affected
by this bill.

She said that there seems to be some question in the minds
of Committee members of the involvement of the Welfare Department
with respect to chiropractic services and added that perhaps Mr.
Juras could explain what the current practice is.

Mr. Andrew Juras reported that when his agency participated
in the drafting of legislation on the medical assistance program,
of which the Senate Bill 236 was the substance, they had followed
the provisions of federal law (Public Law 89-97) by putting in the
areas of service that would be considered for which they would
pay, under the medical assistance program. This language which
refers to services the Welfare Department actually purchases.from
vendors, including chiropractors, is included on page 3 of the
printed bill, paragraph (f) of subsection (5) of section 1, he
said. Services of this kind are paid only through what they call
"prior authorization," he noted. However, he said, due to recent
budget limitations, the amount of services they have authorized
in this way has been extremely limited.

Chairman Roberts asked how this bill would affect the current
practice of the Public Welfare Division.

Mr. Juras replied that he did not think it would affect them
at all, because the proposed amendment on page 3 is covered in the

present law, and the present law, he repeated, is taken from federal

law.

Senator Macpherson asked Mr. Juras if, in his estimation, his
Department discriminated against the chiropractic profession,
other than because of limited amount of money. Mr. Juras answered
that they did not.
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Senator Dement then moved that Senate Bill 562 be reported
out "do pass with amendments" and that motion also passed unan-
imously. Senator Macpherson was assigned to carry the bill.

_ Mr. Vandehey called attention to the fact that the bill
would go to Ways and Means as a prior referral, rather than to
the Senate so Senator Macpherson would not have to carry the bill
after all.

House Bill 1036

Chairman Roberts reported that she had been asked to arrange
for more time for opponents to House Bill 1036. They have argued
that the previously scheduled one hour was insufficient and that
- they have about nine witnesses (some from out of town) who have
not previously testified on either SB 194 or HB 1036. Chairman
Roberts asked the Committee what they wished to do about holding
another meeting. After brief discussion, it was decided to extend
the time of the April 28 hearing to six o"clock p.m., which would
allow about one and one-half hours each for opponents and proponents.

Senate Bill 236

Senator Mahoney moved to table Senate Bill 236. The motion
failed with Senators Macpherson and Mahoney voting "aye" and
Senators Dement, Willner and Roberts voting "no." It was re-
called that the bill had been amended to delete the last two
sections. Chairman Roberts said that she would request Dr. Latham
to make one more appearance before the Committee to explain his
views.

Senate Bill 448

Senator Macpherson moved to table Senate Bill 448 and the
motion passed with Senators Dement, Macpherson and Roberts voting
"aye" and Senators Mahoney and Willner voting "no."

Senate Bill 636

Senator Macpherson moved to table Senate Bill 636. The motion
passed unanimously on a roll call vote with all members present.

Senate Bill 645

-~
‘x

Senator Dement moved to table Senate Bill 645. That motion
also passed unanimously with the same members present.




House Bill 1036

Senate Consumer Affairs Committee

April 28, 1971

Members Present:

Witnesses:

3:00 p.m. 20 State Capitol

Senator Betty Roberts, Chairman
Senator Sam Dement, Vice Chairman
Senator Hector Macpherson

Senator Tom Mahoney

Senator Don Willner

Proponents

Senator Gordon McKay

Senator George Wingard

Attorney General Lee Johnson

Janet Wing, 3734 12th Street SE, Salem, teacher
at Richmond School

David Hyle, Dallas High School :

Ray Wiley, 2100 Shields, Eugene, Vice President
of BRING (Begin Recycling in Natural Groups)

Don Waggoner, Lake Oswego, Chairman of the People's
Lobby Against Nonreturnables (PLAN)

Senator Edward Fadeley ' ‘

Irene Mylan, Salem Chapter of the Oregon Environ-
mental Council

Karen Runkle, 490 Capitol Street SE, Salem, rep-
resenting the Salem Recycling Committee of the
Oregon Envirommental Council

Leslie Bach, representing the Johnny Horizon Club

Kirk Richardson, representing Oregon Environmental
Council ‘

Linda Crane, 850 N. 4th Street, Aumsville

Jerry Powell, Portland State University

John Lesow, Oregon Environmental Council

Mr. Karsten Musaues, Portland State University

Kristine Maksym, 13565 SW 72nd, Tigard

Kess Cannon, Assistant for Governor McCall

Peggy Mansfield, 13265 SW Bull Mt. Road, Tigard

Ms. Nel Rand, 5411 SE Morrison, Portland, YMCA of
Portland

Susan Ackerman, 8435 SW 8th, Portland

Mr. Ron Kelemen, Lewis and Clark College, Box 1876,
Chairman of the Environmental Activists Coalition
of Lewis and Clark College, and Student Body Senator



Chairman Betty Roberts called the meeting to order, explaining
that she had allotted approximately one and one-half hours for
opponents, and an equal time for proponents. She urged witnesses
o be considerate of their time so that others who had signed up to
testify would have a chance to do so.
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Peggy. Robinson, 2441 NW Pettygrove, Portland
Edgar Grimes, Route 1, Box 40, Harrisburg
Mark Dennis, Sixth Grade Student, Portland

Oggonents

Rep. Norman Howard

Dr. Robert F. Testin, Director of Environmental ‘
Planning for Reynolds Aluminum Company, Richmond, N.Y.

Mr. Richard Barger, Executive Vice President and
General Manager of Agripac Inc., Salem

Mr. Paul B. Ennis, Counsel for the United States
Brewers Association, Washington, D. C.

Mr. Norman Dobyns, American Can Company, Washington, D. C.

Mr. William R. Moore, Vice President and General
Manager of the Portland Bottling Company

Mr. Herbert E. (Ted) Harrison, Vice President and
General Manager of the Coca Cola Bottling Co.,
Vancouver, B. C.

Mr. Abe Gray, President of Gray Beverages,
Vancouver, B. C.

Mr. Kenneth H. Lemke, Manager of the Portland Plant
of Owens Illinois, Inc.

Mr. Ed Poyfair, representing Safeway Stores Inc.

Mr. William W. Wessinger, Chairman of the Board,
Blitz-Weinhard Company

Mr. William Whitely, Attorney, Portland

Mr. Dave Neal

Written testimony submitted by witnesses who did not
appear in person

Mr. W. L. Isaacson, B & E Market, Roseburg

Mr. Wallace A Jackson

Mr. Manley J. Bakkensen, Retail Services Manager,
United Grocers, Inc.

Mr. LeRoy S. Hanna, Owner-Manager, Douglas County
Bottling Company, Roseburg

Mr. Warren Davidson, Continental Can Co., Portland

Mr. Val Vanderkin, Continental Can Co., Portland

Mr. M. K. Sherrieb, Pendleton, District Supervisor,
Business Men's Assurance Company of America

Mr. John Piacentini, Plaid Pantry, Portland
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Senator Gordon McKay stated that he had been on the interim
committee which made a study of this problem for approximately
18 months. During those hearings, he said, they had heard from
all segments of the industry and others who were interested in the
problem. Although there were various funding proposals submitted
that would not require a deposit, the committee felt that none of
these would really do the job. He urged the Committee to take into
consideration amendments that would improve the bill. At this time,
however, he felt House Bill 1036 was the best solution to the problem.

Senator George Wingard offered amendments to the bill. He
said he had supported a similar bill in the 1969 session, but one
which had not been successful. He said he thought his amendments
added some practicability to the issue of the nonreturnable metal
container. He said he had concluded during the last session that
this measure would ban the use of metal containers because no one
could afford to use metal containers which were not reusable. His sug-
gestion was to add a reasonable way to pick up the metal containers
and give them back to the producers. He demonstrated how cans could
be crushed and strung on aluminum string, thus making it simpler
for the retailer to weigh and accept the cans.

Attorney General Lee Johnson spoke in favor of the bill on
behalf of the Citizens Against Litter and on behalf of Representatives
Au Coin, Paulus, Hanneman, Meeker and Macpherson. In view of the fact
that this Committee had already had extensive hearings on Senate Bill
194, which is nearly identical to House Bill 1036, he said, he
did not wish to be repetitious and that it simply boiled down to
the fact that this bill is a commitment to deal with two of the
major problems of our environment -- the problem of litter --
and probably more important -- the problem of solid waste. He said
that the bill is by no means intended as a cure-all; rather it
attacks a certain portion of the problem: a portion that is within
the reach of a solution. He requested that he be allowed about
five minutes after the opponents have testified because he under-
stood that they might have some proposals and he would like to have
the opportunity to reply to them. Chairman Roberts said she would
see how the testimony went, and if there was time, she would grant
his request.

Janet Wing urged a yes vote on House Bill 1036, stating that
she had supported it since its conception. She submitted a
petition signed by her students at Richmond School stating that
they favored the bill.
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David Hyle, from Dallas High School, noted that the
petitIon of 800 signatures he was presenting was originally pre-
pared for presentation to the Governor at the Earth Week
celebration. He was, therefore, presenting the petition to the
Committee at this time, to stress the fact that he and the signers
of the petition were vitally concerned with litter caused by non-
returnable cans and bottles, and that they were strongly in a
favor of House Bill 1036.

Mr. Ray Wiley appeared to testify in favor of House Bill 1036.
He stated that he was Vice President of BRING, a Eugene group whose
name means "Begin Recycling in Natural Groups." Their purpose, he said,
is to involve the people of the community in researching, advocating,
developing and implementing systems and philosophies for the ecological
use and reuse of the earth's resources.

Mr. Don Waggoner explained the results of a litter survey taken
during March. The survey showed that the throw away container has a
much greater chance of becoming litter than the deposit container.

He said that he and his group support the bill because they believe
it will significantly reduce the litter. Further, he felt that there
was strong evidence that the 5¢ deposit would be effective in the
return of these bottles.

Senator Edward Fadeley stated that he supported the bill on
general principles: There is no right to pollute the environment.
The bottling industry, he said, has assumed a method of operation that
is contrary to that principle. They have assumed that there is a right
to pollute and that they may use a system of doing business which
encourages pollution. Their excuse is that the choice to pollute
is on the individual who buys their product and does not dispose
of it properly, but they have immensely increased and encouraged
this choice to pollute by their choice of what sort of product
they produce. This bill endeavors to overcome the choice of these
industries by putting an economic incentive on the other side. They
have given the consumer a direct incentive to pollute, which has
resulted in pollution along all the streets and highways of this
state, and indeed, throughout the nation. He said it seemed that
we should not be overly concerned about the industry's economic
difficulty resulting from their choice, when that choice has already
cost the people of Oregon a great deal of money, some reduction in
the livability of our environment, and it could be said, that this
industry owes the people of Oregon millions of dollars because of
their choice to select litter bound products.




Page 5, Minutes
Consumer Affairs Committee
April 28, 1971

Irene Mylan testified that she represented about 100 Salem
High School Students who have been involved in a recycling program.
At the beginning, the students were eager to take part in these
programs advocated by industry. However, it has become evident
that the industry was not nearly so interested as they had seemed
to be. It developed that the recycling program was not feasible,
not profitable and was not fully supported by the industry. The
public indeed, is interested, but a recycling program on a continuing
basis is simply not feasible, she said. It was her belief that they
had been "taken in" in a rather sophisticated ruse of industry
aimed at giving the legislature and the public the impression that
industry was taking care of the problem that it had helped to create.
It was a very glossy professional publicity campaign, she said.

Karen Runkle said she was a disillusioned former recycling worker.
She pointed out that industry really gave no incentive to those
who were interested in recycling, in spite of indications to the
contrary. The amount of material that was collected was practically
worthless, she said, and agreed with Ms. Mylan that recycling on a
continuing basis just would not work.

Leslie Bach stated that he and his "staff" of the Johnn
Horizon Club favored House Bill 1036 because they felt it would
help clean up litter.

Kirk Richardson said that he had been asked by the Oregon
Environmental Council to explain the process of recycling. He
explained to the Committee that he was a member of a highly skilled
team  of demolition experts who spent their Saturdays recycling glass
and cans. He mentioned some of the problems involved in collecting
the material to be recycling; separating the glass by color, sorting
it from garbage, the danger of getting cut or sustaining eye injuries
from breaking the glass. He reported that recycling was unprofitable,
and that the industry had exploited them in offering this alternative
to the solid waste problem. He concluded by urging that the Committee
pass House Bill 1036.

Linda Crane stated that she lived very near scenic Highway 22
which runs to Detroit Lake. During her spare time, she reported,
she went along cleaning the sides of the highway because she
happened to like to see the highway clean, and preferred to help
keep it clean. One day, she said, she had collected 119 nonreturnable
cans -- 99 beer cans and 20 soft drink cans. In addition, there were
35 nonreturnable glass bottles. This amount was collected from 500
feet of roadway. She further reported that she had found no glass
bottles that could have been returned for a deposit, probably
she said, because people had returned them to the stores. She urged
passage of House Bill 1036 so that she could stop trying to clean
up Highway 22 by herself.
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Mr. Jerry Powell, speaking in support of House Bill 1036,
said that if the bill were to be passed, it would put him out
of business. However, he sincerely hoped that this would happen.
The reason was that he worked for Portland Student Services at
Portland State University and his job was to recycle garbage,
since it had been demonstrated that volunteerism simply would
not work. He called the recycling efforts, advocated by industry,
a "red herring." The voluntary aspect of recycling, he maintained,
is not realistic; even in his "business" it does not work to his
advantage. He pleaded with the Committee to pass the bill.

Mr. John Lesow spoke in favor of the bill, pointing out the
implications of various litter surveys. He thought the bill as
it now stands is a realistic answer, discounting the idea of stiffer
fines, more litter bags, and public relation schemes. :

Karsten Musaeus, a student at Portland State University,
working with Mr. Powell in a recycling project, spoke in favor
the bill. He reiterated what Mr. Powell had previously said about
recycling not being the answer to the problem. He claimed that it
was impossible to recycle the volume of nonreturnable glass now
being produced, noting that industry could not handle it either.
He said he was convinced that it was time people got serious about
cleaning up the litter in Oregon, and stopped playing games with
industry. He urged that those who are really concerned, avoid
minor arguments, and agree to do something constructive nowl

Kristine Maksym, a Tigard High School student, testified in
favor of the bill. She said she felt the bill would accomplish
two main things: first it would reduce the litter on the roads and
highways; second, she felt the bill would be an important step
toward recycling of our natural resources.

Kess Cannon, Assistant for Governor McCall in the field of
natural resources, emphasized that this measure is high priority
legislation so far as the Governor is concerned. The Governor
had spoken out clearly and forcefully in the 1969 Legislative Session
in support of House Bill 1157, a similar measure, and his position
has been made clear many times since then that he hopes the
Senate will give rapid and favorable consideration to House Bill 1036.

Miss Peggy Mansfield, another Tigard High School student, and
President of the Pro Environment League of that school, appeared
as spokesman for that group in favor of the bill. Attacking
arguments from the opposition, she maintained that the bill was not
discriminatory, because the deposit is on the kinds of bottles and
cans that litter the highways, and there is no deposit on catsup and
mayonnaise and tuna fish cans etc., because those types of cans are
not causing the litter. She challenged the argument by Owens




Page 7, Minutes
Consumer Affairs Committee
April 28, 1971

Illinois Company that passage of the bill would put perhaps 300
people out of work. She maintained that now is the time for

that company to make the change and put these people into other types
of jobs in recycling, adding that job opportunities in this field

are promising.

She contended that most people would not throw away cans and
bottles that were worth 5¢, but for those few who would, someone
would take the time and trouble to pick them up in order to collect
the deposit.

Ms. Nel Rand stated briefly that the YWCA of Portland still
supports the bill and would not like to see it changed in any way.

Susan Ackerman voiced her support for the bill.

Ron Kelemen testified in favor of the bill (see Appendix A).

Peggy Robinson stated that she was in favor of the bill.

Mr. Edgar Grimes, a Harrisburg dairyman, appeared in support
of the bill. He reported that on a recent trip to New York, he
was informed by a member of the U.S. Forest Service and a member of
the National Park Service of two examples of how litter endangers
wildlife:

(1) Soda and beer tab tops thrown in rivers attract
fish which swallow them and die.

(2) Deer are attracted by the chemicals of discarded
Polaroid film and eat them and die.

Mr. Grimes suggested an amendment to section 3 of the bill
prohibiting the sale of detatchable parts of Polaroid film.

Mark Dennis, representing the Sixth Grade Class of Knott
Street School in Parkrose, in Portland, said he urged passage
of House Bill 1036 as a big step in solving the pollution problem.
Putting a deposit on the cans would be helpful, he felt, because
people would not throw them around so much if there were worth
money. It was his opinion that even if they were thrown away,
someone would collect them for the money. However, if no one
collected them, the 5¢ deposit would help toward cleaning up
the litter and recycling the cans.
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Opponents

Rep. Norman Howard stated that he was on the State and Federal
Affairs Committee during the last session, and he said he was
firmly convinced that there would have been a compromise bill
come out of that Committee if there could have been a compromise.
However, the proponents would not compromise below the 5¢ deposit,
and an interim committee still maintained the 5¢ requirement.
Further, he saw no chance of a compromise on this issue this year.
House Bill 1949, he said, would have been a good tax bill, but it
was tabled. He said he still preferred that bill to House Bill 1036
and urged that a compromise be made with HB 1949 in mind.

Dr. Robert F. Testin spoke in opposition to House Bill 1036.
He sald he had been working in the area of recycling and utiliza-
tion of materials since about 1966. He pointed out the difference
in the terms of "litter" and "solid waste" and explained what
his company, Reynolds Aluminum, was doing toward the solid
waste problem.

Mr. Richard Barger stated that he was representing Agripac Inc.,
‘a farmer owned, food processing company, with processing plants in
Salem, Junction City, Corvallis and Eugene. During the height of the
food processing season, he said, they employ in excess of 3,000
people. He described the serious economic consequences of a ban
or deposit on beer and soda pop containers. He said it seemed
fairly obvious to him that the can manufacturers would be virtually
destroyed by this type of bill. He contended that a law of this
sort would hurt every food packer, vegetable canner and fish
packer in Oregon. For these reasons, he opposed the bill.

Mr. Paul B. Ennis, Counsel for the United States Brewers
Association, Washington, D. C., registered opposition on behalf
of the Association. 1In his opinion, the best resource for
solution to the litter problem is the National Center for Solid
Waste Disposal, Inc., and he anticipated that additional support from
both the public and private sectors of the nation will eventually
enable the National Center to achieve its full potential for
developing and supporting worthwhile projects and research in the
field of solid waste management.

Mr. Norman Dobyns of the American Can Company in Washington,
D. C., reported that his company presently operated six metal
recovery plants throughout the United States, reclaiming 350,000
tons of cans annually. He cited other efforts by the can industry
to help solve the litter problem. As for the nickle deposit,he said,
a can at no time in its life is worth a nickle,and a deposit of that
type is not realistic. He asked the Committee for their considera-
tion of the economic problems imposed by this bill and urged their
opposition to the bill on this basis.
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Mr. William R. Moore, Vice President and General Manager of
the Portland Bottling Company, along with Mr. Herbert E. (Ted)
Harrison and Mr. Abe Gray from Vancouver, B. C.,spoke in opposition

to the bill.

Mr. Harrison said they were at #hay Wexe @k this hearing at
the invitation of the Oregon Soft Drink Association and several
Oregon legislators. He explained that British Columbia has had a
law similar to HB 1036 in effect for nearly four months, the dif-
ference being that it provides for a mandatory 2¢ refund on metal,
plastic, and glass containers of beer, ale and soft drinks. His
impression of the law so far,was that it was disastrous and he
went on to explain some of the problems involved in the administration
and effects of the law.

Mr. Gray quoted from an information bulletin issued by Mr.
William Kenneth Kiernan, Minister of Recreation and Conservation
for Victoria, B. C., dated February 15, 1971:

"The Litter Act has been fully in force for more than
six weeks and I am encouraged by the co-operation of most
sections of industry.

"A number of complaints however have been drawn to my
attention by consumers, retailers and bottle and can-
return depot operators.

"Some of the complaints by the public might be dis-
counted as in many instances the intent of the Litter Act
has not been fully understood and incidents are at times
lacking in sufficient detail to warrant their being con-
sidered as complaints. For example, some consumers may
be asking the retailer to refund on cans or bottles
of a kind he does not sell."

Mr. Kiernan's letter went on to list some of the complaints and
concluded:

"The intent of the Litter Act insofar as soft drink
containers are concerned is to ensure that the consumer
may return to the retailer the empty containers from his
day-to-day purchases up to a maximum of 18 per day.

"To ensure that the retailer does not become, in
effect, a collection agency for containers of a kind or
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kinds which he does not sell, the Act states that collection
depots may be set up for this purpose. In my opinion
however this does not relieve the retailer of his obliga-
tion to accept up to 18 empty containers per day and to

pay a minimum of two cents per unit to his customers.

"As it is our common uurpose to reduce the amount of
litter requiring disposal, all segments of industry are
earnestly requested to direct their best efforts to
immediately correct any misinterpretations of the Regu-
lations under the Act and to thus ensure a workable return
system." - '

Mr. Moore concluded with a statement outlining his opposition
to the bill and submitted a copy of his statement (see Appendix B).

Mr. Kenneth H. Lemke, Manager of the Portland Plant of Owens
Illinois, Inc., offered a statement in opposition to the bill
(see Appendix C).

Mr. Ed Poyfair, representing Safeway Stores Inc., submitted
his statement in opposition to the bill (see Appendix D).

Mr. William W. Wessinger, Chairman of the Board at Blitz-
Weinhard Company, pointed out that his company resigned from the
United States Brewers Association on January 1 of this year. (See
Appendix E for Mr. Wessinger's statement.)

Mr. William Whitely, an attorney from Portland, and Mr. Dave
Neal, a distributor, appeared together in opposition to the bill.
Mr. Whitely stated that he was Secretary-Counsel of the Oregon
Beer Distributors, representing about 76 members in the state,
and handling about 90% of all the beer sold in the state. At their
recent annual meeting in Coos Bay, a resolution was passed reflecting
unanimous opposition to House Bill 1036. Mr. Neal confirmed his
opposition to the bill, but was unable to testify at length because

of the time limit.

‘Chairman Roberts reported that she had reserved two minutes
for proponents in case Attorney General Lee Johnson wished to add
something to the testimony. Mr. Johnson summarized by saying that
this bill would not eliminate the chance that someone might throw a
bottle or can away, but putting a five cent deposit on the containers,
he felt, would encourage others to pick up the bottles or cans.
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Mr. Johnson said that the inferences that this bill would result
in a higher cost to the consumer are not valid. Studies have
proven that the cheapest product to the consumer is that product
that is bottled in a returnable container. He also pointed out
that with respect to the testimony of the gentleman from the
American Can Company (Mr. Norman Dobyns), that company did not
manufacture any beverage cans in this state so he did not see
how 1269 employes would be affected. As to the problems in
British Columbia, it was Mr. Johnson's feeling that some of their
problem was because of the 2¢ deposit rather than the 5¢ deposit
advocated in this bill.

Written testimony submitted by witnesses who were unable to
testify in person because of lack of time, or because they were
unable to be present, are incorporated into these minutes as
follows:

Mr. W. L. Isaacson, B & E Market, Roseburg (see Appendix F).

Mr. Wallace A. Jackson (see Appendix G).

Mr. Manley J. Bakkensen, Retail Services Manager, United
Grocers, Inc., (see Appendix H).

Mr. LeRoy S. Hanna, Owner-Manager, Douglas County Bottling
Co., (see Appendix I). :

Mr. Warren Davidson, Continental Can Company, Portland (see
Appendix J).

Mr. Val Vanderkin, Continental Can Company, Portland (See
Appendix K).

Mr. J. K. Sherrieb, District Supervisor, Business Men's
Assurance Company of America, Pendleton (See Appendix L).

The meeting was adjourned at 6:30 P.M.
Respectfully submitted,
Connie Wood, Clerk

Tape 6,.side 2
0 to 720

*Mr. John Piacentini, Plaid Pantry, Portland, (See Appendix M).




Appendix A

Environmental Activists Coalition

Lewis and Clark College ® LC P.O. Box 365 e Portiand, Oregon 97219

April 28, 1971

Senate Consumer Affairs Committee
Oregon State Senate

Salem, Oregon 97310

Gentlcment

My neme is Ron Kelemen, and I am chairman of the Environmental Actvists

Coalition at kewis and Clark College and I am also a Lewis and Clark student-

body senator.

On behalf of the student body of Lewis and Clark College, I strongly
urge you to pass HB 1036 requiring a mandatory five-cent deposit on bever-
age containers., On January 11, 1971, the ASLC Senate of Lewis and Clark
voted unamimously in favor of a resolution calling for only returnable
bottles in all campus vending machines., On March 3, a dorm by dorm
poll showed that 85% of the students favor returnable bottles, and 80%
of the students were willing to pay a slight increase in cost for the
returnables.

Although this measure will go a long way in alleviating the litter
problem, most concern for returnable bottles on the Lewis and Clark
Campus comes from a conservation §f resources and enefgy point of view,
and therefore, students view this measure we are considering today as
a very practical first step toward a vital recycling program.

Once ggain, we urge you to pass HB 1036. Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

Ron Kelemen,
ASLC Senator,
EAC Cheirman
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William Moore
Oregon Soft Drink Association

'HB 1036 WILL NOT STOP LITTER!

Litter is made-up of many things--paper, plastic, rubber, metal, glass,
etc.. If HB 1036 is passed, the tip of the iceberg litter will still be
very evident in the form of paper containers of all kinds, other paper,
rubber, metal, plastic and other bottles and cans. Soft drinks represent

less than 4% of the total litter and we challenge any figures to the contrary.

HB 1036 WILL NOT STOP SOLID WASTE!
All beer and soft drink containers represent only 6% of solid waste., 94%

is left and HB 1036 makes no provision for the 94% iceberg of solid waste.

SOFT DRINKS MUST BE IN NON-RETURNABLE PACKAGES!

Soft drinks must be in one-way packages in order to compete in the market
place with a whole host of fruit, vegetable and powdered drinks in non-returnable
containefsseﬂi C, Gatorade, Haley's various flavors, Del Monte various flavors,
Sierra Valley various flavors, Wagner's various flavors, cramberry juices, V-8,
tomato juices; Kool Aid, Funny Face, Twist, Wylef“sn Soft drinks, beer and milk
are the only products readily available in retail food stores in returnable con-
tainers. All of the other thousands of items handled in food stores are in
non-returnable packages of glass, cans, plastic, paper, etc.. HB 1036 singles
out two items as being the culprits for all of the litter and solid waste

problems and we believe this is totally unfair.

HB 1036 IS UNWORKABLE FOR THE RETAILER!

It makes a garbage dump out of his store and the sanitation problem alone
would be horrendous. Not only that, but if he sells more products than he
redeens he pockets the difference in deposits and that sounds great! But if
he redeems more than he sells, he loses the difference and there is no known
way to equalize sales with the redemption, In fact, it is so unworkable that it

is, in effect, a ban on non-returnable packages for our industry.
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SOFT DRINK COMPANIES ARE, AND HAVE BEEN, WORKING ON THE LITTER AND SOLTD WASTE
PROBLEMS!

The top officials of-all major soft drink companies, as well as the container
manufacturers are, and have been, working diligently at the national level to come
up with practical solutiomns to 1£tter and solid waste problems. This is a tre-
mendously complex problem and economics of many industries are involved. Methods
of collection of sclid waste, sorting of solid waste, transportation of sorted
materials back to manufacturing plants for recycling into new containers and
by-products requires a tremendous application of time and ingenious technology.
This research is, and has been; ongoing for an extended period of time, including
the past two years. I1f the economics of oux combined industries--meaning con-
tainer manufacturers, soft drink and beer manufacturers and retail food stores
are upset by this type of ill-advised legislation catering only to the emotions
of the public, then it will be virtually impossible for the industries involved
to finance the necessary research to solve the problem. It is very evident that
litter is the tip of the iceberg and it is very evident that the legislators have
been responding to the clamor of the public who have little or no knowledge of
the complexity of this problem. It is ebsolutely essential that states, counties,
cities, as well as the federal government look to modern reclamation centers
to sblve this difficuit problem of waste management. A packet of current and

factual information is attached for your information and consideration.

TIME FOR RESEARCH IS5 ABSOLUTELY ESSENTIAL!

The soft drink industry has proposed a brogd base packaging tax to this
legislature. A copy of this bill is also enc&oseéﬁ We have been ungble to
get it introduced yet. Briefly, it provides methods of generating funds for
the cleanup of litter and the actual purchase and testing of specific ;ystems

for sorting and recycling of solid waste. Even though this bill may not be
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given consideration in this session of the legislature, we would hope that you
will consider it in the long range approach to the total problem.

The Oregon Soft Drink Association specificallly requests that if you
feel that you must pass discriminatory legislation such as HB 1036, then pliease
make the effective date July 1, 1973. The combined industries effected by this
type of legislation are dedicated to solving the real problems of litter and
solid waste and if given two years in which to accomplish this, we believe
positive results can be obteined. This time is needed for continued research
and development of collection systems, sorting systems and tedistribuﬁion systems
in order to truly recycle the maximum potential of solid waste., Current studies
would indicate that the reuseable materials can be turned into a paying propo-
sition. Our combined industries have been accused of doing nothing over the
last two years. This is just simply not true and if we do not prove to you
that we are sincere in solving the total problem by July 1, 1973, then your
mandatory deposit bill would automatically go into effect on that date.

Let's not let our emotions run away with our common sense!
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STA P THE_PORTLAND P
&@q %l@%m NO(')R'F%vl % %%R%L\%EE GON SENATE COMMI
103
ArriL 28, 1971

SENATORS ;

My naME 1S KENNETH H. LEMKE AND 1 AM APPEARING BEFORE YOU IN
opposITION To HB 1036,

I am PLANT MANAGER OF THE PORTLAND PLANT OF Owens-ILLINOIS, INC.
THIS PLANT WAS BUILT IN 1956, SINCE THAT TIME, IT HAS UNDERGONE SEVERAL
ADDITIONS WITH THE RESULT THAT OUR EMPLOYMENT LEVEL HAS INCREASED FROM
166 To APPROXIMATELY 460 EMPLOYEES TODAY., OUR TOTAL PAYRoLL IN 1970
was $3.970,000 INCLUDING FRINGE BENEFITS, THE TOTAL CAPITAL INVESTMENT
IN PLANT AND EQUIPMENT IS IN EXCESS OF $13,000,000,

[ MENTION THESE FACTS SINCE | WANT TO MAKE YOU AWARE OF THE SIZE
OF OUR INDUSTRY IN OREGON AND THE PROJECTED EFFECT PROPOSED LEGISLATION
WOULD HAVE ON OUR BUSINESS. IHE EFFECT OF THIS BILL WOULD BE AN ECONO-
MIC BAN ON THE USE OF THE NON-RETURNABLE PACKAGES FOR MALT AND CERTAIN
OTHER CARBONATED AND NON-CARBONATED BEVERAGES. [HE SHORT TERM EFFECT
ON OUR PRODUCTION WOULD BE A SPURT IN ORDERS FOR RETURNABLE CONTAINERS
" AS THE BREWING AND BEVERAGE INDUSTRIES TRY TO FILL THE DISTRIBUTION
PIPELINE WITH RETURNABLE CONTAINERS. THIS WOULD PROBABLY COVER A
PERIOD OF 6 TO 8 MONTHS. AFTER THAT, WE WOULD SEE A SUBSTANTIAL REDUCTION
IN OUR OUTPUT RESULTING IN THE SHUTDOWN OF AT LEAST TWO OF OUR PRODUCTION
LINES AND POSSIBLY THREE. THIS WoULD MEAN LAYING oFf 100 7o 150 EMPLOYEES.,

THE BILL BEFORE YOU DOES NOT ATTACK THE SOLID WASTE PROBLEM BUT IS,
ACCORDING TO ITS PROPONENTS, AN ANTI-LITTERING MEASURE. WE ARE CONVINCED
THAT A DEPOSIT WILL NOT DETER THE POTENTIAL LITTERER FROM THROWING THE
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CONTAINER OR A GUM WRAPPER OR A NEWSPAPER OR ANY OTHER POTENTIAL
PIECE OF LITTER OUT THE CAR WINDCW. [HE THEORY APPARENTLY 1S, THAT
WITH A DEPOSIT AS AN INCENTIVE, PEOPLE WILL RETURN THE CONTAINER TO

A STORE FOR REFUND, THE FACT IS THE TREND HAS BEEN AND CONTINUES

TO BE TOWARD THE CONVENIENCE PACKAGE SINCE THE BUSY HOUSEWIFE DOES
NOT WANT TO BE BOTHERED WITH RETURNING BOTTLES TO THE LOCAL STORE,
THIS 1S EVIDENCED BY THE FACT THAT MANY OF THE BOTTLES FOUND AS
LITTER ALONG THE HIGHWAYS ARE RETURNABLE AND ARE REDEEMABLE FOR A
DEPOSIT. 1 SAY THIS TREND HAS CONTINUED SINCE THAT HAS BEEN THE
HISTORY AT OUR PORTLAND FACILITY. IN 1969, 58,44 OF OUR MANUFACTURED
GROSSAGE WAS IN NON-RETURNABLE BEERS. IN 1970, THIS JUMPED TO 6b.5%
OR AN INCREASE OF 7.1%, IN 1969, 5,9% OF OUR TOTAL GROSSAGE WAS
RETURNABLE BEERS. I 1970, THIS HAD DRoPPED TC 5,0% OR A DROP OF %
IN OTHER WORDS, THE NON-RETURNABLE BEER BOTTLE OUT-SOLD THE RETURNABLE
AT THE POINT OF MANUFACTURE BY 11 TO 1,

NAH[ IS THE SOLUTION TO THE LITTER PROBLEM?

WE IN THE GLASS' CONTAINER INDUSTRY ARE FIRMLY DEDICATED TO THE
CONCEPT THAT EFFECTIVE LITTER CONTROL CAN BE OBTAINED ONLY THROUGH A
THREE-POINT PROGRAM OF (1) PUBLIC EDUCATION: (2) ENACTMENT AND ENFORCE-
MENT OF ANTI-LITTERING LAWS: AND (3) PROVISION OF ADEQUATE DEVICES FOR.
COLLECTION AND DISPOSAL OF LITTER SUCH AS MACHINES FOR PICKING UP
LITTER, TRASH RECEPTACLES, LITTER BAGS, AND THE LIKE,

WE ARE EQUALLY FIRM IN GUR CONVICTION THAT LITTERING CANNOT BE
CONTROLLED THROUGH LEGISLATION THAT OUTLAWS, DISCRIMINATELY TAXES,

OR OTHERWISE RESTRICTS THE SPECIFIC USE OF CONTAINERS OR OTHER PRODUCTS
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THAT MAY APPEAR AS PART OF LITTER. THE SOLUTION TO THE LITTER PROBLEM
LIES IN COOPERATION BETWEEN GOVERNMENT, INDUSTRIES, AND THE PUBLIC.,

INDUSTRY HAS BEEN CRITICIZED FOR ITS LACK OF ACTIVITY IN THE
ANTI-LITTER AREA BETWEEN THE 1969 AND 1971 LEGISLATURE. LET ME TELL
YoU WHAT OWENS-ILLINOIS HAS DONE ON THE LOCAL LEVEL AND THEN WHAT WE
HAVE DONE AS A COMPANY AND AS AN INDUSTRY ON THE NATIONAL LEVEL.

ON THE LOCAL LEVEL, WE HAVE PASSED OUT THOUSANDS OF LITTER BAGS
AND SPONSORED A RECYCLING THEME BOOTH AT BOTH THE MuLTNoMAH COUNTY AND
OrecoN STATE FAIRS IN 1970, BECAUSE WE BELIEVE ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION
SHOULD BEGIN IN THE EARLY YEARS. WE WORKED WITH THE PARKROSE SCHOOL
SYSTEM BEGINNING IN APRIL., 1970, TO DEVELOP AN ENVIRONMENTAL TEACHING
UNIT FOR USE IN ALL GRADES FROM GRADE SCHOOL THROUGH HIGH SCHOOL. THIS
PROJECT WAS CALLED, “PROJECT STEPS” STUDENT TECHNIQUES IN ENVIRONMENTAL
* PROBLEM SOLVING, AND RESULTED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF A CURRICULUM TO
TEACH ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN IN THE SCHOOLS. I HAVE A COPY OF THIS PRO-
GRAM, WHICH IS IN USE IN THE SCHOOLS, WHICH | WILL LEAVE WITH YOU FOR
YOUR REVIEW, INCIDENTALLY, THIS PROGRAM WAS FOLLOWED CLOSELY BY THE
INTERMEDIATE EDuUcATION DISTRICT,

IN JuLy., 1970, WE OPENED A GLASS REDEMPTION CENTER AT OUR PLANT
IN PORTLAND, THIS CHART DRAMATICALLY SHOWS WHAT HAS HAPPENED TO THIS
PROGRAM SINCE ITS INCEPTION. IN OUR FIRST MONTH'S OPERATION, WE COL-
LECTED 4500 tes. By Decemeer 1970, We WERE COLLECTING 436,000 LBS. PER
MONTH AND NOW WE ARE COLLECTING BETTER THAN 900,000 LBS., PER MONTH,
OUR COLLECTION FOR MARCH wAS EQUAL TO 5,5% OF OUR TOTAL MARCH PRODUCTION,
THIS 1S VERY SIGNIFICANT WHEN YOU REALIZE WE SHIP THROUGHOUT THE NORTHWEST
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AND YET WE RECEIVED 5,5% OF OUR PRODUCTION BACK AT ONE COLLECTION
CENTER IN PorTLAND., THRouGH MarcH 31, 1971, WE HAVE COLLECTED
3,383,000 LBs, AT THE ONE CENT PER POUND PRICE WE ARE PAYING, THIS
PROGRAM IS COSTING US A SMALL PREMIUM SINCE WE ARE ABLE TO BUY RAW
MATERIALS AT A LOWER COST., HOWEVER, THE PURPOSE OF THE PROGRAM IS
TO EDUCATE THE PUBLIC TO THE FACT THAT THERE IS SALVAGE VALUE TO
USED GLASS PROVIDING A WAY CAN BE FOUND TO SEGREGATE THIS GLASS AND
RETURN IT TO THE MANUFACTURER IN USABLE FORM, WE ARE PRESENTLY WORK-
ING WITH Boy ScouT TRooPS IN OREGON AND SOUTHERN WASHINGTON IN CON-
JUNCTION WITH ProJecT SOAR, Save OuR AMERICAN RESOURCES, TO PROMOTE
THE ANTI-LITTER, RECYCLING THEME,

ON THE NATIONAL LEVEL THROUGH OUR INDUSTRY ORGANIZATION, GLASS
- CONTAINER MANUFACTURERS INSTITUTE, ANTI-LITTER SPOT COMMERCIALS HAVE
BEEN SHOWN ON T.V, STATIONS ACROSS THE COUNTRY. IN ADDITION, THE
GLASS REDEMPTION CENTER PROGRAM IS IN OPERATION IN ALL OF THE MEMBER
COMPANY PLANTS TOTALING SOME 92 LOCATIONS IN 25 STATES. | HAVE HERE
AN EXAMPLE OF THE TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL MATERIAL WHICH IS BEING USED
TO FURTHER THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS: [HIS IS A COPY OF THE APRIL /TH
ISSUE OF THE WEEKLY READER FOR KINDERGARDEN USE, THIS PUBLICATION
STRESSES THE REUSE OF GLASS MATERIALS TO MAKE A NEW PRODUCT, "“GLASPHALT”,

THE INDUSTRY IS ALSO COOPERATING WITH THE UNITED STATES BUREAU
oF MINES ON DEVELOPMENT OF TECHNIQUES FOR SEPARATING GLASS FROM INCINERA-
TOR RESIDUES, AND THEN CONVERTING IT INTO BUILDING BRICKS AND GLASS WOOL
INSULATION, WE ARE SIMULTANEOUSLY FUNDING RESEARCH TO DEVELOP MEANS OF
MECHANICAL SEPARATING CONTAINER GLASS FROM SOLID WASTE AT MUNICIPAL
AND REGIONAL COLLECTION CENTERS, ANOTHER RESEARCH PROJECT IS SEEKING
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THE MEANS OF OPTICALLY SEPARATING' SALVAGED GLASS BY COLOR SO IT CAN
BE RECYCLED INTO THE BOTTLE MAKING PROCESS,

AS YOU CONSIDER THIS LEGISLATION, WE ASK ONLY THAT YOU GIVE
SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO HOW MUCH HAS BEEN DONE IN THE PAST VEAR OR
TWO AND REALIZE THAT WE ARE ON THE THRESHOLD OF A WHOLE NEW TECHNOLOGY
REGARDING IMPROVED METHODS OF LITTER CLEANUP AND, MORE IMPORTANTLY,

A SYSTEM OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT WHICH WILL LEAD TO RESOURCE RECOVERY
AND REUSE. IN SUPPORT OF THIS STATEMENT, | HAVE ATTACHED A LIST OF
SoME 30 INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS KNOWN TO BE ENGAGED IN RESEARCH TO
DEVELOP SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS AS oF March, 19/1,

] AM ONLY ATTEMPTING TO DISSUADE YOU FROM HASTY ACTION WHICH
MIGHT ONLY SERVE TO DELAY THE'REAL  SOLUTION. IF YOU FEEL THERE IS
MERIT IN WHAT WE HAVE DONE AND ARE DOING, | WOULD ASK THAT YOU DELAY
THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS BILL To JuLy 1, 1973, AT wHICH TIME YOU
COULD DETERMINE IF WE HAVE MADE ACTUAL PROGRESS THEREBY MAKING THIS
BILL UNNECESSARY.
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Presentation to be given to Senate Committee on April 28, 1971 -

By Ed Poyfair, Safeway Stores

In the.next few minutes it is my intention to relate to you
the fcod retailer's concerxn towards this prospective legislation.
House Bill 1036, the 5¢ deposit on non-returnable beverage container,
wnile alleviating.some of the probiems of roadside litter, creates
maﬁy rroblems for industry and especially the food retailer. I
WOuld like to express the various difficulites that can and will
aris¢ in the food industry if this bill is accepted into law. Such
areés as space availability, sanitation control and overhead expenses
will be discuseed in the following presentation as relates to our
Industry.

The current floor plan of stores is built on an 80 to 20 ratio.
80% is deéignated as sales floor space and 20% is backroom storage.
The efficiency and cost of doing business is determined by the
retailer's ability to maintain a functionable flowing operation. Freight
is orxrdered solely for the shelf and not as surplus stock. What is re-
ceived from the delivery passes quickly from the backroom to the sales
floox. This method is necessary to assure the continued lack of
conyestion. |

Yet, this procedure will be greatly impaired with the accept-
ance of this legislation. If the bill is passed, extra space will
be needed to handle the.influx of returnéblé'containers. Since back-
roomé are set up for only a small space for present bottle returns
oht of the 20% space available now for storage and all other space
is being used for freight, an anticipated increase of.at least twice
as many returns would make it impossible for normal operations to

corntinue.
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The larger stores would experience great hardships in securing

any additional space for storage. The smaller stores would find it
hard, if no£ impossible, to properly handle such returnables. To
facilitate the appropriate disposition of these containers, certain
stores would definitely have to be remodeled to make the space avail-
able required for handllng such material.
| Hand in hand with the problem of space availablllty, is the problem

of maintaining proper sanltation requirements. The acqu1s1t10n of
additional returnables, especially cans, would hinder these procedures;
In recent years the checkgtandS'in the stores have been modernized
to such a degree that the only receiviﬁé space_?vailable for placing
the non-returnables is an 18" x 18" slot difectly under the registers.
With the acceptance of this bill this area will definiteiy not be
capable of handling the returns anticipated.

what would then follow is our concern as relates to sanitation
procedures. The present glass returnables are placed in a cart until
the cart is full, and then the loaded cart is placed in the backroom
ready for sorting. There is little problem of sanitation in this
procedure because a larxge majority of these bottles are in cartons
and are placed upright in the carts. Also, the fluid in these glass
containers is usually sufficiently drained. However,‘with the advent
into law of this bill, the then returnable cans will propose a def-
inite problem. | .

where bottles are usually placed bottom down in the cart, the ..

‘cans will more likely than not be ihdiscriminately dumped into the

cart. These cans will be thrown sideways, upside down and upright
in the grocery cart. As you are all aware, if you have drunk from
a can, you know not all of'thé contents are ever emptied from the

container. Also, quite often various debris is placed in a can,
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such as cigarette butts, which often are not placed in a glass re-

tufnable because'they.are easily séen. Here the old saying "out of
sight - out of mind" applies. But is this residue out of sight for
long? . Since the can will be placed indiscriminétely into the cart
before it goes back to the storage area, it is likely tﬂe remaining
residug will be spilled onto the re-usable grocery cart, the floor
and any other articles that may be within splashing range. This, of
course, is far from the desired sanitary conditions needed on the
sales floor. This same chain of evénts would occur when the cans
are taken back to the stofage area. Again this spilling residue
would enhance a breeding ground for unsanitary conditions.

We realize we would take corrective measures to prevent this
sanitation breakdown. ﬁowevef, will not this legislation in essence
make the'retailers'garbage dumps for refuse? Is this one of the
criterion for being a retailer? Althpugh the larger retailers will
£ind it hard to adjust to the conditions, will not the small retailer
be immobilizea?

Another factor to be weighed in considering this legislation
is ﬁhat percentaée of the non-~returnables will return to the re-
tailer which‘initially sold it. Many retailers will be taking back
containers that have never before crossed their checkout counters.
As has'already been stated, many retéilers will be placed in a space
~bind and literally be forced to discontinueLnon-returnable service
because of anothef retailer who recorded thé initial purchase. In-
effect, is this not'a discriminatory ban on trade?

The foregoing opinions have been based on the premise that
HB 1036 has as its sole objective the curbing of roadside litter
and not to rid the public of the non-returnable cans and bottles

or cause industry to suffer economically. However, the passage of
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this bill would do just that. The retailer, for these reasons, will

haQe no recourse but to discontinue this convenience to the con-
sumer. It is obviouslthat the can manufacturer, the sdft drink
industry and malt beverage industry wiil suffer'a cutback in production.

Our industrial engineers have calculated what the conversion
cost would be switching from our present status to solely return-
ables if'this bill is adopted. The following facts and figures
concern what the cost will be converting from disposiable containers
to strictly returnables in the Portland Division's 105 stores. oOur
present handling costs fof these stores are $1,736 per week and
.$90,850 per year. The calculated additiohal ﬁandling costs axe
$4,463 per week and $233,573 per ye#r.' The total handling costs for
these stores would amount to $6,199 per‘week and $324,423 per year.
These figures are based on the assumption that the volume of
beverage sold would not decrease in returnable containers. However,
it should be notéd that sales céuld divert to Washington, Calif-
ornia and Idaho. These figures show that an approximate quarter
of a million dollars annually would be spent ih additional 1labor
to what is now béing‘expended. ;

This increase takes into effect ﬁhe manpower needed for accepting,
recording énd sorting these returnables. This does not take into
effect any remodeling that may be necessary for making space for
such returns or tﬁe equipment necessary for -use to maintain proper
operational functions. - «

The preceding statements are the truthful circumstances that
will arise with the implementation of this legislatioﬁ. We are indeed

aware of the need for effective litter control and will whole-
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heartedly support the course of action decided upon by this legis-

lature. However, we wish to émphasize that never before has there
been‘Such unity of purpose_in the retailer, the distributor and the
manufacturer to come to some workable solution concerning the pre-
vention of litter. |
= Industry has made definite strides in educating the consumer
and in experimentation of recycling.fécilities.'lt may'be true that
such advancement has not achieved the desired goal for this time,
but to allow tﬁe current legislation,.would shut the door on
industry and all the past work‘and the work yet to be accomplished
would greatly be impaired. The result of this legislation, although
possibly stopping some of the roadside litter;-would be to put a
hardship on can manufacturers, cause an even g:eater econonic
recession because of the discontinuance of some now existing jobs,
raise the cost of several industries' overhead and, of course, effect
an increase in the market prices of various items which cost would be
borne by the consumer.

We feel the public's present concern has prompted industry
to try harder and accomplish faster the needed result for litter
control. Although the ultimate solution has not yet been achieved,
we feel that with such a public concern, a possible shot in the arm
has been given and with industry working together it would be un-

fortunate to shut the dobr on this progress;
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Testimony Before Scnate Committee on House Bill 1036 - April 28, 1971

" Madame Chairman and Members of the Committee:

My name is. William W, Wessinger, I am Chairman of the Board at
Blitz-Weinhard Company which is the only brewihg company producing within
the State of Oregon. Our company felt and still feels that other approaches,
from the approach of House Bill 1036, would attack the litter problem more
effectively and do it without the economic repercussions we feel will result
from House Bill 1036, However, we have come to realize that the deposit
approach probably has the greatest public appeal at the present time and,
therefore, our testivmony will relate only to thse changes in House Bill 1036
which we feel necessary to make it workable from our industry's standpoint,
1 would also like to be sure you understand that what I have to say rela.tes

only to the brewing industry as differentiated from the soft drink industry.

1t is ouf strong feeling that these are two different industries in that our
marketing methods are very different. What would apply to one does not
.necessarily apply to the other, therefore, I speak only of the brewing
industry and will let the soft drink industry_ speak for itself. Any changes
that I am requesting would therefore apply only to the malt beverage sections

of this Bill and not to those which relate to the soft drink industry.
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Our Company has been engaged.in two basic programs which relate to
the litter problem. The first has to do with the encouragement of the use
of the standard returnable bottle. We began over a year ago to encourage
the grocery sfores to carry anci feature the returnable bottle. If they felt
that because of consumer demand that they had to carry the non-returnable,
we asked them to give the public a choice by also‘ .carrying the returnable.
This proéram, starting rather slowly, has gathered considerable momentum
over the last 6 months. When we compare the figures of this March against

those of a year ago, we see a major swing away from the non-returnable.

In March 1970, the grocery stores in the Portland distributor area sold
almost exactly an equal number of cases of re'.curnable bottles and non-return-
ables. The actual percentage of returnables was 49.4% and non-returnable
bottles, 50.6%. In 1971, in response to our program and ‘the co—operat'ion
of the grocers, the returnable percentage had risen to 71.0% while the non-
mturnablé was reduced to 29.0%.. There was a swing of some 12,000 cases,
or a quarter of a million bottles, in this one month alone, As each month
goes along, we see more and more the speeding .up of the progress. I.am
willing to lwager that this percentage of returnables is by far the highest of

any market in the United States.today.

P .
Now as to the other side of the coin, how many of these bottles are

coming back? We cannot answer this directly as with our standard bottle
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we only know what percentage we buy from the retail trade and what percentage
we buy from the manufacturers. For the first quarter of 1971, we bought from
the Portland retail trade - some consider this on a deposit basis - just over
90% of our needs. Only 10% came from the glass companies. This is a high
percentage of returns and comes from an area where we are strong, However,
for the same-period in our §vhole marketing area which included all or parts

of 5 states, we experienced an 85% return of our étandard bottle. In general,

" what we are saying is that this standard returnable system is working with a

1¢ deposit and the glass is returning. We want to see fhe present deposit

level or one very close to it maintained.

There are two other practical reasons for the existing deposit or something
close to it., This Bill calls for a deposit on packages for off premise consump-
tion only. It also calls for a label indicating the redemption value. When a
tavern owner buys this package neither he nor the distributor have any way of
knowing whether it is going to be consumed on premise or go off premise.
Should it have a label for redemption or not? At the low deposit level it
‘would make no difference as present practice would prevail. There actually
would be no need for a label and also there would be no difficulty caused
by out of s-tate bottles coming in. Lastly the low deposit would mean that
there would not have to be an Oregon inventory and an out of state inventory

on this package.
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In total, we feel that the continuation of the present deposit system on
a standard returnable bottle with the deposit at a maximum rate of 2¢ would
be a highly successful approach to this part of flle problem, It has in the
past and would in the future, bring back the glaés from the consumer, and

it also gets away from the very real practical problems described above.

This whole program is destroyed with the 5¢ deposit. I have attached
the explanation for this which I previously gave to the committee but do not
want to take time to repeat. I cannot emphasize enough our concern on this
point. We seriously feel our Company would be jeopardized if the standard

bottle system is destroyed as it would be with a deposit highér than 2¢.

Our second program relates to the change. over in the industry from the
steel can to the all aluminum can. The aluminum can has é redemptioﬁ value
as scrap metal of approximat_ely 10 times that of steel. We will be setfing
up redemption centers throughout the State for this package as soon as we
make the change over which Will be early this summer. We will be offering
approximately 1/2¢ per can for these cé.ns. We would again feel that the
‘deposit at the 5¢ rate would make it impossible to continue such a system of
redemption centers but that we might be able to do it at - say - a 2¢ level.
We honestly don't know the results of this, nor do I feel that anyone can
accurately predict what will happen because predicting the markef place is an

extremely difficult thing to do.




Page 5 Appendix E, page 5

This can program is also ’of vital concern to us as it affects all
production planning for the next several years. If cans are forced off
the market as we think they wéuld be, with a 5¢ deposit we would
immediately be faced with planning and acquiring a new bottle line. Owur
present line can not handle the production now being handled by one bhoitle
‘line and one can line. This would be atv least a 2 1/2 million dollars
and 18 monthvproject.

Therefore, we would like to try theée programs and we would like
to have as much time as this Legislature is willing to give us to see if
we can make them work., In essence, what we are asking for is a
reduction from 5¢ to a maximum deposit of 2¢ in the malt beverage section

of House Bill 1036,

William W. Wessinger
Chairman of the Board
Blitz-Weinliard Company

WWW:ps
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April 27, 1971
Roseburg, Oregon

Consumer Affairs Committee
Oregon State Senate
State House, Salem, Oregon,

To Members of the Committees

I am the owner and operator of a medium size supermarket, the
B & E Market located at Roseburg, Oregon. Our store employs some
8 to 10 persons and therefore any additional labor costs represents
a problem for my business,

House Bill 1036 as presently written would impose a serious hard-
ship on my business if I would be required to accept additional empty
beverage cortainers from my customers, We already are handling a large
amount of returnable glass beer ané carbonated beverage containers. We
are ready ard willing to continue to handle this same proportionate
number of returnable beverage ccntainers,

However, if House Bill 1036 was enacted, we would be required to
also accept "metal cans" which are at present not returnable to our
stores., 1f we were to accept and store the emptry "tin beverage
containers”, we would be confronted with a serious sanitation problem
because these metal containers would be in most caseg%damaged and dirty.

T do not believe that the sponsors of House Bill 1036 would intend
that our retail food markets should be used as a "dumping ground” for
dirty beverage containers, At present the handling of empty glass con-
tainers creates some problem because some of the bottles are retmrned in
an unsanitary condition. The tin containers would be much worse inasmuch
as it is more difficult to wash a dented can than a glass container.

I therefore urge that you reject House Bill 1036 or amend it to
eliminste any obligation for retail grocers to redeem empty ‘'metal
beverage containers.," We as retailers would not disapprove the elimin-
ation of "non-returnable glass beverage containers® if this would help
solve some of the litter problem., We as retailers would then be required
to handle a larger volume of glass containers in our stores,

I also would support House Bill 1949 which would provide for an
assessment against the beverage industry, and our retdilers, for a L cent
on each non~returnable beverage container, This assessment would be
charged to our stares by the beverage wholesaler. The total amount of
this tax would provide almost $ 1,000,000, in revenue for the Oregon State
Highway Commission to hire a Scenic Protection Corps, employing some 500
youg persons, at an hourly rate of $ 3.50 an hour to pick up litter on
our highways and public parks. We in Douglas County would benefit by such
a program and our "litter" problem would be greatly relieved with these
funds available, :
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I am also speaking for some 25 Independent Grocers in Douglas County
including the Hudson Stores, who are all oppcsed to House Bill 1036,

We would favor the postponement of the effective date of House Biyy
No. 1036 until Jznuary of 1973 in order to give the beverage industry an
opportunity to provide some $ 1900,000. per year by a special assessment
for the purrose of giving the Oregon State Highway Commission funds with
which to hire crews to pick up the beverage containers and other waste
material on our highways, roadsides and public parks,

If our industry is willing to cooperate in collecting this assessment
of over $ 1,000,000, per year for the specific purpose of picking up all
types of litter, including beverage containers, in Oregon, I believe that
this would make it unnecessary to adopt House Bill 1036, This special
assessment on beverage containers would be made effective September 1, 1971,

However, if this program of providing funds for the "litter pick up
program" does not solve the problem, House Bill 1036 could then be enacted
and effective on or before March 1, 1973, inasmuch as the 1973 session of
the Oregon legislature would then be in session to take such action with-
out d.elayo ‘

. We are asking your committee to reject House Bill 1036 in order that
Oregon food markets will not be made into a "dumping ground" for unsanitary
.and dirty beverage containers, which would be picked up on the highways
and roadsides of our State, We are proud of ocur quality foocd markets in
Oregon and wish to maintain the highest standards of sanitation as required
by the Oregon State Department of Agriculture,

Thank you for your consideration of our recommendations to your
Committee, :

Very truly yburs,
2 ez omer

B & E NARKE
Roseburg, Oregon.
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REPORT ON SECOND VISIT TO VANCOUVER, B.C., MARCH 24-25-26, 1971

By Wallace A. Jackson

In this report I am attempting to record developments since my first visit in
January, 1971.

WOODWARD'S

The most dramatic change was here at the largest-volume store in British Col-~
umbia. They were forced to discontinue the sale of can products from Coca~Cola
Bottling Company and Gray Beverages, because customers were returning private
label cans along with.Coke, 7-Up, Pepsi, etc. and, although Coca-Cola and Gray
would pick up their own cans, they either had to refuse the private label cans
or have one of the store employees take them to the depot for redemption.
Woodward's discontinuance of purchase of Coca-Cola and Gray can products has
resulted in a great loss of business for each of these two companies.

COCA-COLA BOTTLING COMPANY

I talked to Mr. Ted Harrison here, who was most helpful. He stated that the
effect of the mandatory 2¢ refund on bottles and cans was even more disastrous
than they had ever expected. They have been using the Alcoa cap on returnable
26-0z. Coke, Tab, Fresca, and Sprite for about six months. About 45% of these
bottles are returned for refund with the cap left on the bottles.

This plant has the only fully automatic bottle sorter I have cver seen in the
Northwest. They use this sorter when they run 10-oz. Coke. They put all
10-0z. glass on the line and the sorter sends the Coke bottles on to the
bottle washer, and sorts Fresca, Sprite, Tab, and Fanta, and cases them. One
man at the end of the line stacks them on the proper pallet. All foreign
glass goes in a separate case. .

ir. Harrison indicated he would like to attend the Oregon-Washington Soft Drink
Association meeting in Yakima in May.

SUPERMARKETS

I visited Safeway, IGA, Shop Easy, and Super-Valu stores. I put these in one
group because the conditions are similar in each. These stores do most of the
volume. Before the mandatory 2¢ refund went into effect, most of them stocked
all national brands in 10-oz. cans, 10-oz. NR bottles, 28-o0z. NR bottles,

and 10-, 26-, and 28-0z. returnable bottles. They have never had a 1l6-oz.
bottle, and it has been a long time since they had 6-, 7-, and 12-o0z. bottles.
All of the above stores have eliminated all national brands in sizes other

than 26—~ and 28-o0z. returnable. The one exception is Canada Dry, who still has
10-0z. cans on sale because they went along with the depot system.

Each chain store has its own private label can and they sell at 10 for 99¢, and
no deposit is charged, although the customer may return the containers to the
depot and get 2¢ refund on each, up to a limit of 18 cans per day. Safeway
uses a 28-o0z. NR bottle for Cragmont, that sells at 2 for 49¢ plus 5¢ deposit
on each hottle. The Safeway manager told me they get back about 5%. The loss
is so great that it is cheaper than using returnable glass. The empties that
are returned are sent to a glass plant for $15 per ton. The chains eliminated
the 10-o0z. returnable bottle because they were afraid of an increase in returns
to the store of this package (limited storage area in all supermarkets). They
don't want to be forced into handling more empties than absolutely necessary.
They only give refunds on the 28-oz. 31ze.
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CANNERS

Afultipak and Shasta are the only canners in the area.’ They formed a non-profit

’ company called Pacific Reclamation Ltd., and its function is to pick-up soft
drink cans from the 102 depots. These two canners set aside 12¢ for each case
of cans they fill, and deposit the money to the account of Pacific Reclamation
Ltd. for purchase of used soft drink cans from the depots. They pay the depot
2¢ per can, or 48¢ per case, plus 8¢ per case as a handling charge, or a total
of 56¢ per case. (The used cans are crushed and sent to Seattle for recycling.)
Should more cans be returned than they expect, then they will have to raise the
amount of reclamation deposit for each case of cans. By using this method, the
chains accept no cans for refund. They post a sign over their Beverag e Section-
giving the address of the nearest depot. Coca-Cola and Gray Beverages refused
to pay the 12¢ upcharge per case and, for this reason, they are out of the chains.
Coca-Cola and Gray will pick up NR bottles and cans at any store that carries
their products.

GRAY BEVERAGES

I talked with Mr. Abe Gray, owner, and Mr. Tony Milina, sales manager. They
told me the same story I received from Coca-Cola. The situation is worse
than they ever imagined it would be. The law, as it now exists, is an open-
door to private labeling.

CANADA DRY
I talked with Mr. Wright, the general manager. This is a parent company opera-

tion and they pay the 12¢ upcharge, and go along with the depot operation. They
are getting volume, but are paying for it. .

CONTINENTAL CAN COMPANY

In talking with Frank Clark, District Sales Manager, he told me they have not
produced a beer-can since October. The average brewery can fill one-month's
supply of beer cans in 15 minutes. Soft drink cans are off only about 20%.
This downward trend developed because of loss of national brand sales, with the
increase in private labels failing to off set that loss.

GLASS COMPANIES

I was told that Consumers Glass and Dominion Glass léid off a total of 300
people as a result of the Container Bill (No. 33) in British Columbia.

CONCLUSION

I have attempted to report the situation reliably from the information I was
able to obtain from the individuals with whom I talked. I have also made an
effort to reports facts that are of special interest to the bottlers. I shall
be very happy to answer any questions you might have, and ask that you not
hesitate to call me,

Respectfully submitted,

‘'W. A. Jackson
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April 30, 1971

Senator Betty Roberts, Chairman, Consumer Affairs Committee, and
Senator Don S. Willner

Senator Sam Dement

Senator Hector MacPherson, Jr.

Senator Tom R. Mahoney,

State Capitol Building,

Salem, Oregon

Dear Members of the Consumer Affairs Committee:

On Wednesday, April 28th, a public hearing was held in Room 20 of the
Capitol Building in Salem on House Bill #1036,

Because of the time limitation, a number of people were not heard and the
‘writer was one of these people; and we are responding to the request of the
Chairman to submit our testimony by means of this letter,

On behalf of United Grocers, Inc., and the 300 or more retail grocers whom
we represent in our marketing area, we wish to state that we are opposed to
House Bill 1036.

We want to make it very clear that the people we represent are equally con-
cerned about the litter problem in the state of Oregon. We obviously are con-
cerned as citizens and tax payers, but we also feel that the impact of the
conditions outlined in the proposed regulations could seriously influence and
hamper our ability to provide foodstuffs for the consumers in the state of Oregon,
and it is because of this that we direct our comments to the wording in the bill
itself.

In our opinion, House Bill 1036 will create a ban on non-returnable containers
and it will, without question, increase the activity and the use of returnable
containers. We would, therefore, have to assume that the retailers who are
responsible to collect the returnable containers once they have been sold to the
consumers, could increase their activity on returnable bottles two or three times
if there is an effective ban on non-returnables. If this occurs, and we anticipate
that it will, there is no provision in House Bill 1036 to provide a handling allow-
ance for the retailer involved in the handling of returnable containers. This, in
effect, would increase handling costs at the retail level and there is simply not
room enough in the margins today to justify this increased cost unless it is
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passed on to the consumer. We would strongly recommend, therefore, that
you give serious consideration to an amendment in House Bill 1036 that would
provide some means of establishing a fixed handling allowance on returnable
containers, I refer you to House Bill 1949 which does provide a handling
allowance for retailers on returnable containers.

We now would like to call your attention to Section 4 of the proposed bill
which reads as follows: "No person shall sell or offer for sale at retail any
non-alcoholic beverage in glass, metal, or plastic containers without a refund
value. The amount of refund offered shall not be less than 5¢ for each such
container.” In connection with this particular paragraph, are you aware of the
fact that there are today and have been for a number of years, at least two
products on the market which are offered in simulated plastic.containers labeled
"Real Lemon Re-constituted Lemon Juice". This product is being offered today
in 2&1/2 fluid ounce plastic containers, put out by the Borden Company. In
addition to this item, there is a lime juice put out by the same company in a
similar container., Do you anticipate that this type of container under the
interpretation of this paragraph in Section 4 would be required to carry a 5¢
deposit? We have serious doubt that this is what the people meant when they
formulated this bill, but this is one concern we have,. and there could be more.

In Sub-section 2 of Section 4, starting at line' 30 in the proposed bill, it reads

as follows: "No person shall sell or offer for sale at retail any non-alcoholic
‘beverage in any metal container which is so designed and constructed that a

part of the container is detachable in opening the container." 1In this connection,
were you aware that there are a number of frozen drink concentrates that are
offered on the market today in metal cans. These are not the pull tab type cans,
these are the conventional metal cans with a top and bottom. In order to get into
the contents, a person must use a can opener and remove the lid. Again, we do
not think that you intended that this type of product would be influenced by this
paragraph, but we are concerned that you are not aware of this problem, and we
are simply calling it to your attention, and we feel that you should redesign the
wording in this paragraph and clearly define what is meant by the proposed legis-
lation., In addition to this problem, what is to prevent a manufacturer from offer-
ing liquid leverages in a metal can with a screw top rather than a pull tab? There
are products on the market today in this form of container, but we are not aware
that any consumable beverages are offered in this type of container.

In Sub-section 3 of Section 4, a provision is included to exclude fluid milk
products or natural fruit juices. We are extremely concerned with what is meant
by "natural fruit juices". How would you describe the following items? Are
these items natural fruit juices...apple cider, apple juice, cranberry-apple juice,
grape drink, orange drink, orangeade, plus other blended drinks or juices offered
in the market today? There are many brands and many sizes being offered from
a number of packers and we would assume that some of these products are re-
constituted from fruit bases and they are packed in bottles and cans of various
sizes. I might add that they are also very popular. In this connection, we
would like to refer you to an article appearing in Super Market News, dated
Monday, April 19th, wherein the Federal Department of Agriculture is attempting
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to establish hearings on standards to correctly identify proper descriptions of
orange flavored drinks. There is a lot of confusion in this area, and we would
hasten to tell you there are products in the market today that are completely
synthetic and require the addition of water because they are in granular or
powdered form. Some of these products are in metal cans and others are in
glass jars. :

From the foregoing, you can see that there is considerable confusion in our
industry on the present wording of House Bill 1036, and we would like to sug-
gest to you that you should postpone any hasty decisions until you have had
an opportunity to properly evaluate the impact of this bill on the retail, whole-
sale, and manufacturing end of the food business. In addition, we would like
to suggest that we would like to offer our advice and counsel along with any-
one else from the food industry, to discuss this matter a little more fully with
you before you reach conclusive decisions. If this can be arranged, please
contact us and we will respond to your inquiry in a constructive manner.

Sincerely yours,

UNITED GFOCERS, INC.

Manley J.
Retail Services Manager

M]JB:mm

#3
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IN BOTTLES

things go
better
with

Coke

Consumer Affairs Committee
Salem, Oregon 97310

April 28, 1971

Please include this letter as testimony.

I am very concerned over House Bill 1036 as it is presently written and will list below
some thoughts for you to consider when studying this matter.
N \\\ . ‘
1., The problem of 1étter and solid waste is a national problem. I believe we, here
in Oregon, should move very cautiously and make sure that any laws we do develope are
compatable with the rest of the nation.
2. If 1036 is to be enacted into law, it should be ammended to:
A. Completely ban the "convenience or single trip containers",
B. Make the deposit originate at the manufactures level rather than stipulating
that "sales be prohibited at retail level without a minimum refund®.
C. Extend the effective date of the law to allow an orderly conversion and
soften the economic demands.
D. Provide some form of economic relief for manufactures within the state of
Oregon who are forced to liquidate equipment designed for manufacturing
beverage products in cans or singlé trip bottles.

( rant first to discuss item #1 and point out that every survey shows that all soft drink
vackaging is only about five per cent of the litter total, and remember, too, that all litter
is less than one per cent of the much larger and far more complex problem of solid waste. Our
real concern at this time with the whole matter, should be one of community=wide developement
of modern methods for solid wast disposal and materials recycling. Let me say right here that
under classification of material recycling, T am including the beverage: industry and feel that
when we are on the right track, T would suprort reasonable, effective and enforceable legislation,

I realize that at this stage, any time a bottler suggests we need more time for study of the
total problem everyone throws up their hands and says you have had two years and have done
nothing, but this is not entirely true. We have been unanimous in advocating a broad based
tax in which all industry would participate to seek educational and technological solutions
to a problem which no segment of our society is without some share of the respounsibility for
creating. We really do need more time and we need money to develope through advanced tech-
nology, modern equipment and facilities. I believe that all should be supporting a broad
based tax at this time as the initial step in seeking a total solution,

I further want to point out relating to the number 2, item, 1036, that, as it is now written,
it is unworkable. I believe first that you should entirely reject it until we have had time
to evaluate what the trend across the whole nation will be. In the event you do not agree to
wait, then please consider the amendments as listed under A, B, C, and D, '

Yours truly,
Douglas County Bottling Company

M

( LeRoy S, na
‘ Owner-Manager

ISH: 1g
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betterth

Coke

April 29, 1971

Senator Betty Roberts, Chairman
Consumer Affairs Committee
Oregon State Senate

Salem, Oregon 97310

Dear Madam Chairmans

Enclosed is letter of testimony which I would like for you to include as part of
your April 28, 1971, hearing on 1036,

I attended most of the hearing, but because of other commitments, had to leave at
6:00 P.M.

After listening to the proponents; of the bill, who are very concerned people but
really do not understand all of the ramifications of what they are proposing, and
then hearing the opponents, some who&e only concern was to protect their own in-
terest and others who really pointed out the valid reasons to give the whole matter
more study, I am more convinced than ever that you and ycur committee should table
this bill and that in doing so, you would he acting in the best interest of all
'Oregom.ans at this time.

I do not want you to think that T am only interested iv protectlng my own bus-
iness and that this is the only basis for my position on this matter, in fact, a
year ago it was my feeling that the theory of a 5¢ deposit would be good for our
total society and I testified to this effect on February 13, 1970, before the litter
subcommittee. I have since learned from the experience in British Columbia and list-
ening to how the grocery men intend to handle the situation that we really would not
cure even the beverage portion of the litter problem and the cans that would be sold
would be coming in from out of state,

The real intent of this whole idea is to clean up the beverage portion of litter.
As the bill is now written, it won't do that. I urge you to do whatever is necess-
ary to kill this bill,

Yours truly,
Douglas County Bottling Company

L Fon Rlanrro

LeRoy S
Owner-Manager

LSH: 1g

Encl,
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MADAME CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE CONSUMER AFFAIRS COMMITTEE:

MY NAME IS WARREN DAVIDSON, I AM EMPLOYED AT CONTINENTAL CAN COMPANY

PORTLAND AND HAVE BEEN FOR THE PAST 17 YEARS.

A GROUP OF FELLOW WORKERS AND MYSELF ARE HERE TODAY BECAUSE WE ARE
CONCERNED ABOUT HOUSE BILL 1036 AND HOW IT WILL EFFECT US, AS WELL

AS THE PEOPLE OF OREGON.

INCLUDED IN THIS GROUP ARE MEMBERS OF THE TEAMSTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS,
MACHINISTS, ELECTRICIANS, AND THE PRODUCTION WORKERS UNIONS. THESE
MEN REPRESENT MANY YEARS OF TRAINING IN THE MANUFACTURE OF CANS.
TRAINING THAT WOULD BE OF LITTLE OR NO USE IN OTHER

INDUSTRIES. FOR THIS REASON WE ARE HERE TODAY TO GIVE OUR VIEWS

WHY HOUSE BILL 1036 SHOULD NOT BE PASSED.

WE ARE CONCERNED BECAUSE IF THIS BILL PASSES IT WILL EVENTUALLY
ELIMINATE BEER AND BEVERAGE CANS FROM THE SHELVES. MAKING THE RETURN-
ABLE BOTTLE THE ONLY CHOICE TO THE CONSUMER. TO US THIS IS A BAN THE

CAN BILL.

FOR EXAMPLE:
A HOUSEWIFE DOING HER WEEKLY SHOPPING AT THE SUPER MARKET PICKS UP SIX

CANS OF HER FAVORITE CANNED BEVERAGE. ON THESE SIX CANS SHE PAYS 30¢

DEPOSIT. THE NEXT DAY SHE STOPS AT THE SMALL CORNER GROCERY STORE, HERE

SHE RETURNS THE SIX EMPTY CANS FOR HER 30¢ DEPOSIT. NOW, ON THE SURFACE

THIS SEEMS LIKE A SIMPLE ENOUGH PROCEDURE. BUT WHAT HAPPENS TO THIS
SMALL GROCER IF MORE CANS ARE BROUGHT BACK TO HIM THAN HE HAS SOLD?
IT WOULDNT BE LONG UNTIL HE WOULD BE OUT OF BUSINESS. NO RETAIL

OUTLET OF CANNED BEVERAGES WOULD BE ABLE TO TAKE IN MORE CANS FOR THE
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RETURN OF THE DEPOSIT THAN HE HAS SOLD. IF YOUR GROCER REFUSED TO TAKE
YOUR RETURNABLE CANS ON THESE GROUNDS, WHAT WOULD YOU DO? FIND ANOTHER
STORE? OR WOULD YOUR GROCER REFUSE TO HANDLE CANS ENTIRELY TO STAY

IN BUSINESS. ASK YOUR OWN GROCER FOR THE ANSWER TO THIS. THE

RETURNABLE CAN WOULD NOT NECESSARILY BE RETURNED TO THE STORE WHERE

IT WAS PURCHASED.

WE AS MEMBERS OF THE SILENT MAJORITY ARE CONCERNED ABOUT THE PROBLEMS OF
ECOLOGY. WE TOO WANT A CLEANER WORLD IN WHICH TO LIVE. BUT TO BAN THE
CAN IS TOO HIGH A PRICE FOR US EMPLOYED IN THE CAN INDUSTRY TO PAY.

WE ARE NOW TALKING OF OUR JOBS AND THE JOBS OF MANY WHO ARE EMPLOYED

IN RELATED INDUSTRIES. HOW MANY JOBS THIS WOULD EVENTUALLY EFFECT IS

HARD TO SAY AT THIS TIME.

BUT WE AT CONTINENTAL CAN COMPANY ARE CONCERNED ENOUGH ABOUT THIS BILL
TO TAKE THE AFTERNOON OFF WITHOUT PAY TO SHOW OUR OPPOSITION TO IT.
CANS DON'T LITTER ~-- A FEW PEOPLE DO.

WE ASK YOU TO STRIKE AT THE SOURCE!

IN OUR ESTIMATION THIS IS EDUCATION AND ENFORCEMENT OF EXISTING LAWS OF
THE STATE OF OREGON.

IS THIS BILL WHAT THE PEOPLE OF OREGON REALLY WANT?

DO YOU HONESTLY FEEL THIS WILL ELIMINATE THE LITTER IN OUR STATE? OR
IS THIS A WAY TO LEAD THE PEQPLE INTO BELIEVING SOMETHING IS BEING DONE

ABOUT THE LITTER PROBLEM.

THANK YOU.
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My name is Val Vanderkin---I have worked for the Continental Can
Co. in Portland for nearly 14 years. I am speaking for myéelf as
well as a group of my fellow employees who are here today. They
represent four Unions---the Teamsters, Lithographers, Machinists and
Production Workers.

We are here because we have a great deal at stake~--namely our
jobs. .

House Bill 1036 poses a serious threat to our livelihood, in
that, through it's acceptance, the elimination of beer and beverage
cans from the grocer's shelves is imminent. Many of our jobs are
unique in that our special skills are related to the can manufacturing
trade and cannot be used in other industries. Many of these skills
have required years spent serving apprenticeships or training programs
to attain the ultimate knowledge needed to become a trade specialist.

The manufacture of beer and beverage containers constitutes
approximately 40% of our overall business. Without this business
many of us would be without permanent jobs. Also, through the
fullfilling of orders for beer and beverage containers, the Company
has found a need for expansion and so has hired many college
students during our seasonal or peak period. These students have

depended upon the company year after year for summer work, which

has supplied the financial needs for their return to school in the fall.

House Bill 1036, in placing restrictions on the disposable con-
tainer, is discriminating against a small part of the litter problem,
and will not be effective in controlling litter. As proof, please
recall the amount of returnable bottles, requiring a deposit, that

littered our streets, parks and roadways long before the inception
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of the non-returnable can or bottle.

House Bill 1036 will, however, destroy a highly efficient distri-
bution system that brings all of us high quality beverages at the
lowest possible cost.

This bill will also destroy the—jobs of people who have been
anti-litter conscious since our company set up anti-litter programs
well over five years ago.

The container companies were among the first to start such campaigns
as our business was dependent not only upon the quality of our products,
but also upon the manner in which our products were handled upon
reaching the general public. The container companies have also
spent millions of dollars, not only on anti-litter programs for their
employees, but the antiﬁlitter education of the public. Our jobs
have depended upon this type of education.

Could it be that they didn't spend enough time, money or effort
in their programs? Or is it the carelessness or laziness of others
that have put our jobs in jeopardy. We would really like to know.

By taking our jobs away from us, it would make us even more
aware of fhe problem, but what effect would this have on the persons
responsible---those who don't care and prove it by continuing to
spread their filth in every part of our state---no effect whatsoever,
because it doesn't reach them personally; they have job security.

Is our ability to bring home a living wage going to be governed by

this tvype of individual's carelessness? We certainly hope not.
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Litter is caused by only a few people and cans are only a small
part of that litter. Why should we lose our jobs because of a
small percentage of peoples wanton litter.

We want the can production line, not the unemployment line §r
welfare benefits, and because of this we are very much opposed to

the passage of this bill.

Thank you.
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Business MeEN's ASSURANCE

M. K. SHERRIEB, DISTRICT SUPERVISOR

DISTRICT OFFICE: (Main Office) ‘ AREA OFFICE:

245 S.E. 4th * P. O. Box 1085 : April 1 1 1 P. O. Box 933
Pendleton, Oregon 97801 P . 9 ’ 97 Baker. Oregon

Phone: 276-2640 Phone: 523-3913

Honorable Betty Roberts, Chairman
Senate Consumer Affairs Committee
Room 405

State Building

Salem, Oregon 97310

Re: HR1036
Dear Senator Roberts:

It is requested that this letter be read into the Minutes pertaining
to the hearing on HR1036,

Certain provisions of HR1036 were recently called to my attention.

It appears that certain areas of this Bill are discriminatory in
nature against some private industries. It would also appear that
certain provisions of this Bill, as now written, will cause restraint
of trade.,

HR1036 requires deposit, at the time of sale, on all non-returnable
containers (glass or metal) containing carbonated or malt liquids.

I question the discrimination against the carbonated beverage
industry or the malt beverage industry. This appears to be but one
small segment of the problem the Oregon State Legislature desires

to control. In traveling 10 counties in Northeast Oregon with an
average mileage of 3,000 miles per month, it is very evident that the
type of containers under consideration in HR1036 constitute less than
fifty percent of the problem.

To be fair, it would appear that all metal containers and all glass
containers and all paper containers should be included. We should
certainly not discriminate against the carbonated beverage industry

or the malt beverage industry. We should certainly consider the

dairy industry with their plastic containers that you find along shores
of most rivers, the wine industry and the alcoholic beverage industry
as well as our many restaurant (principally drive-in restaurants)
selling take out food products.

In addition, the monetary problem that will be invoked on all retail
outlets near the borders of Washington, Idaho and California selling
the carbonated beverages and malt beverages will be of such magnitude
that it could well cause financial disaster to the retail outlet as
well as the processor. It would behoove many individuals in Washington,
Idaho and California to pick up these containers and bring them to
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Honorable Betty Roberts, Chairman
April 19, 1971
Page -2-

Oregon demanding redemption.

I understand that it has been pointed out by 1 or 2 individuals that
the processor will so mark those containers to designate original
sales in Oregon. A little common sense will tell anyone that is
involved in the distribution process of such commodities that this is
practically impossible to control. It would be particularly so for

a manufacturing plant that distributes in several states.

I would also like to point out that there is no question in my

mind regarding the restraint of trade that would be inveolved. For
anyone that has been involved in the operation of a retail grocery
store, it can be readily determined that all large fast volume retail
outlets will discontinue the sale of any carbonated beverage or malt
beverage other than that under their own private label. The reper-
cussion of this on the small businessman who processes, plus the
larger area processors, would be financially disasterous. Such retail
outlets as Safeway, IGA, Albertsons and Fred Meyer, to name but a few,
would immediately discontinue the sales of all such items except those
of their own private labels. Their refund responsibility would extend
only to their own private label and by the very essence of the Bill
would be in restraint of trade.

I would also like to ask why the proponents of HR1036 did not include
plastic or metal containers for wine or alcoholic liquor, Is it
because this is a money making project for the State of Oregon through
the tax on this product and the Legislature did not desire to impose
the same restriction on these people as imposed on certain individuals
under HR1036,

We have no qualms with the purpose of HR1036, but we certainly feel
this Bill does not do what you of the Oregon State Legislature desires
to accomplish.

Sincerely yours,

NS & =

M, K, Sherrieb
MKS:ps

cc: Senator Ken Jernstedt
Senator Anthony Yturri
Senator R. Raymond
Representative Tom Young
Reprsentative S. Hansell
Representative Irving Mann
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May 3, 1971

Senator Betty Roberts
State Capitol
Salem, Oregon

Dear Senator Roberts:

I attended the Senate Committee Hearing on HB1036 last week and

I wasn't able to testify because of the number of people at the
hearing. You suggested any person who wished fto have their thoughts
heard write you a letter.

| am probably one of the only members of "Industry'" who has been in
favor of HBI036. | have been favor of this legislation because |

am tired of seeing our beautiful highways and parks as littered as
they have been,

| have felt the best way to solve the problem of littering is to
educate the public. Plaid Panfry ftried to prove this when we had our
clean-up campaign last year. Unfortunately, we weren't able to

prove this alone. This was because "Industry" refused to join in

and help us, insfead they fought us. They felt that if we accepted
the responsibility of cleaning up, we would also accept the blame for
the problem. 1t was and still is hard for "Industry" to see that they
as well as the consumer are to blame for the problem of littering.

| know that if two years ago the combined forces of "Industry" had
worked fogether as a team, we wouldn'it have HB1036 facing us today.

I believe my disgust towards "Industry" and my concern for protecting
the beauty of Oregon has made me want to see HBI1036 pass.

Will HB1036 work if it is passed? | am sure that it will, but it
will create hardships. These hardships will not be as bad as
"Industry" has tried fto make us believe, but they will be severe,

| would like to see HB1036 pass with the following change. | think
that a five cents deposit is too high. | believe that a three cents

deposit will do the same job as that of five cents. By placing a
deposit of five cents on a container, you are putting a value on it
of more than it is worth. By doing this,you will create a reluctance

among breweries to buy back their bottles. If they can buy a new
container for three cents, why buy a used one for five cents. |f the

( value of the container goes higher than three cents the brewery will
put a higher cost on ift,

OPEN EVERY DAY 7 A.M. ‘TIL MIDNITE
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If HB1036 is passed it will mean the refurn of the "returnable"
container and the end of the one-way. A three cent deposit can
accomplish this task as well as five cents.

Wouldn't it be great if education could work? Is it too late to
try? We Americans are ingenious, we always seem to have the answers
to problems that confront us. Why has it been so difficult to find
ahe answer to this one? People do buy one-way containers. They but
them because they want them. With the amount of beverages sold,

can we return to the era of "returnables" without encoutering

prob lems?

Do you think HB1036 could pass with one stipulation? This would be
that "Industry" has one year to completely solve the problem. |f
after one year the problem still exists, the law goes into effect.
A task force of citizens could be set up to determine whether or
: not the job of solving the problem has been done satisfactory. Would
. this approach work? Is it worht trying? | heard "Industry " beg for
mzrcy, do they deserve it?

| want to see HB1036 pass, because something has got to be done,
but | still think of how my Parenis used the approach of teaching
me to correct my problems before they would penalize me.

OPEN EVERY DAY 7 A.M. ‘TIL MIDNITE




Work Session on House Bill 1036; Motion on Senate Bill 532
Senate Consumer Affairs Committee

May 3, 1971 3:00 p.m. 405 State Capitol

Members Present: Senator Betty Roberts, Chairman
Senator Hector Macpherson
Senator Don Willner

Delayed: Senator Sam Dement, Vice Chairman
Senator Tom Mahoney

Chairman Betty Roberts called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m.,
to consider amendments to House Bill 1036. She pointed out that
there were three sets of amendments already submitted, labeled "A"
HB" and IIC"

Amendments"A", she said, were those proposed by Senator Wingard
and would provide for the flattenlng and stringing of cans so that
they could be weighed rather than counted.

Senator Macpherson observed that while the proposal seemed to
be a desirable activity, he did not feel that it should be included
in state law. He said it seemed to be more of an administration
question.

(Senator Mahoney was now at the meeting.)

Senator Roberts explained that Amendment "B", submitted by
Blitz-Weinhard Brewers, simply advocated changing the 5¢ deposit
to 2¢ and changing the effective date to July 1, 1973, rather than
July. 1, 1972.

Senate Bill 532

While waiting for Senator Dement to arrive, Senator Mahoney
suggested considering Engrossed Senate Bill 532. He subsequently
made a motion that it be passed out of the Committee with a "do
pass recommendation."
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Chairman Roberts reminded the Committee that the Department
of Agriculture had brought up a problem of the all-inclusive nature
of the term "consumer commodities." She said she doubted that it was
the intent of the sponsor of the bill to include all such "consumer
commodities."

Senator Macpherson voiced the opinion that he was definitely
opposed to the policy of unit pricing of every item that would be
sold in a grocery store and therefore, would oppose the bill in its
present form,

Senator Willner said he thought perhaps the intent of the bill
was to refer mostly to food items.
\

Chairman Roberts' impression was that laundry products should
also be included.

Senator Willner moved that the "do pass" motion be amended
in section 1 (page 2, line 6) to strike the words "cosmetic, device or
other article or product sold for personal, family or household use"
and insert "or laundry items" with the understanding that Legislative
Council would draft the proper language to accomplish that result.

Senator Mahoney wondered if tooth paste would be considered a cosmetic
device. That product, he said, was one of the biggest problems on the
market. He did say, however, that he would not object to the amend-
ment by Senator Willner if Senator Willner would explain to Senator
Browne that Senator Mahoney had indeed made the motion to pass the
bill and that Senator Willner had added the above language request.
Senator Willner agreed that he would work with Senator Browne and
Legislative Council and that he would be prepared with appropriate
language for the next meeting on May 5. Senator Mahoney then withdrew
his motion. '

House Bill 1036

(Senator Dement was now at the meeting.)

Senator Willner said he disagreed with postponing the effective
date of the bill as proposed by Amendment "B". As for the "five"
vs."two" cent proposal in that same amendment,he said, he would prefer
to have more discussion as to what difference it would make and then,
if it were to be voted upon, he would prefer that there be a separation,
depending upon the type of container referred to.
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Senator Macpherson concurred with Scenator Willner that the
effective date should not be extended. He said he could see no
reason for passing the bill out if the date were to be extended
past the next legislative session. After a great deal of dis-
cussion about the amount of deposit, and the effectiveness of the
system presently being carried out in British Columbia, as well
as the economic effect of the industry with respect to the price
of glass and cans, it was determined that Chairman Roberts would
attempt to work out appropriate language with Legislative Council
that would be agreeable to the industry representatives as well
as to the Committee.

Senator Macpherson said he had talked to people from British
Columbia and that they had indicated that one of the reasons the
law was not working as well as anticipated was because they had a
2¢ deposit when perhaps it should have been 5¢. It was apparently
thought that the 5¢ deposit would have been advisable.

(Senator Mahoney was excused at this point to attend another .
appointment.)

Don Waggoner suggested amendments as follows: On page 2,
line 17, after "shall" insert "be embossed or". On page 3,
line 9, after "shall" insert "be embossed or". There followed
discussion about the definition of fruit juices, natural,
synthetic, concentrates, etc., and some dry products that can
be made into fruit juices, etc., as well as the definition of
reconstituted, and the implication of carbonated vs. uncarbonated
drinks.

Mr. Manley Bakkensen suggested that the words "container"
"dealer" "distributor" "returnable containers" be defined in the
bill.

There was another suggestion: On page 2, lines 13 and 14,
and lines 24 and 25, delete the reference that "This section
applies only to beer or other malt beverages sold for off-
premises consumption." The reason for this suggestion was that it
would not be possible to give prior identification to beer that
would eventually go to off-premise consumption.

This concluded the work session on House Bill 1036. Chairman
Roberts informed the Committee and industry spokesmen that if they
had any other amendments or suggestions, they should submit them
not later than the hearing scheduled for May 10. The meeting was
adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,
Connie Wood, Clerk

Tape 6, side 2
720 to end
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Chairman Roberts announced that no action would be
taken on the bill today. She said that Rep. Martin would
be notified to see if he would like to appear on behalf
of the bill, and if so, there would be another hearing.

House Bill 1036

Chairman Roberts explained her reason for the drafting
of the amendment to House Bill 1036. She said that this
was an attempt to pull several suggestions together to
take a good look at them. She cautioned the Committee
that no policy decision has been made, nor has any action
been taken on any of the amendments. This draft, she said,
embodies all of the amendments that were proposed at the last
work session on May 3, indicating the name of the person
who proposed the amendments. She reported that these drafts
would be distributed as widely as possible and she was
suggesting that any suggestions, proposals or amendments
be submitted to the Committee before the next work session
on May 10. '

She also informed the Committee that she had received
a phone call from a gentleman from the Coca Cola Company,
who wanted to come to Oregon and show a film on solid
waste disposal. He would come at the Committee's convenience,
she added. She said she had advised him that she would not
make a decision for the Committee; that it would be
entirely up to them to determine whether they wanted to take
the time to see the film.

Senator Macpherson said it would appear to him that since the
Committee was now in the process of making up their minds,
they do not need additional testimony at this time. He felt
that the Committee was too busy during this last part of the
session. Other Committee members echoed Senator Macpherson's
feelings. Chairman Roberts said she would so inform the
gentleman.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:30 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Connie Wood, Clerk

Tape 7, side 1
0 to 130
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Senate Bill 532

Senator Willner asked that the Committee consider
Senator Browne's amendments to Senate Bill 532. Senator
Mahoney then moved the adoption of the amendments. The
motion passed with Senators Mahoney, Willner and Roberts
voting "aye," and Senators Dement and Macpherson voting
" no. n

Senator Willner then asked that the bill be sent out
"do pass as amended" and that motion also passed with
Senators Mahoney, Willner and Roberts voting "aye," and
Senators D=ment and Macpherson voting "no." Senator Browne
will carry the bill.

House Bill 1036

Chairman Roberts announced that Attorney General Lee
Johnson had, at the request of the Committee, consented to
draft some language to clarify House Bill 1036. She asked
Mr .Johnson if he would explain his draft at this time.

Mr. Lee Johnson presented drafts of Amendments to House
Bill 1036; Alternative Amendments to House Bill 1036; Second
Alternative Amendments to House Bill 1036; and Policy
Alternatives to House Bill 1036. He explained that these
amendments give the Committee several choices of policy
alternatives. The first question is the amount and nature
of deposit -- either a straight 5¢ on all beer and soft
drink containers, which was in the original bill, or a 5¢
refund on all containers except interchangeable containers
such as the stubby beer bottle that can be used by other
manufacturers.

As the bill is written, he said, the interchangeable
container would require a 2¢ refund, but the Committee

\ might consider changing this amount. The idea was that there

would be a differential to try to encourage continued use
of the interchangeable bottle. He went on to explain other
aspects of the drafts, including how a container would be-
come certified. Committee members raised questions and
asked for clarification numerous times as Mr. Johnson ex-
plained his drafts, but made notes (rather than motions)

to be referred to later, when the time came to agree on
policy. :
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Redemption centers were discussed, but it seemed to
be the consensus that these centers would have to be
instituted somehow by the beverage industry and the
administration problems would have to be worked out as they
arose.

Amendments were also submitted by Mr. William Wessinger
of Blitz-Weinhard Co. (drafted by Mr. Don Morgan, a Portland
attorney representing Blitz); Mr. Manley Bakkensen; and Mr.
Don Waggoner. As those persons submitted and explained
their ameniments, there was a great deal of discussion among
members of the Committee, Mr. Johnson, and those person
mentioned above.

Mr. Richard Hubbard, representing the Isaac Walton League
of America, commented briefly on the bill, indicating
general approval of the Attorney General's approach.

Chairman Roberts announced that she would have copies
made of all the proposals and amendments submitted at this
. meeting, and that those packages would be available at the
Committee office the following day. She said the bill would
be considered agsin on the following Monday (May 17) and she
hoped to have some agreement by then.

There was no further business hefore the Committee so
the meeting was adjourned at 4:25 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Connie Wood, Clerk

Tape 6, side 1
570 to end




Special Meeting: Work Session on House Bill 1036

Senate Committee on Consumer Affairs

May 21, 1971 3:00 p.m. 405 State Capitol

Members Present: Senator Betty Roberts, Chairman
Senator Sam Dement, Vice Chairman
Senator Hector Macpherson
Senator Tom Mahoney
Senator Don Willner

Chairman Roberts called the meeting to order and explained
that because they had run into problems on House Bill 1036 on
the floor of the Senate, she had called this special meeting.

She first called attention to the effective date, which
apparently had been the problem on the floor. She recalled that
Senator Mahoney had earlier sought to change the effective date
from July 1, 1972 to July 1, 1973. However, she said, she had
serious doubts about the wisdom of that date, with the antici-
pation that the National Can Company would move into Oregon
during the primary and general election, pouring money into
campaigns here on the basis of defeat of this bill, thus con-
fronting the next legislature with the kind of money used in
defeating the initiative in Washington state. She was afraid
it would be a political "flub."

Senator Willner moved to substitute October 1, 1972 for
the effective date of the bill. Senator Mahoney moved a sub-
stitute motion to insert July 1, 1973 instead. He explained
that he thought any other effective date would be defeated.
Therefore, he thought July 1, 1973 a reasonable compromise.
Senator Mahoney's substitute motion failed on a roll call vote
with Senators Dement and Mahoney voting "aye," and Senators
Macpherson, Willner and Roberts voting "no."

Vote was then taken on the main motion by Senator Willner
to change the effective date to October 1, 1972. That motion
passed with Senators Dement, Macpherson, Willner and Roberts
voting "aye," and Senator Mahoney voting "no."

Chairman Roberts moved that on page 3 of the printed re-
engrossed bill, line 21, after "one day" delete the rest of the
line and lines 22 and 23. The motion passed with Senators Dement,
Macpherson, Willner and Roberts voting "aye," and Senator Mahoney
voting "no."
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Chairman Roberts called attention to the definition of
"beverage" in subsection (1) of section 1. She moved that on
page 2, line 7, after "similar" insert "carbonated". In line
8, after "consumption" insert a period and delete the rest of
the line and lines 9 through 12. The motion passed with Senators
Dement, Macpherson, Willner and Roberts voting "aye," and
Senator Mahoney not voting.

Mr. Lee Johnson suggested that on page 4, line 5, delete
"detached" and insert "detachable" and after "container" at
the end of that line, insert "without the aid of a can opener.
Senator Willner made the motion, which passed unanimously with
all members present and voting.

Chairman Roberts then notified the Committee that she had
just received a proposed amendment from Senator Ouderkirk which
suggested that on page 3 of the printed bill, delete lines 20
through 23. In line 24, delete "(3)"and insert "(2)". Senator
Willner moved the amendment and that motion also passed unanimously.
Senator Ouderkirk assured the Committee that with that amendment,
he could support the bill.

Senator Willner then moved that the re-engrossed House Bill 1036
be sent out of Committee with a "do pass with amendments™ recommendation.
That motion passed with Senators Dement, Macpherson, Willner and
Roberts voting "aye'" and Senator Mahoney voting "no."

The meeting was adjourned at 3:35 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Connie Wood, Clerk

Tape 7, side 2
500 to 580
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SENATE COMMITTEE REPORT

Salem, Oregon May 17, 1971

Mr. President:

Consumer Affairs
Your Committee on . to whom was referrced

House Bill 1036 , having had the same under

consideration, respectfully report it back with the recommendation that it:
Do pass: * X Do pass with amendments:
Be adopted: Be adopted with amendments:
Do pass with amendments to the printed engrossed bill.

(Referred to Committee on Ways § Means by prior reference)
(Other -- specify)

see attached

*Senator Mahoney not concurring

Submit:

Z copies if no amdts.

4 copies if amdts.

S copies if to be printed engrossed. {(Thairman)

Sen. Roberts :
will lead floor discussion.

(1969)




SENATE COMMITTEE REPORT

Salem, Oregon May 21, 1971

Mr. President:

Your Committee on Consumer Affairs to whom was referrcd

Re-engrossed House Bill 1036 , having had the same under

consideration, respectfully report it back with the recommendation that it:

Do pass: X Do pass with amendments:

Be adopted: Be adopted with amendments:
Do pass with amendments to the printed engrossed bill,

(Referred to Committee on Ways § Means by prior reference)
(Other -- specify)

See attachment

Submit:
Z copies if no amdts.
4 copies if amdts.

Senator Betty Roberts
5 copies if to be printed engrossed.

{(Thairman)

Sen. Roberts
111 lead f1 di i
(1969) " ea ooTr dlscussion.




SENATE AMENDMENTS TO

HOUSE BILL 1036

May 17, 1971

Delete the printed House Amendments dated April 7, 1971.
On page 2 of the printed bill, delete lines 5 through 34

and insert:

"Section 1. As used in this Act, unless the

context requires otherwise:
" (1) "Beverage' means beer or other maltbbeverages

ang mineral waters, soda water and similar soft drinks in liquid form

a

/igtended for human consumption, whether or not carbonated,

but does not include uncarbonated water, soups, fluid

milk products, unadulterated, natural, reconstituted or

frozen fruit, vegetable or meat juices, liquids intended

for medicinal purposes only, or other beverages regulated by

ORS chapter 471.
" (2) "Beverage container" means the individual, separate,

sealed glass, metal or plastic bottle, can, jar or carton

containing a beverage.
1" n 0 . 1" .
(3) "Commission'" means the Oregon Liquor Control
Commission.
" (4) "Consumer means every person who purchases a

b . bevergge .
everage 1in a/container for use or consumption.




" (5) ""Dealer" means every person in this state

beverage
who engages in the sale of beverages in/containers to a

consumer,-or means a redemption center certified under section 8 of

. . this Act.
" (6) "Distributor' means every person who engages

beverage
in the sale of beverages in/containers to a dealer in this state
including any manufacturer who engages in such sales,

" (7) "In this state' means within the exterior
limits of the State of Oregon and includes all territory
within these limits owned by or ceded to the United States
of America.

" (8) '"Manufacturer'' means every person bottling,
canning or otherwise filling beverage containers for sale to
distributors or dealers.

" (9) "Place of business of a dealer'" means the
location at which a dealer sells or offers for sale beverages in
beverage
/containers to consumers.

" (10) "Use or consumption' includes the exercise of
any right or power over a beverage incident to the ownership
thereof, other than the sale or the keeping or retention of
arbeverage for the purposes of sale.

"Section 2.

" (1) Except as provided in subsection (2) of this
section, every beverage container sold or offered for sale

in this state shall have a refund value of not less than

five cents.




SENATE AMENDMENTS TO

HOUSE BILL 1036

Delete the printed House Amendments dated April 7, 1971.

Delete lines




" (2) Every beverage container certified as provided in
section 6 of this Act, sold or offered for sale in this state,

shall have a refund value of not less than two cents.

"Section 3.

"Except as provided in section 4 of this Act:

" (1) A dealer shall not refuse to accept from a
consumer any empty beverage containers of the kind , size and brand
sold by the dealer, or refuse to pay to the consumer the
refund value of a beverage container as established by
section 2 of this Act.

" (2) A distributor shall not refuse to accept
from a dealer any empty beverage containers of the kind, size
and brand sold by the distributor, or refuse to pay the
dealer the refund value of a beverage container as established
by section 2 of this Act.

"Section 4.

" (1) A dealer may refuse to accept from a consumer,
and a distributor may refuse to accept from a dealer any empty
beverage container which does not state thereon a refund value
as established by section 2 of this Act.

" (2) A dealer may refuse to accept more than 24
empty beverage containers from any one consumer in any one
day unless such empty beverage containers were originally

purchased by the consumer from the dealer.




"(3) A dealer may refuse to accept and to pay
the refund value of empty beverage containers if the
place of business of the dealer and the kind and brand
of empty beverage containers are included in an order of
the commission approving a redemption center under section 8
of this Act.
"Section 5.
v"(l) Every beverage container sold or offered for
embossing oxr by
sale in this state by a dealer shall clearly indicate by/a stamp,
or by a label or other method securely affixed to the beverage
container, the refund wvalue of the container.
"(2) Subsection (1) of this section shall not
apply to glass beverage containers designed for beverages
having a brand name permanently marked thereon which, on
the operative date of this Act had a refund value of not less
than five cents.
. at retail
"(3) No person shall sell or offer for sale/in
this state any metal beverage container so designed and
constructed that a part of the container is detached in
opening the container.
"Section 6.
"(1) To promote the use in this state of reusable
beverage containers of uniform design, and to facilitate the
return of containers to manufacturers for reuse as a beverage

container, the commission shall certify beverage containers

which satisfy the requirements of this section.




"(2) A beverage container shall be certified if:

" (a) It is reusable as a beverage container by
more than one manufacturer in the ordinary course of business:;
and

" (b) More than one manufacturer will in the
ordinary course of business accept the beverage container for
reuse as a beverage container and pay the refund value of the
container.

"(3) A beverage container shall not be certified
under this section if by reason of its shape or design,
or by reason of words or symbols permanently inscribed thereon,
whether by engraving, embossing, painting or other permanent
method, it is reusable as a beverage container in the ordinary
course of business only by a manufacturer of a beverage sold

under a specific brand name.

"Section 7.

"(1l) Unless an application for certification under
section 6 of this Act is denied by the commission within
60 days after the filing of the application, the beverage

container shall be deemed certified.




" (2) The commission may review at any time
certification of a beverage container. If after such
review, with written notice and hearing afforded to the
person who filed the application for certification under
section 6 of this Act, the commission determines the
container is no longer qualified for certification, it
shall withdraw certification.

" (3) Withdrawal of certification shall be effective
not less than 30 days after written notice to the person who |
filed the application for certification under section 6 of
this Act and to the manufacturers referred to in subsection
(2) of section 6 of this Act,

"

Section 8.

" (1) To facilitate the return of empty beverage

containers and to serve dealers of beverages, any person may estab-

lish a redemption center subject to tﬂé épéggﬁgl of the Oregon
Liquor Control Commission at which consumers may returnJémpty

beverage containers and receive payﬁent of the refund value of
such beverage containers.

" (2) Application for approval of a redemption
center shall be filed with the commission. The application
shall state the name and address of the person responsible
for the establishment and operation of the redemption center,

the kind and brand names of the beverage containers which will



be accepted at the redemption center and the names and
address of the dealers to be served by the redemption
center. The application shall include such additional
information as the commission may require.

"(3) The commission shall approve a redemption
center if it finds the redemption center will provide a
convenient service to consumers for the return of empty
beverage containers. The order of the commission approving
a redemption center shall state the dealers to be served
by the redemption center and the kind and brand names of
empty beverage containers which the redemption center
must accept. The order may contain such other provisions
to insure the redemption center will provide a convenient
service to the public as the commission may determine.

"(4) The commission may review at any time
approval of a redemption center. After written noticé fo
the person responsible for the establishment and operatidn
of the redemption center, and to the dealers served by the‘
redemption center, the commission may, after hearing, withdraw
approval of a redemption center if the egmmission finds
there has not been compliance with its order approving the
redemption center, or if the redemption center no longer

provides a convenient service to the public.




"Section 9. The procedures for certification or
withdrawal provided for in sections 6 through 8 of this Act
shall be in accordance with ORS chapter 183.

"Section 10.

"(1l) Any person who violates section 2, 3 or 5
of this Act shall be punished, upon conviction, as for a
misdemeanor.

"(2) In addition to the penalty prescribed by
subsection (1) of this section, the commission or the State
Department of Agriculture may revoke or suspend the license
of any person who willfully violates section 2, 3 or 5 of
this Act, who is required by ORS chapter 471 or chapter 635,
respectively, to have a license.

"Section 11.

"(1) During the period commencing July 1, 1972,
and ending when it submits the report provided for in section 11
of this Act, the Legislative Fiscal Committee shall cause to
be conducted a study of the operation of sections 1 to 10 of
this Act that shall include, but not be limitgd to, an
analysis of: |

"(a) Its economic impact on persons licensed under
ORS chapter 635 who engage in the nonalcoholic beverage
manufacturing business, on persons engaged in the business
of manufacturing beer and other malt beverages and on persons
engaged in the business ofmanufacturing beverage containers in

complying with the provisions of sections 1 to 10 of this Act.




"(b) The problems, if any, incurred in the

distribution, sale and return of beverage containers subject
to the provisions of sections 1 to/loof this Act.

"(c) T?g effectiveness of the provisions
of sections 1 to/ of this Act in the reduction of the
incidence of the littering of beverage containers in this

state.

"(d) The costs incurred in the enforcement
of the provisions of sections 1 to/ﬁigf this Act.

"(2) Prior to January 1, 1975, the Legislative
Fiscal Committee : shall prepare and submit to the
Fifty-eighth Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon
a report of its findings made pursuant to subsection (1)
of this section and its recommendations with respect to any
legislative proposals considered by it to be necessary as
the result of the study conducted as required by subsection
(1) of this section.

"Section 12.

"This Act shall not become operative until July 1,
1972 and shall apply to all beverage containers sold or
offered for sale after July 1, 1972, except that applicatipns
under section 6 and 8 of this Act may be madeAppior to
July 1, 1972, the certification referred to in section;6 of

3

the Act and the approval referred to under section’ 8 Qf«,a

N
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this Act may be dellvered prlor to July 1, 1972 and thé“
shall S 3
commission/ - adopt rules and regulatlons under sections 6

and 8 of this Act prior to July 1[31972."

On page 3, delete lines 1 through 17.




SECOND SENATE AMENDMENTS TO

HOUSE BILL 1036

May 21, 1971

On page 2 of the printed bill, line 7, after "similar"
insert "carbonated".

In line 8, after "consumption" insert a period and delete
the rest of the line and lines 9 through 12.

On page 3, delete lines 20 through 23.

In line 24, delete "(3)" and insert " (2)".

On page 4, line 5, after "container is" delete "detached"
and insert "detachable" and at the end of the line after
"container" insert "without the aid of a can opener".

On page 6, line 3, after "commencing” delete "July" and
insert "October".

In line 28, after "until" delete "July" and insert
"October".

In line 29, at the end of the line, delete "July" and
insert "October".

In line 31, delete "July" and insert "October".

In line 33, delete "July" and insert "October".

In line 34, delete "July" and insert "October".
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