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League of Women Voters of Minnesota, 555 Wabasha, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102
April, 1973

TO: Local League Presidents, Legislative Action Chairmen,
and Environmental Quality Chairmen
FROM: Mary Watson, Environmental Quality Chairman
April 9, 1973
RE: H.F. 673 companion S.F. 634 - Requires deposit and refund on all
beverage containers sold in state.

League Background:
Our 1973 consensus to support measures to reduce the generation of solid
waste through a ban on non-returnable beverage containers.

Legislative Action 1973 Session:

House

H.F. 673 - Chief Author James Ulland; other authors John Boland, Fred Norton,
Ken Nelson, Gary Laidig. It is presently in subcommittee. It provides for

a deposit and refund on all beverage containers sold in the state. No re-
funds would be given for throwaways so it would discourage their use.

Senate

S.F. 634 - Chief Author Winston Borden; other authors, Robert Brown, David
Schaaf. Passed favorably out of subcommittee; will go to full committee.

Information in support of the bill

Necessity to reduce the volume of solid waste

In 1973, in Minnesota alone, it is estimated 840 million throwaway beverage
containers will be consumed--engugh to circle the earth at the equator twice.
Necessity to save energy

Returnables would save the energy equivalent of 23 million gallons of oil--

enough to heat homes in a city the size of St. Cloud for one year.

Necessity to save natural resources

47% of all cans produced were for non-returnables. Throwaways provide
convenience to the consumer and additional profits to manufacturers.
Employment Concerns

The lobbyist for the bottlers and canners claims many jobs would be lost and
that sales would decrease.

A study done by Hugh Folk, Center for Advanced Computation at the U. of
Illinois, shows that employment would be increased.

The Research Triangle Institute of N. Carolina indicated no significant
effect on employment.

Oregon has recently enacted legislation similar to this bill; their experi-
ence is that sales of soft drinks has not decreased and that beer sales have
increased.

Three distributors located out of the metropolitan area have supported the
legislation. Glenn Stevens, Coca Cola Bottling, Bemidji, said "I do agree
that the returnable bottle use should be encouraged. This would create more
jobs in the rural areas."

United Auto Workers said in testimony, "Continuing the use of throwaways is
nothing more than a very expensive subsidy of the container manufacturing
industry."

A group called Citizens Against Throwaways has a slogan - 90% Say Yes. This
was the result of a poll taken in the Metro area in June 1972.  Remind your
legislator that this is a strong indication that the consumer wants a return
to returnables!

What to do

1. Send official League letters to all your legislators now.

2. Alert League members and other citizens to contact their legislators now.
Explain your support for the bills. It is important that we have general
acceptance of this concept when it comes to both houses for a vote.




RE: House File 33 and Senate File 15

INFORMATION ON THE PROPOSED DEPOSIT/BAN
LEGISLATION FROM THE GLASS CONTAINER INDUSTRY

The container deposit/ban issue has generated numerous
studies and position papers and the wealth of information is often
very confusing. However, in Minnesota we do have one official
source that can be used as a point of reference in weighing
the pros and cons of the issue.

In February of 1973, Governor Wendell Anderson directed
the Minnesota Council of Economic Advisors and the Minnesota
State Planning Agency to study the impact of a ban or mandatory
deposit on non-returnable beverage containers. In January of
1974 after months of intensive study, the 140-page report titled
Impacts of Beverage Container Regulation in Minnesota was submitted
to the Legislature. One of the findings of that report was that
"THE BEVERAGE CONTAINER PROJECT IS NOT A MAJOR AREA OF
IMPORTANCE IN ITSELF TO KNOWLEDGEABLE ENVIRONMENTALISTS, BUT IT
IS AN EASILY UNDERSTOOD RALLYING POINT FOR THE MOVEMENT." (page 92)

One can readily understand why the issue is not a major
area of concern to knowledgeable environmentalists when he examines
the other findings of this same impartial report.

Resources

Conservation of mineral resources and energy is a primary
motive of proponents of the legislation. Chapter 3 of the
Governor's report reduced the resource energy saving to BTU's and
found that if Minnesota alone adopted the legislation, the savings
in BTU's which would accrue to Minnesota, stated as a percentage
of the state's total annual energy use, would be 1/250ths of 1%.
(Page 34 and 43)

Litter

A second major issue raised by proponents is reduction
of litter. The report points out that "the open bottle law will
continue to notivate littering of beer containers from auto-
mobiles." Litter reduction is estimated at "perhaps 15% by
piece count and 22% by volume." Thus, we see that this legislation
would have a limited effect on the litter problem.

Solid Waste

On the issue of solid waste reduction, the report
found that the legislation would reduce the total volume of waste
slightly, however, this reduction of the metal and glass in the




waste stream would also reduce the incentive to establish an
effective overall waste recovery system. In view of the various
of fsetting considerations, the report states, "our estimates
lead us to conclude that reduction in solid waste generation is
not a significant factor in the beverage container decision."

Consumer Savings

The fourth and final major point raised in support
of this legislation involves alleged consumer savings. The
report found that if this legislation is adopted the capital
expense in conversion to an all returnable system will result
in an increase in the price of beer sold in returnable containers
of 12% and a like increase of 8% for soft drinks. (page 67)

Economic Effects on Glass Industry

On pages 114 and 115 the report projects that
"between 14% and 26% of Minnesota's glass industry output
would be affected." These figures were "obtained by weighing
the possibilities of sales losses out of state, possible gains
in refillable volume, and the possibility of one of the plants
becoming unprofitable and shutting down."

CURRENT FACTS AND FIGCURES FROM THE GLASSE INDUSTRY

In Minnesota we have two glass container manufacturing
plants, namely, the Midland Glass Company, located east of
Shakopee and the Brockway Glass Company, located north of
Rosemount, Minnesota. The following current data has been
supplied by the respective two plants:

Midland Brockway Combined

Number of full time employees

as of 12-1-74 395 336 731
Total dollars of 1974 payroll 7,845,927.00
Total Minnesota state income

tax withheld in 1974 431,702.00
Minnesota real estate taxes

paid in 1974 to Scott and

Dakota Counties 225,521.00
Estimated reproduction cost of

plant facilities 40,000,000.00




Midland Brockway Combined

Oout of entire 1974 production
of containers the percentage
of non-returnable beer and
soft drink containers in
numbers of containers was
as follows: 82 1/2%
of post consumer glass
purchased:
(glass recycled)
1974
1973
1972
1971
1970

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF BAN/DEPOSIT LEGISLATION

As noted above in the report to the Governor the projected
economic impact of a Minnesota ban/deposit law in the two
local glass plants would be between 14 and 26%. The Glass
Container Manufacturers Institute, Inc. does not dispute this
projection, however in and of itself the projection presents
an incomplete picture of the true impact. The report assumes
that export to other states of non-returnable containers would
continue and no attempt was made to evaluate the economic
impact of a regional or national ban/deposit law. As pointed
out on page 4 of the report "Minnesota is a net exporter of
non-returnable beverage containers" and in the case of the two
Minnesota glass plants the report states "that only 14 to 25%

of the beverage bottles produced in Minnesota are consumed here."

(Page 80) From these figures, which are substantially correct,




we see that a major portion of all the glass produced in state

is shipped out state. From an economic standpoint a glass

plant can ship the containers within approximately a five-

hundred mile range. If Minnesota does adopt a ban/deposit

law then we can expect some or all of our neighboring states

to follow suit which will in turn curtail the export of
containers and the economic impact on the two local plants will
dramatically accelerate.

The glass industry urges the Legislature to carefully
weigh the ecological considerations and the economic impli-
cations and we sincerely believe that you will conclude that
ban/deposit legislation should be rejected.

THE GLASS CONTAINER MANUFACTURERS
INSTITUTE, INC.
and its member companies

BROCKWAY GLASS COMPANY
MIDLAND GLASS COMPANY




MIAT YOU HAVE ALYAYS WANTED T0O K04 ABNUT

THROWAWAY BEVERAGE COMTAINERS

Legislative History and Status

2111s have been Tntroduced in the "innesota leagislature for the nast
four sessions attempting to regulate throwaway beverage containers (pop
and beer cans and bottles). The hills called for a "han" on throwawavs.
Thes? bills have always been killed hv the snecial interests (can comnanies,
ete. ). '

Recently Oregon and Vermont passed laws (similar to those in several
Canadian provinces) nlacina a 5¢ deposit on throwaway pop and beer cans
and hottles. Due to the success of these new laws, bills have been intro-
duced in the ilinnesota legislature to create a law similar to what Oregon
and Vermont have. - :

he bill in the Senate (referred to as S.F. 534) escaned out of com-

mittee by a narrow vote despite the efforts of the special interest aroups.
It will be voted on in the Senate shortly after the legislature reconvenes
on January 15, 1974, s

‘The bill in the House of Represcntatives (referred to as H.F. 673) still
must pass’ thé Environtiental-Préservation'dnd Natural Resources Committee
before it reaches the floor of the House.

If the bills are to nass, it's up to people like vou to take the time
to learn some important facts about t):rowawavs and write to vour leaislaters
at the State capitol in St. Paul.

“ho Supports Placing a Denosit on Throwawavs?

1. HMine out of ten people according to a June, 1972, Metro Poll. These
results are similar to a 1970 iatro Poll, ilational nolls, Canadian nolls,
and polls done by ifinnesota leqislators.

The bills before the [iinnesota Leqislature (S.F. 634 and H.F. 573) are
sumorted bv a number of grouns and crganizations includinag:

The League of Yomen Voters 15. The Sierra Club

The State Javcees 154. The United Auto Yorkers

The Izaak MYalton Leaque 17. The Greater lletronolitan Faderation
Council of Community Councils]g,Save Lake Superior Association

The Horthern Environmental Council

The lfinnesota Public Interest Research Group (MPIRG)

The St. Cloud Areca Environmental Council

ifinnesota Environmental Control Citizens Association (I1ECCA)

The Minnasota Conservation Federation

The Fargo-loorhead Ecoloaical Coordinating Committee

Joint Religious Legislative Committee

finnasota Association of High School Student Councils

Houseirives Alert to Pollution in llorthfield

Students for Environmental Defense at ilorth !llennepin State Junior

. College

C. Magnitude of the Problem
T. In 1973 !iinnesotans will consume: over 800 million throwawav pon and beer
containers. If nlaced end to end they would circle the earth twice at
the equator with some left over--or make 100 lines from Iowa to the
Canadian border.
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The U.S. will consume 45 billion throvaways in 1973 or enouqgh to make a
Tine three million miles long--a line lona enouah to stretch to the moon
19 times.

Enerav Savinas

1. Returnables use less eneray than throwaways. In the ifarch 1972 edition
of Environment magazine, Dr. Bruc2 M. Hannon of the Center for Advanced
Comnutation at the University of I11linois nublished the results of a
study which he did. His findinos indicated that throwawav bottles use
4.4 times more energv than returnable bottles and 12 0z. beer and non
cans use 2.9 times more eneray than 12 oz. returnable hottles.

2. Use of a 100% returnable svstem would save the energv equivalent of
23 million gallons of 0il in 'linnesota each vear--or enouah fuel to
heat the homes of a town the size of St. Cloud for an entire vear.

Litter
1. Litter is both unsightly and costly. A March 22, 1973 news release by
the Minnesota Hiciway Dapartment stated that:

Higiway de-littering costs are at a record high. Cleanina
up after litter bugs on !linnesota hidghvavs in 1972 cost




-

road users $582,563.09--a new Ligh.

Frank M, auqfuld of the °1nnusota Hialway Department
indicated that "92,431 trucklecads of litter were nicked
un, This Titter would cover a mile of two lane hiahway
to a heignt of 6 feet-~that's a lot of carelessly
thrown trash."

he Pctobor A ]973 report of the Oregon Fﬂvironmenta] bﬂqui} eitit] 4

t1r0wavav uop aﬁd beer cans and bottlns !as oeen reduced by 90% s1nce

the Oregon law went into effect on ONctober 1, 1972. In addition the
volume of all Titter was reduced 23%. Hopefully, we could achieve similar
results in !Minnesota.

Consumer Savinas
In a study done for the iiinnesota Pollution Control Agencv, economist Dr. Huqh
Folk predicted that Minnesota consumers would save about $18 million per vear

as a result of the bill as returnables generallv cost less than turowa”avs

Solid laste

K ban or denosit on throwaway bcverans containers vould reduce the number of
beverage units entering ilinnesota landfills from over 890 million to 20 mil-

lion. This would be the equivalent of 12,258 truck loads of cans and hottles

(15 cubic vards each).

These trucks if nlaced end to end would stretch apnroximately 51 miles or .
about from ‘linneapolis to St. Cloud.

Source: The Realities of Recyclina, published hy the ilinnesota Pollution
Control Agencv (1972).

Hfatural Qeqourc Depletion ;

T. In 1971, 5.6 miTTion tons of steel were consumed in the manufacture of
steel cans, while steel for the manufacture of all home annliances for
the same vear was annroximately G.1 million tons.

In 1268, annroximately 10% of the world's tin nroduction was used in the
manufacture of cans in this countrvy. Knovn qlobal reserves at the current
rate will last about 17 vears.

In 1268, 2.75 times more aluminum was used in thi2 manufacture of cans and
other nac?aq1jq than was used in the manufactur? of aircraft and parts.

The nackaging industry consumed 60.009 tons of lead in 1968, most of it
vwas used to solder seams in timplate cans. ¥nown alobal reserves of lead
will last about 17 vears.

At the nresent time the U.S. imports 12% of the steel it consumes. !lHithin
37 vears it is estimated that the .S, #ill be imnortina 61% of the steel
it consumes. '

Emplovment Effacts .

ﬁ studv aon2 for the Pollution Control Aaency 1ndicatﬂd that converting to a
eturnable system ”ouad mean a net incrzase of 562 jobs in "innesota, even

t;ouqu these would be a shift from one tvne of JOO to another.

Recycling

VoTuntary recycling has nroved to be a total flon. At this time aporoximately
1% of the beverage containers make it to a recvclina center in the Minneanolis-
St. Paul area. In addition, recvcling wastes enerqgy as noted in the nrevious
section on enerav.

Effect on Beer Sal

According to the ﬂrcqon Liquor Control Commission, beer sales in Oreaon were
up 2.9% during the first year the Oreqon deposit law was in effect--in snite
of the prediction by industry of an 8% decrease.

You Can Help?

'rite your leaislators at the State capitol in St. Paul and urge him/her to
vote ves on the deposit bills. Also contact your friends and ask them to contact th:
thair legislators.

If you have any questions or if vou need additional information contact:
Judith Rall (512) 333-687¢9 ?T Citizens Against Throwaways
Sue findel (G12) ©33-1990
Pauline Langsdorf (612) 544-1317- Leaque of “lomen Voters
Jarry Seck (612) 376-7554 'PIRC

Prﬁ*arﬁd by The ! !1ﬂnesota Public Interest Research froun (IPIRE) and Citizens <. viis
Aaainst Throwaways (CAT).




League of Women Voters of the U, S. July 18, 1973
1730 M Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT OF THE SENATE COMMERCE COMMITTEE
ON S 1879 - "SOLID WASTE SOURCE REDUCTION AND RECYCLING INCENTIVES ACT OF 1973;"
S 1122 - "INTERSTATE RECYCLING EXPANSION ACT OF 1973;" and S 1593 - "RESOURCE
RECYCLING AND CONSERVATION ACT OF 1973."

by
Ruth C. Clusen
Chairman, Environmental Quality, League of Women Voters of the United States

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee and staff, I represent the League of Women
Voters of the United States, a volunteer citizens' organization of 1350 Leagues
with approximately 150,000 members in the 50 states, the District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. We are pleased to have this opportunity to
present the views of our members on three bills now being considered by this commit-
tee; S 1879, S 1593, and .S 1122,

Americans have been described as ''the people of plenty." From frontier days to
the present, we have possessed unparalleled riches both in natural resources and
in productive capability. Our habits of consumption and our attitudes toward
material goods have been molded by this abundance. We have always had the luxury
of being able to choose convenience and quantity over conservation. We have
erected a market of throwaway products because we had ample resources to make more
of what we wanted and we had the open space to get rid of what we did not want.

As a result, we became not only the first consumer society in history but also the
leading wasteland.

We are now facing the consequences of having been the people of plenty. We are
finding that our supplies are not unlimited -- that we are rapidly depleting our
natural resources and destroying our environment. We are also finding that our
open space is not unlimited -- that we are in the uncomfortable, unsightly, and
unhealthy situation of living amidst our own waste.

Two years ago, the League of Women Voters recognized that solid waste was becoming
a pollutant comparable in magnitude to air and water pollution. Because we recog-
nized the urgency to take action on this problem, League members undertook an
extensive study of solid waste management and resource recovery. More than 1,000
local Leagues participated in this study by examining first hand in their own
communities the many aspects of solid waste management and then studying and dis-
cussing problems and possibilities of resource recovery. The responses we received
from local Leagues expressing members' views on public policy alternatives were
remarkably uniform regardless of differences among Leagues in their geographic
location or size of community. It is on the basis of their findings that I would
like to comment on solid waste legislation today.

The Federal Role in Solid Waste Management

The League believes that the role of the federal government should be expanded,
although the major responsibility for solid waste management should remain with




state and local governments. We think that solid waste in general, not hazardous
wastes alone, is a problem of national scope and therefore must be the concern of
every level of government.

We do not expect the federal government to solve all our solid waste problems,

but we do expect it to take a leading role in establishing policies and programs
to increase the demand for recyclables. We also want the federal government to
encourage recycling of post-industrial and post-consumer wastes and to encourage
reduction in generation of solid wastes. The goals of national recycling policies
should be to forestall the depletion of nonrenewable resources, to reduce the
volume of wastes and to recover part of the costs of present waste disposal.

There is no single key for opening up the market to recyclables. Instead, there
are a variety of means -- as suggested in S 1879, S 1593 and S 1122 -- for dealing
with different aspects of the problem.

Transportation Rates

One way to increase demand for recyclables is to make them more competitive by
equalizing transportation rates between secondary and virgin materials. We support
the provision in all three bills requiring the examination of all rates charged

for recycled and recyclable: materials, the repeal of discriminatory rates, and
their replacement with non-discriminatory ones.

We question, however, whether the Interstate Commerce Commission and the Federal
Maritime Commission are the appropriate agencies to undertake this task. Given

the position the ICC has taken for so long on the transportation requirements of
virgin and secondary materials, can we really rely on it to take an objective look
at the present rate structure? We doubt it. Of course, any biases the ICC may
have in favor of virgin materials could be overcome in part by the provision that

a carrier"s rates shall be presumed unreasonable and discriminatory if rates for
recycled materials are equal to or higher than rates for like transportation of like
quantity of competing virgin materials. Another check on possible bias could be to
divide the functions of study and regulation between two agencies. For example,
the Department of Transportation could make the initial studies of present rates
and determine new ones. The ICC could then issue regulations on the basis of these
findings.

Government Procurement

Another means by which the market for recyclables can be affected is through

federal procurement policies. We support those provisions in S 1879, S 1122 and

S 1593 which would revise specifications for goods purchased by the federal govern-
ment. We particularly approve of the wording in S 1593 and S 1122 which makes it
the policy of the Congress that all channels of federal procurement be utilized to
expand the commercial movement of recyclables and to eliminate unnecessary depletion
of natural resources. We also agree with the exemption in S 1879 stating that the .
procurement requirements shall not apply if items meeting such requirements are not
available at a reasonable price. Our purpose should not be simply to force up

costs but to help guarantee a market if prices can be made reasonably competitive.

Concerning this provision, we would question whether the Environmental Protection
Agency should be charged with setting procurement specifications. EPA cannot

2




undertake so many functions, do them all adequately, and remain the detached enforcing
agency it is supposed to be. Why not give the GSA or the Bureau of Standards the
primary responsibility for setting specifications with EPA enforcing the regulations?
We agree, however, with S 1122 and S 1593 that there should be a time limit for
issuing regulations. Perhaps there should be a differentiated timetable for issuing
regulations for different categories of items.

We support changes in federal procurement policy because we feel that the federal
government can perform a central role in influencing the market, first by setting
an example; and second, by establishing standards for what constitutes reasonable
performance and reasonable price in given procurement items. In other words, the
federal government can increase the demand for recyclables by setting the boundaries
of what is acceptable. Finally, as a by-product of its policy, the federal govern-
ment can encourage the development of flexible and innovative specifications.

Product Regulation

Section 403 of S 1879 sets up standards to regulate the manufacture and distribution
of certain products in commerce in order to protect health or the environment
against unreasonable burdens and risks associated with the disposal of such products.
The intent of this section seems to be to regulate any products which impose an
unreasonable burden on health or the environment. The bill defines unreasonable as
the existence of an alternative course of action which imposes significantly less
burden or risk, is of comparable benefit to society and available at reasonable
cost. This definition implies to us that S 1879 aims at regulating a wide range

of products, not just hazardous wastes. Moreover, it intends to regulate them on
the basis of the sound philosophy that given two policy alternatives, the less

risky one is preferable. We approve of this orientation.

I1f, however, the range of this proposal (Sec. 403 of 1879) is too great to win
acceptance, we would support the more specific language of Sec. 402(a) of S 1593
which requires the Administrator, within a given time, to promulgate standards

for products, containers, and packages to prevent their disposal becoming a burden
on commerce or a risk to health. Our members put plastics highest on their list of
the kinds of materials that should be reduced at source; paper, second; glass and
bottles, third; and other packaging, fourth. Thus, we think they indicate clearly
their desire for an end to the proliferation of packaging/container materials
which are difficult to dispose of, potentially hazardous, and unnecessarily consume
virgin materials.

Both S 1879 and S 1593 would authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to refuse

entry into the United States of any product which does not conform with the standards
in these bills. Our members favor the application of domestic health, safety and
environmental protection regulations to imports. But they also believe that these
measures should not be used as a pretext for restricting the flow of trade.

Taxation Policy

The League finds the sections dealing with the national disposal cost system in

S 1879 and tax equalization for recylced materials in S 1593 the most problematic.
We agree with the former in principle but feel that the specifics are troublesome.
The latter we find objectionable in principle, although we think it has merits

in its application.




The purpose of the disposal charge in S 1879, as we understand it, is to expand
the market for recyclables and to reduce the volume of wastes by internalizing
the cost of disposal and thereby influencing consumer choice. While we feel that
this approach should be given serious consideration, =~ especially Section 503
dealing with rebates to producers using recovered materials --, we have several
reservations about it,

We question the rationale for tying disposal charges to weight. Might this require-
ment not result in the manufacture of lighter but more difficult to dispose products?

We realize that Section 501(2) was intended to take care of particularly odious
products but why make this distinction? Would it not be more sensible and admin-
istratively more feasible to relate the disposal charge directly to the cost of
disposal by taking into account the cost of resource depletion, the durability of
the product, the ease of disposing of it and the degree of hazard during the
disposal process? We feel that these are the important factors, not weight, in
assigning disposal costs.

We think the provision setting up the Environmental Trust Fund should be more
precisely formulated. There should be a definite statement of what the funds may
be used for and a provision requiring public participation in deciding how the
funds will be used. Furthermore, we question the wisdom of using the revenue
sharing formula in the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 as a model for
the allocation of payments to state and local governments. This formula has been
criticized for favoring suburban areas at the expense of the inmer city -- in the
area of solid waste management this kind of allocation would be a disaster.

If the national disposal cost system were enacted, we feel that some mechanism
should be established for periodically reviewing its effectiveness as a means
of reduction at source. Perhaps the Commission on Environmental Charges and
Disclosure -- which we support -- should specifically be assigned the task of
evaluating the operation and effect of disposal cost systems.

We also have reservations about the sections in S 1593 dealing with tax equalization.
League members favor both reducing exemptions for extractive industries and increas-
ing exemptions for secondary materials industries. We are aware that granting tax
benefits to secondary materials industries instead of simply eliminating existing
benefits for extractive industries is tantamount to creating new vested interests
and a subsidy perhaps in perpetuity. But our goal, once again, is to expand the
market and increase the attractiveness of recycled materials. It is political
realism, therefore, which counsels us to seek inducements for the increased utili-
zation of recycled materials while we simultaneously support reducing exemptions

for virgin materials.

General Provisions

The League supports the strong provisions of Title VII in S 1879. States should cer-
tainly be permitted to adopt and enforce regulations relating to the reduction of
solid waste volume which are more stringent than federal regulations. We favored
this procedure in air and water quality legislation, and we favor it here.

We support the citizen action provisions which rightly recognize the importance of in-
junctive relief in environmental matters. The concerned citizen is the best guaran-
tee that government agencies will carxy out the law.

We hope to work with you in the future as we have in the past, for effective environ-

mental legislation.
4




OF WOMEN VOTERS OF MINNESOTA

555 WABASHA, ST, PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102

August 7, 1973

Mrs. Lois Jeffrey

Environmental Quality Department
League of Women Voters Education Fund
1730 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mrs. Jeffrey:

L]

We would like to include in the rep
Protection Agency information on a
regional resource recovery facilitie
lution Control Agency is authorized
region, municipality or institution

| he Environmental
' enacted bill on
- ] Minnesota Pol-
grants To any
r udies of or con-

50
oo

« Hh

struction of resource recovery facilities and the development

of programs to encourage solid waste materials conservation.

Public education and encouragement of market demands for

reusable or recyclable material are also included for grants.

The funding will come from a user fee for solid waste de-

posited at a sanitary landfill. The MPCA is also authorized
-

-

to review new packaging and to prohibi
which would be a "solid waste disp problem". The prohi-
bition is effective only until the end of next legislative
session. We lobbied strongly in support of this bill.

. P £ = 1 s
the sale of packaging

Minnesota also reached a state consensus to support measures

to discourage the use of the non-returnable beverage container.
The legislation introduced was similar to Oregon's, requiring
a deposit on all beverage containers. This bill met with
strong opposition from the container industry and did not get
to the floor; it will be up for consideration again in 197h.

We worked with a coalition group--Citizens Against Throwaways--
and will continue to support this legislatien.

Sincerely yours,

Mary Watson
State Environmental Quality Chairman
League of Women Voters of Minnesota

MW:jm

ce: Mary Ann McCoy, State President
Liz Ebbott, Vice President, Program/Action
/Helene Borg, Action

FLEPHONE 224-5445




League of Women Voters of Minnesota, 555 Wabasha, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102
. October 1973

TIME FOR ACTION

To: LWV of New Brighton Crystal-New Hope Chaska
Roseville Brooklyn Center Westonka
St. Anthony Bloomington Winona
Shoreview St. Paul St. Louis Park
Arden Hills Falcon Heights St. Cloud Area
Owatonna Wells Albert Lea
Minneapolis Alexandria Cass Lake
Cloquet Silver Bay No. Dakota County
Duluth
From: Mary Watson, Chairman
Environmental Quality
Re: Beverage Deposit Legislation - H.F. 673
October 12, 1973

We are expecting a committee vote on House File # 673 sometime in
November. We are asking those Leagues who have representatives on
the Environmental Preservation Committee to please contact those
representatives and urge a yes vote on this bill.

Background:

The beverage container deposit bill (H.F. 673) did not reach the floor.
The bill passed out of committee by only one vote last spring. Two of
the legislators who voted for the bill are no longer on the committee.
This makes it urgent that we get support for the bill which will be
revoted on in committee (it passed out of committee after the deadline
for which bills could be placed on General Orders last sprirg.)

Beverage containers are no longer an insignificant component of solid
waste; they have jumped from 3.5% to 7% and are expected to grow to
15% in a few years. If you wish further information refer to the
fact sheet sent in October 1972.

Your representative does serve on this committee. Please contact him
now and urge that he support this bill.
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BOX 599 GRAIN BELT PARK, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 55440-612-335-2171

GERALD N. MEYER

PRESIDENT January ].S, 1974

Ms. Mary Ann McCoy, President
League of Women Voters of Minnesota
555 Wabasha

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear Ms. McCoy:

We thank you for your letter of January l1 expressing your feelings with
respect to the throwaway container issue. 1 might add that your letter is
certainly not a surprise to us as we note your organization, through your
Mary Watson, was a contributor to a letter to the Editor of our local
newspapers which criticized Grain Belt on this issue.

We at Grain Belt share and appreciate all the concerns about the environment,
the energy crisis and how this relates to the whole area of food and beverage
packaging. However marketing our product in nonreturnable containers at

this time is simply a competitive necessity. Our competitors, in particular
the national brewers, have led the way in marketing throwaway cans and
bottles across the country for eome time and for Grain Belt to stay in business
we too must provide a product demanded by consumers; we must offer a

full line of packages as all our competitors do.

I think you should be aware, however, that in Minnesota over 70% of Grain
Belt's business is in returnable containers. This is a substantial figure and

I am certain far exceeds the amount of returnable business which our
competitors do in this area. The point I am making is, this significant
amount of business in returnables indicates that Grain Belt has promoted

its product in returnables more so than its competition and certainly, in

our opinion, we did not warrant being singled out from the rest of the Industry

for public criticism as was done in recent editions of the local newspapers.

In conclusion, I appreciate receiving your letter and want you to know that
Grain Belt understands your concerns about the environment and conservation,
and we are doing whatever we practically can in this area and still attempting
to survive and stay in business in our competitive industry.

Yours sincerely,

7~ ,.-/ / /7 )7 74 :

o S i 2 AL S Y] R
"Gerfald N. Meyer | /1 / (/

E A-BREWING s President )

”




League of Women Voters of Minnesota, 555 Wabasha, St. Paul, Minnesota

T . I-ME QR AVC T 1. 0N

TO: Local League Presidents (2 copies)
Local League Action Chairmen (1 copy)

FROM: Mary Watson, Environmental Quality Chairman
RE: S.F. 634, authors Borden, Brown and Schaaf
January 3, 1974

Senate File 634, calling for a deposit on throwaway beverage containers
in Minnesota, is expected to be voted on by the Senate during the week
of January 15.

ABOUT THE BILL: This is not a bill to ban the can, but to place a

minimum deposit on beverage containers presently being
thrown away as litter or landfill. Consumers could return them to the
store for credit. Manufacture and sale of beverage containers would still
be permitted. This bill is similar to legislation now in effect in
Oregon.

WHAT TO DO: Please write or call your SENATOR prior to January 15 and
encourage him to vote in favor of the bill.

FACTS: The fact sheet you received in December should be revised with
the following energy use figures:

"In the March 1972, edition of Environment magazine, Dr. Bruce
Hannon of the University of Illinois published findings indicating that
throwaway bottles use 4.4 times more energy than returnable bottles, and
12 o0z. beer and pop cans use 2.9 times more energy than returnables."”

Use of a 100% returnable system would save the energy equivalent to 23
million gallons of oil in Minnesota each year - or enough fuel to heat
the homes of St. Cloud for an entire year.

Natural Resource Depletion: We can no longer afford to deplete our
stores of iron, tin, aluminum and lead in the manufacture of
throwaway containers.

Solid Waste: Industry has long used the argument that throwaways
make up a small percentage of our solid waste. While that was true
at one time, they currently constitute 7%, and the EPA predicts 15%
between 1980-85.

At the bottenm of this sheet we have circled how your Senator stands

on the bill, according to our latest information. We hope that will

be helpful in deciding how you approach him. Remember to send your
congressional district coordinator a carbon of your letter or an action
card, as well as to the state League office.

Your Senator is currently in favor
opposed

undecided




League of Women Voters of Minnesota, 555 Wabasha, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102
November . 1973

PM-T
Memo to Local Leagues
From State Environmental Quality Committee
Re: Pending Legislation: Beverage Container Deposit
November 23,1973 New Law: Resource Recovery

HF 673 SF 634 Fact Sheet-Beverage Container Deposit

What the bill does

Requires that all beverage containers have a minimum deposit; all dealers must
accept from the consumer any empty beverage containers of the brand sold by
the dealer and must pay the refund to the consumer. In turn, the distributor
or bottler shall accept the empty containers from the dealer and pay the
dealer the refund.

It does not ban the can or the non-returnable; it merely makes the consumer
pay a deposit on something they previously discarded. The use of the
throwaway is thus discouraged.

Magnitude of the Solid Waste Factor

Presently, throwaways constitute 7% of solid waste and, according to the
Environmental Protection Agency, it will increase to 15% between 1980-85.

Minnesota will consume over 800 million throwaways in 1973.

Natural Resource Depletion

0il-Use of only returnables in Minnesota would save 23 million gallons of
oil--enough to heat 11,000 homes for a year (about the size of St. Cloud).

Tin- Known global reserves at current usage rate will last about 17 years.
Lead- Known global reserves at current usage rate will last about 17 years.

Steel- U. S. presently imports 12% of the steel it consumes; in 30 years. it
is estimated U. S. will be importing 61% of its steel.

Why Not Recycle?

Most beverage cans contain four metals and there is no cheap and efficient
way to separate the metals for re-use.
* Recycling bottles requires large amounts of energy.
Throwaway bottles (without recycling) require 468 BTU's in manufacture.
Throwaway bottles (with recycling) require 6,451 BTU's.

Cost to the consumer
. The purchase price of soft drinks in throwawy glass is 30% more than
returnables.

Oregon's Experience

In a report by Don Waggoner, President of Oregon's Environmental Council, it
is shown that in the year since their similar bill took effect:

Use of returnable beer bottles has jumped from 50% to 95%.

Use of beer cans has dropped from 35-40% down to 5%.

Soft drink throwaways estimated drop from 25% down to 5%.

Beer sales have increased 2.9%; industry had predicted decrease of 8%.

Emplcyment Factor

A study for the Pollution Control Agency showed conversion to returnables
would result in an increase of 669 jobs in Minnesota.

Two container manufacturers did close in Oregon, but both companies had just
retooled to manufacture non-returnables.

o

* Bottles, Cans, Energy by Bruce M. Hannon Environment Magazine March 1972




Information on Beverage Container Deposit legislation HF 673 SF 634 .

The bill is on general orders in the Senate and will be up for action very
early in January '74, In the House it must go through the Environmental
Preservation and Natural Resources committee. There is time to build citizens
support as well as legislative support; use fact sheet for newspaper articles,
Letters to the Editor, as well as your bulletin. The facts will speak for
themselves,

Resource Recovery Law

This bill passed the legislature and was signed into law in May of 1973.
This law gives the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency regulatory authority
over all new packaging in the State of Minnesota. It does not permit the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency to regulate any type of packaging being
sold in Minnesota prior to May 24, 1973. Thus the present throwaway pop
and beer containers are '"grandfathered in".

This law also provides  for grants-in-aid to regions, municipalities or in-
stitutions for:

1.) The development of feasibility studies for resource recovery systems of
facjlities:

The construction of resource recovery facility or implementation of a .
resource recovery system; and

The development of programs to encourage solid materials conservation
and the reduction of environmental impact from solid waste, including
but not limited to, public education and encouragement of market demand
for reusable or recyclable materials.

High priority is to be given to applications for projects and programs designed
to service more than one county or designed to service areas of the state where
natural geologic conditions make sanitary landfulls undersirable.

The law sets a 1l5icent per cubic yard fee for landfill and incinerator
operators but exempts companies that dispose of their wastes on their

own property and landfill operators that use waste heat for the production
of steam or electricity. The money collected will provide $1.35 million
for the program of grants.

This fee is the section that has raised the most objections; this is a user fee
and League has always supported this concept.




January 11, 1974

Mr. Gerald Myer

President, Grain Belt Breweries, Inc.
1215 NE Marshall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55413

Dear Mr. Myer:

It was with great dismay that I read the announcement that Grain
Belt is now selling their Premium beer in cans.

It seems irresponsible indeed to adopt this type of container

now when energy is in very short supply; according-to a study

by Bruce Hannon, Center for Advanced Computation at the University
of Illinois, 12 ounce beer cans use 2.9% more energy than a 12
ounce returnable bottle. Why should our natural resources be
depleted for a luxury type of convenience?

Oregon's experience with a mandatory beverage container deposit
showed a drop of 30-35% in use of beer cans but beer sales have
increased 2.9%. This should indicate that the public will buy
returnable containers.

With everyone making sacrificés to save enérgyl corporations,
too, should look to their practices. -

Sincerely,

Mary Ann'McCoy
President ;
League of Women Voters of Minnesota

MM/jm




INDUSTRY'S FAVORITE ARGUMENTS

Litter is a people problem and should be solved by education and more litter bags
and other receptacles.

answer:
a.) the €ducational é&fforts of Keep America Beautiful (funded by all types of
packaging manufacturere) have not solved the problem. This is evidenced
by continually rising litter volumes and collection costs. (See FACT SHEET)

b.) Studies in Oregon show that litter in that state from beverage containers
has dropped 80% since their deposit law went into effect, Oct. 1, 1972, and
all litter has dropped about 12-17%.

Bécple will shop elsewhere and the local grocers will lose business.

a.) If the people of the area are in favor of "ban-the-can" why would they
shop elsewhere to buy beer and soda?

b.) if the gas shortage continues or worsens, people will not drive long distances
to buy beverages in cans.

Restrictioss on Throwaways penalize merchants who depend on suppliers who deal only
in throwaways.

a.) A1l major brands of beer and soft drinks (except Brimful) are available in
' both throwaways and returnables.

Ban-the-Can is discriminatory. Why not pick on ketchup bottles, pickle jars, etc?

a.) Beverage cans and bottles are nearly half of all the cans and bottles pro-
duced in the U.S.

b.) How many bottles of ketchup do you drink in a day?

c.) We have an alternative system of delivery for beer and soft drinks that works -
the returnable system. We don't have an alternative for ketchup, pickles, etc.

The Public deserves freedom of choice.
a.) Why can we not buy beer in smaller units of returnables than cases or kegs?
Where is the choice for someone who wants only six or eight returnable beer
bottles at a time?

Ban the can will cost jobs.

a.) The only jobs which will be lost will be if the state enacts legislation,
and the entire job loss then will be in the container manufacturing industry.

b.) More jobs will be created at the local level to handle the returns at the
grocers and other retamilers, and also distribéitors will have to hire more
truck drivers and warehouse personnell. There should be more jobs.

Ban the can will cost tax revenue.

-

a.) Not very likely. If people do stop drinkina beer, chances are they will
drink some other alcoholic beverage. The-liquor tax is much higher on these

beverages, so the result would be hiaher tax revenue.




The Resource and Energy Savings will be small and go into a national pool.

a.) The savings are not especially small (see *What Can You Do with 2.15
BTU's?) and will probably ao into a national pool. But so do the saviggs.
we realize by turning down our thermostats and driving slower.

Why not do this on the State and National Level?

a.) Industry fights this legislation on every level. Someone has to start
and implement this legislation somewhere. Why not now?

b.) National legislation is being heard, but hopes are not high for it being
passed during this session. One of the problems is that many areas of the
country have no returnable system left - everything is sold in throwaways.
Minnesota presently has about a 50-50 system. The ideal time to enact
the legislation is now, before more throwaways find their way into the
market and while we stilT have the alternative returnable system.




LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF MINNESOTA

. 555 WABASHA, ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102

February 21, 1374

The Honorable Willard M. Munger
House Chambers

State Capitol

St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Dear Mr. Munger:

The League of Women Voters of Minnesota gave strong
support to the Regional Resource Recovery bill as an
enlightened and necessary solution to the solid waste
problem. We favored the user fee as a fair and ap-
propriate method of financing the program. Since
indications of inequities have emerged, we approve
the amendment to have the MPCA explore ways to impose
an equitable user fee.

Regardless of the method of financing, resource
recovery must become a reality; financing must not
become the stumbling block.

Sincerely,

Mary Watson, Chairman

Environmental Quality
League of Women Voters of Minnesota

MW:im

TELEPHONE 224-5445




League of Women Voters of Minnesota, 555 Wabasha, St. Paul, Minnesota, 55102 - December 1374

T ENE L TIOR AC T L0

To: Local Leagues Presidents (please send on to your EQ chairman)
From: Mary Watson, State EQ Chairman
Re: Beverage container deposit

December 8, 1974

Background: In 1973 the state League reached agreement to support measures to reduce the

generation of solid waste by discouraging the use of nonreturnable beverage
containers.

Explanation: Efforts to pass a ban on nonreturnable beverage containers at the local level
have not been successful, but several municipal councils have indicated their
approval to action at the state level. As an additional tool in our lobbying efforts in the
state Legislature, we would like to show the support from municipal councils. We are asking
you to seek the passage of the following resolution at the December or January meeting of
your municipal council: RESOLUTION TO ENCOURAGE THE MINNESOTA LEGISLATURE TO ESTABLISH A
STATEWIDE POLICY REGARDING NONRETURNABLE BEVERAGE CONTAINERS.
Whereas nonreturnable beer and soft drink containers contribute to the rising cost of waste
disposal, and whereas such containers are highly consumptive of energy resources and steel
and aluminum, therefore, be it resolved that the Council of encourage
the Minnesota Legislature to adopt appropriate legislation to establish a statewide policy
regarding nonreturnable bottles and cans. (This is only a sample of the kind of resolution
you might introduce; change it to fit your local needs.)

What to do: If your municipal council has an advisory environmental committee, the council

will probably recommend that the resolution be sent there first. Call the
chairperson of the environmental committee and have this resolution placed on the agenda.
Attend the meeting, bringing copies of the resolution for each member; when you have com-
mittee approval of the resolution, take it to the council. If your community does not have
an environmental committee, call your city manager or the mayor directly and ask that your
resolution be placed on the agenda. Every member of the council should be contacted to
explain the merits of the resolution before the council meeting. Letters to the editor of
the local press should appear before the meeting. Strength in numbers at the meeting is
important! Good luck!

Facts to help you:

Nonreturnable bottles require 4.4 times the amount of energy of returnables
Nonreturnable cans require 2.9 times the amount of energy of returnables®
(With containers re-used 15 times)
% Dpr. Bruce Hannon, Center for Advanced Computation, University of Illinois,
Environment Magazine, March 1972.

Savings to the consumer - annually +
$15,000,000 - 25,000,000. Beverages in throwaways cost more.




Savings in solid waste generation - annually +
$500,000 - 860,000 saved in litter pick-up.
Oregon experienced an 80% reduction.

Savings in natural resources - annually +
21,000 tons of steel
2,500 tons of aluminum
31,000 tons of glass
Savings of these resources are worth $9.6 million

Savings of energy - annually +
Equivalent of 16,500,000 gallons gas and diesel fuel.

Employment effects +
250 job dislocations
369-715 new jobs created.

+ Above figures from State Planning Agency report Impacts of Beverage Container
Legislative in Minnesota.

See below -

tear off

Return to state office by February 1, 1975

The LWV of has introduced the re=olution encouraging a state-

wide policy on nonreturnable bottles and cans; the results were

has not intrPduced the above resolution because

|
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Time for Action
Re: Beverage container deposit
All local leagues

Background: Our 1973 state consensus to support measures to reduce the generation
of solid waste through measures tondiscourage the use of non-returnable beverage containers

Explanation: Efforts to pass a ban on non-returnable beverage containers at the
Jocal level hsve not been successful but local councils have indicated their approval
of action at the state level, As an a‘ditional took in our lobbyinz efforts we would
like to quote the support from local councils., Ve arpe asking you to introduce the
following resolution at the December or January meeting of your Gouncil:

RESCLUTICN TC ENCCURAGE THE MINNESCTA LEGISLATURE TO ESTABLISH

A STATE WIDE PCLICY REGARDING NCN RETURNABLE EZ LRAGE CCNTAINERS
Whereas non returnatle beer and soft drink containers contrioute to the rising
cost of waste disposal and whereas such containers are highly consumptive of
energy resources and steel and aluminum therefore, be it resolved that the Council
of encourage the Minnesota legislature to adopt appropriate legislation to
establish a stete wide policy regarding non returnable bottles and cans,

(This is only a sample of the kind of resolution you might introduce; change it as
necessary to fit your local needs).

Wwhat to do: If your Council has an advisory environrental committee, the Council
will probably recommend that the resolution be sent there first. Call the chair-
person of the envircnmental committee and have this resolution placed on the agenda,
Attend the meeting, tringing copies of the resoluticn for each memter. When you have
committee approval of the resoluticn, take it to the Council. If your community does
not have an environmental committee, call your City Manager or the Mayor directly
and ask that your resolution be placed on the agenda, Every memter of the Council
should be contacted to explain the merits of the resolution before the Council
meeting. Letters to the Editor of the local press should appear tefore the meeting.
Strength in numbers at the meeting is most important! Good luck!

FACTS TC HELP YCU
Non returnable bohtles use 4.4x the amount of energy of returnables
n " cans n 2 . gx

Based on Hannon's study(re-used
15 times)
Savings to the consumer (based on all retuhable system)
$15,000,000 -£25,000,000  annually
Savings in solid waste generation
$500,000 to $860,000 saved annually in litter pick-up
Oregon experienced an 80% reduction
Employment effects
383 job dislocaticns
687-1055 new jobs created
Natural Rescurce Savings
21,000 tans of steel
2,500 tons of aluminum
31,000 tons of glass
Savings of §9.600,000 hancd -
¥Minn., State Planning Agency report




























targets, means and impacts of source reduction
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Recycling

and waste rad

ol {0 alleniate t MO O {|||=
ha amounit of wiste

In | 9?3 Americans threw onto the discard pile over 2 million tons of
major appliances. We scraped over 22 mi tons of food nto our
garbag We usad , then d out, nearly 10 mition tons
of nsm,udgg“m almast 3 million tons of pager plates, paper owels
and paper napkins. We discarded over 52 milion tons of bottles,
cans, plastics, paper, and other containers that had no primary use
at all: they were packaging for the products we did use. All told,
almost 85 million of the 144 million tons of municipal wastes dns'-
carded that year fell into thase calegores—packaging, single-use
convenience items, or major consumer ltems designed for quick
obsolescence

That's a lot of waste, but the costs of our indulgence in a throw-
away socely are not confined 1o the price tags of the products them-
seivas. Collecting dispoging of salid waste will cost the nation
almost $45 bilfon between 1873 and 1882 (2) In order to produce
the accoutrements of our "disposable” culture, we constantly extract
natural resources and then process them with profigate vse of
emergy. Nor does the sum of these outlays reveal the bottom fing in
our “cost accounting,” The damages we wraak on the environmant,
at every step in this wasteful lifestyls, must also be added in

scarred, waler resources abused, the airwe breathe and

the water we drink defiled by pollutants. All these mean fosses in
monay and quality of kfe and in turn require further outiays of money
and human energy to restore what we can, where we can

The profiferation of wastes has other impacis as we
ol -he nation's cities report that over hal! of al cities will run o

ites within the next five years The LS. Environmi

Protucn.m Agency (EPA] reports that potential hazards assoclated
with tand disposal of solid wasie, including leachate from landfils,
may raquise us to look elsewhere for places 1o dump our trash,
Federal and stale air pollution laws mean that many municipal in-
cinerators will have to be upgraded to meet air quality standards; that
simply burning wastss can no 'or-gu'be parmitted. And federal laws
fimiting or prohibiting ocean disposal of wastes will force several

3




coastal cities 10 Slop using the Sea as a dump,

We have come to the point of having so much waste and so few
places left to put it that government, cilizens, and indusiry are baing
forced o reexamine fraditional ways of using and wasting materials
and energy. One possible solution is well known to most people—
recycling (sew the LWVEF s companion publication, Recycie?). But

answer, one fundamentally more conservative because
-saving. is 1o reduce the amount of wastes generated and
materials consumed—source reduction.

The rationale for reducing waste at s source is that
B we will roduce sold waste Stream,

B we will reduce raw materials consumgption:

B we will reduce energy consumption;
B we will reduce environmentally dama; ng resource extraction;
B we will use less land for waste disposad and will Begin to eliminate
waste disposal methods that damage the air, land and water
In the eyes of some, benefits such asthese make source reduction
A

the siné qua non of waste management. Other

wagle reduction, howaver, are far lass objective,
Opponants—grimariy, though nol exclush vely, fror

organized labor—cite the economic, employment and mr‘ﬁul
impacts of any source reducing measures and wam that the nation's
d'ro.my weakened economy cannol sustain further jolts

2.the solid waste
program to the present

A child was killed and her parents sulfered severe brain damage

when carbon manoxide from a mearby smowldering dump migraled
lnta the craw! space of the family's home.

THE PHILADELPHIA ENQUIRER

January 9. 1973

Ten years ago, motivated by increasing knowledge about emviron-
mental damage, government policies for solid waste managoemaent
focused on the need o close open dumps: upgrading open of
burning dumps to sanitary landfills woukd ménimize air poliution and
aesthatic bight. Landiliing was touted as the solution 1o waste
disposal. Landfll advocates took pictures of houses built on com-
pheted landfitls, of children and gotlers playing on finkshed sites.
Despite the apparent amenity of a landfil, however, local officials
taced with the lask of locating a disposal site gol constant and
intensive opposition from area residents. As they met with a dalen-
give turf attitude—"not in my back yard " —solid waste managers had
to start Icoking afresh at the guestion of how to get rid of solid waste.

argument has become increasingly polarized as g
activities, particularly those of the Office of Solid Waste Manage-
ment Programs {OSWMP), begin to support some institutionalized
source reduction programs. Confroversy mou over the conse-
quences of implements ng source reduction measuires and the alter-

8l ol not ng ihem. Is range and rsing
interisity make i avident that we mus! hammer oul—through public
dialogue, careful research, wall-mounted experimentation, respon-
sible leadership lrom all sectors, and sophl ,I~c_1len Vcn!rn's—- a vari-
ety of policies by which we can simultaneos
and anargy, tect the environmeant, and maintain a healthy and
productive sconamy.

4

This stim WAS aug by a growing eSS aboul raw
ges, real and potential. The depletion of domestic
resources, our dependence on
als, and the need to protect tha
Y aging mineral extraction processes
b lo the noed fof resource conservation.

The National Com on on Materiats Policy, created by the
1970 Resource Recovery Act, prepared in 1973 a lengthy study of
the materials use oycle and gloomily concuded that the nation faces

tial shortages of & of the 13 basic raw materials upon which it
depends for industrial production; by 1985, said the repon. we can
axpact raliance on impaorts to spr 9ol those 13 (1)

resource recovery—good but notenough
These data led the commission 1o recommend that the nation step
up activity in recycling—the recovery of wasta materials from the
post-consumer and industrial waste streams.

Though the secondary matarials industry has for miany years been
racycling wastes for resale 10 industrial processors, the iotal recov-
ofy is small—only 9.5 milion tons (7 percent) of post-consumer
wastes and about 35 million tons (18 percent) of industrial scrap. (2)
The secondary materials industry struggles with chronic problems,
from the boom-or-bust nature of the market 10 the anti-sorap bias thal
seems 1o be bujlt into many govemnment policies, especially freight
rates. (3)

Sesking ways 1o whittle the mounting waste heaps, EPA has
awarded demanstrafion grants to six local governments for pilol
projects, in cooperalion with industry, to iy out some new ideas
about recovering materials and energy from the solid waste stream.
Twe projects are now in operation, a power plant in S1. Louis that
uses shredded waste as a supplemental fusl and a materials reco-
ary facility in Franklin, Ohio, An eneqgy recovary plant located in
Baltimore is now in the testing stage. Other EPA-funded projects are
under construction or are planned in San Diego (energy recovery),
Wikmington, Delaware (energy recovery of compost). and Lowell
Massachusetis (incinarator residue recovery), Industries, too, have
contined to develop energy and malerials recovery systems.

Tha EPA pilot projects rated very few headlines until the Arab od
embarge in the winter of 1973-74 drove home to most Amaericans the
lessons of resource and energy wastefulness. Interest in new energy
sources, among them, sofid waste, skyrocketed. A number of cities
planned to have energy recovery systems installed. Several states
passed laws authorizing the creation of recovery authorities fo de-
velop stale waste management and resource recovery systems.

The more closely peopla looked af potential energy savings from
various solid waste managemen! programs, Ihe more evident It

reduced the amount of products we make and discard, If we used
fewer materiads and less energy 1o manutacture the products we do
make, i we redesigned products 1o ensure their longer life, we would

conserve iremendous amounts of energy.

The interest shown in solid wasie eduction programs Dy govermn-
mant, clizens, environmern ts and industry is. a reflection of
changing nationat priorities and n-':a:sr; tis mcmanlngly apparent
that the partner goals of

be

conser that reduce
that portion of the waste stream that can be reduced, recover its
nonreducible portion, then ensure safe disposal of the rest.

what's involved?
Because of its far-reaching impacts, waste reduction at source has
caught the attention of all people imolved in solid waste and mate-
rials policy. Congress and state legistatures around the country are
considering source reduction measuras. Several states and a low
cities have passed laws spac
usa of refllable bevirage |:or>1.a|rors A mipe. Industry is de-
wveloping product mar that reduce materdul
and anargy use. Cond umeu,arebuy g procucts with an eye to thelr
reusabdity and durability, But ine issue of whether source reduction
will go beyond preliminary study and moderate public intarest will
depend in large part on the actions that all of us take. It is cloar that
there ara important choices to be made—about th typas of things
we consume, the ways we consume, and the way in which we view
matesals and ensrgy availability

Do we balieve, Malthusian fashion, that we will run out of re-
sources if we continue to consume the way we now do? Do we
befeve that there will always be a technological “fix™ availabds, so
that il we run out of one resource we will be able 1o find a new material
o substitute for it?(4) Or are we al the end of our “resource
frontier'? Hf 50, doas this mean that we can no longer expand and
davelop but must consane anu make ua with that we hava? Are we

bacame that there was yal another way o conserve and
anergy, 8 way that could be more effective than recycling. It wa

to alter st
tre . lifestylas? i we opt to limit growth, whowilldo it, and how?

5




3. targets for waste
reduction

Somewhere along the ne, too many Americans fost the ploneer
ethic of ‘waste not, want not' Today, largely because we have
forsaken frugalty for a carefree abandon bowm of afffuence, the
abundance of materals—and of their packaging—is taken for
granted, discarded casually, and forgoften as soon as the garbage
and trash are removed from the doorsiep.

ENERGY IN SOLID WASTE: A CITIZEN GUIDE TO SAVING

Citizens Advisory Commitiee on Environmental Quakty

In 1873, the people of the United Stales generated 144 .2 million jons
of pal waste. (Transiatio al and
waste—not waste from industry, mining or agricullure. ) OF that stag-
gering total, only 8.5 million tons were recycled. {7) That means
almost 134 milon lons were lost to reusa in any form Tabie 1 shows
categories of municipal wasies, with the emount generated, the
amount recycled and the volumes ultimately discarded in each cate-
gory. Figure 1 sums up the evidence:

Durable goods, including major appliances and tres, account for
over 1 of every 10 tons (almost 14.5 million tons)

Nondurable goods—chiefly paper items such as discarded
nawspapars, office papers, paper plates, paper lowels, alc —make
up the next |drgﬂb| segment, aimost 2 of evary 10 fons.

s i = i ke up 3¥a of every 10 tons inthe
solid waste stream. (47 million tons)

Since over 80 percent of all wastes are discarded consumer
products, (the three categornies above) It is these wastes thal are the
most inviting targets for source reduction measures.

durable goods

Durable goods consist primarily of large items that have outived
their usefuiness, at least to thair orginal owner. Large appliances

[

Source: F. A. Smith, Resource Recovery Division, OSWMP, 1974
Figure 1: The Makeup of the Solid Waste Stream

(such as fumiture, washing machines and talevision sets) that are
damaged, of are too expensive to repair, or have been replaced by
newer models end up in the municipal waste stream, even though
many could be repaired or contain valuable scrap materials, Only a
small percentage of such discards go to second-hand stores for
resala.

Whila the aggregate weight of durables is far lower than that of
olher categories the bulk of individual ilems within this produg) class
makes them especially hard to dispose of properdy.

Tires are also included in the durables category. EPA estimates
that 266 million fires were shipped within the United States in 1871
During that same year, 250 million tires wens laken out of use. (2] Of
these, only about 48 million wera retreaded, 7 million recycled by the
rubber reciaiming industry, and 2 million used by tire splitters (that s,
spiit and die-cut into products such as gaskets, tall pipe insulatora
ﬂﬁd door mats), The remalning 195 milion tires wéare thrown out or

left on abandoned vehicles. (3)

Because tires are virtually indestructible, they are especially hard
o disposa of property. i landfilled intact, they use up large amounts
of landfif space, and they tend ta resurface, o boot. Tire shradding
before landfilling all these L btk it is costhy it
5 not widely practiced. Nor is incineration the answer; if tires are
present in large proportion, they can damage fumace walls and
require flue gas controls. (4)

Industry and government {particulaly the U.S. Burgau of Mines)
are working on recovery of materiais and energy from discarded
Hires, but the systems under study (which include energy n '
road buliding; reef bullding; and recovery of carbon black. used in tire
manufacturing) appear to b Castly or imited in their i

One poasible solutlon, tire retreading,

[ ecause of poos ratread b
fms ua-w fires are 50 worm and (f
are discardad that ret

ci c._sﬁed on :\Sgrz 18

nondurable goods

The second major calegory of post-consumer waste consists of
products, many of them paper-based, designed for shori-term or
single . books, magazines, paper tissues and
towels, paper plates and cups. Nondurables constitite a large por-
tion of the waste stream, and they presant less complex disposal
problems for solid waste managers. Papers can be shredded for
landfilling; they can be incinerated. Much of this fraction of the wasie
sfream is organic and can therefore be used as fuel in energy
recovery faciiities. Most paper goods are recyclable, and high-grade
office papers and computer cards bring the highest prices of all
paper products in the scrap market

Nondurables are axcellent candidates for source reducton pro-
grams because in many instances thay have replaced ilems that
were reusable and these reusable substifutes are still avallablo.
Disposable paper diapers have replaced cioth diapers; papsar cups
have replaced more parmanant containars

packaging and containers

The bollles, boxes, cans, cartons, wrappings, and the like—
packages and containgrs In which we transport end sefl food and
ather goods—are, by weight, the largast portion of the waste stream.
{5} A ook at some figures detailing the growth of packaging will
expiain why.

Table 2 shows that fotal consumption of materials used in packag-
ing increased r,ryr PR"y‘ 71 nnfce-n: betwean 1958 and 1971, with the
highes! 1 1 and plastics, the lightast of
the materials \c‘.rmu. mn look atp aconsumplion (which allows
us to camect for pop




Par Capita
Thousands ol tons Percent Change (in pounds) Parcent Change
Packaging Material 1958 1871 1958-187T1 1958 1871 19581971

Paper* 700 + 67 183.0
Glass "

Steel

Aluminum

Plastic

Wood and Miscellaneous

e tioh of pick
Table 2: Consumption of packaging material, 1958-1571
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Total Packaging and
Nonpackaging  Packaging
(10" tons) Parcontage

E8.652 47.2
14,8900 45
67,028 83
Aluminum 5,074 14.1
Plastic 10,000 29.0

Saurce: EPA, DSWMP, Second Anmial Report 1o Congress an Fs-
Raduction.

source Recovary and Sourcs Amasican Paper Insbti,
The Statistics of Paper, Washington, 1972; American kon and Steal
insftule, Shipments of Steel Produces, Washington, DL, 1872
Arthur D. Lirtla, incentives for. H‘amc Aecycing and Reuse, Boston
N?Zusl}noaﬂm of Infotior, Minevnis Yearbook, Aluminum
apter Repant, 1971, Waamqnn DG, 1973; The Aleminum As-
'-mc-anoﬂ Ay &uma:ﬂum—m?r New York, 1972

Table 3: P a In rele-
tion to total material consumption, 1971

Ta make 2,000 pounds of aluminum takes 8,776 pounds of
bauxite, 1,020 pounds of petroleum coke, 866 pounds of soda ash
paunds of pitch, a'\'l?:li;{.luun'bof e OF

of refined uu‘du oil, 338 gallons
BTUs, almost all from fossil fu

Not quantified, of course
energy needed to 8 Wasles in an acceptable
Conversely, none of ihe potential benafits of packaging have been
quantified either.

Packaging seems to have a growth dynamic of its own, inde-

10

pendent of the growth in consumpltion of the product that is pack-

aged. Between 1958 and 1870, for example, per capita packaging
38 percant

on of fresh produce

threa instances in which packaging of a

n of tht same

11 percent. Table 5
magor food category graw while per capita consul
kind of food we

These data g ' trand thioughout the food defiverny
system: i U.S. per capita food consumption
by weight increased overall by 2.3 perce o packaging welght
per capila increased by over 33 percont. (7)

Government data show that in the years 19671872 jobs in |rm
lood packaging industry went down 5 percent (8] wi & nimber of
packages used lor foods and beverages increased by 3 de
and nat incoma in the industry wenl up 30 percant, (10}

A consultant’s study for ERA concluded that the cost of all packag:
Img (ot just packaging for food and beverages) as a percentage of
the cost of & consumer product has doubled since 1958. (17) Virtu-
ally every consumer product that Research Triangke Institute (RT1)
surveyed showed ificantly increased packaging costs, costs that
am thought to reflect both ased use of packaging materials and
new design features that enhance conveniance.

why all this packaging?
The growth of packaging with its subsequent impacts on resource
and energy use can be attributed to a number of factors, many of
them stemming from what the packaging Illdllt: ry S¢S 85 requing-
mants that the “modem™ e mist A report by Arthur D
Little, Inc. (ADL) for the A(I Hoc Cn‘rl- ing (& consor-
tiurn of packaging materia ! # % a numbar
ol requirements that have n dous growth of packag:
ing [-'uduo' u'o'ecr-on X . L an, sanitation, com-
erage. (12) This
3 bution and marketing re-
quirements but als
siderations

1 an affort 1o hold down labor costs, retailers have welcomad
Increased salf-sarvice shopping. Individually packaged, preweighed
goods facilitate the tisplay, selection, end purchase of products,
theraby reducing the need for sales clarks.

Packaging manufacturers are well aware of the package’s roles

a drop from 600 in 1940 to about IDG in 1973, while beer consump-
tion has generally ren

Industry says that 1 local brewaries has arisan from
business’ need to achieve aconomies of s n thair operations—
éoﬂl\omu's that can be attained through unified national advertising
. easier access 1o capilal and lower production costs. The

in marketing. A product with an or ir
package is far mora likely 1o attract a buyer rn‘an [ simply- wmn-)ea
product
The multitude of
vidually-wrapped portions, has led o an
of packages on store shelves, a trand whi
Container proliferalion has accompanied industrial conso I‘HID"

rzma.n-r\g brewers say that the disposable bottle or can is integral to
this new pattern, with its large distribution regions: disposables halp
keep costs down by eliminating long retum trips for empties. Critics
wondering about the economics of

long-haul brewary trucks going home complately em stead of
filled with emply botties.

The patiem in the brewing industry is i P
and carbonated beverage bottlers around the 's(n.nrr\.l are Lum
acquired by large nalional concerns, a trend reflected in the figures
on numbers of brewenes, U.5. Browsrs Association, Inc. data show

Packaging Matarial Materlal Consumption,
Produced 1671 (thousand tons)
Paper 27,700
Glass 11,100
Steel T.255
Aluminum 75T

PIIBIFG’
'I‘Olll
Sourcw: EPA.

packaging—saving or waste?
The protiferation of so-called convenlence packaging—ndivid:
ually-wrapped portions, ready-to-eal foods, pop-top cans—arose
ostensibly inresg 10 consumer p for such Is A

Fossll Fuai Total Energy Al Poll.  Solid Waste
perTon Consumed  (bs.per (ibs. per
{Imﬂ BFUI] (milflon BTUs) ton product) ton product)

n.a. 1,130,000 B4 176
14,500 169,342 na .
214,675 242 538
148,850 CO-2900; 788,

Dﬂnu‘.uiales— red mud—
3290
NJ? S!n na

Table 4: Energy consumption and waste generation
1871,




Demography The Beer containers
ant | of |
Percent whas
Product/ Package 1958 1870  Change
{n pounds per capésl)

Dairy
Product Consumption 388.0
Package Consumption 10,6
Cereals, Flour and
Related Products . "
Product Consumption L { . " "
Package Consumption = beverag
Produce 3
Product Consumption
Package Consumption

Mc =l

wd frorm LS. Dey
8, Expenditures, Was

Table 5: Product consumption in relation to pack-
aging consumption, 1958-1870

e
T e

Source: EPA; Research Trinngb Inatitule
Figure 2: Market Shares by Container Types




he beer and carbonated beverage indusines. While these ndus-
have been growing in
ing In number, par capita consur

consumption of beverages. To illustrate, between 1958 and 1969, on
aper capita basis, consumption of bevarages rose 29 p

beverage container consumgtion rose 164 percent. In the sa
period, the average number of filings per container declined from 3.7
to 1.8, (22)

It we break down beverages into two categories—saoft drinks and
bear—uwe see that in the soff drink market, retumable bottles have
held a continually dem g role (from 53.7 percent in 1969 to an

e 34,9 parc n 1978), while, if prasent trends continue,
aluminum cans algne will have increased aimost tenfold during that
same perod, from 1.5 parcent in 1863 to 10.5 parcent in 1878, (23]
By 1985 the siluation will worsen: beer in retumable bottias, 27
percent of the market in 1969 will have sipped to an estimated 17.6
percent while beer in nonreturnable aluminum cans is expected 1o
increase from 7.1 parcent of the markst in 1969 fo 40 percent in
1885, (24)

The sheer volume of bevermge co

Interest in retumable beverage container
has come from the great impact of throwaways on the sol
straam, on litter, and on resource co mption. EPA says that of i
astimated 125 million tons of mun

beer ccm-nneuc. 25,7 percent were soft drink containers, and 3
uor bottles. Furthermore, of those containers, 73.1
1 werg cans, 17 percent were one-way botfles, and 9.9 per-
were returnable bottles. The RTI study goes on io say that
beverage containers constitute batween 20 and 32 percent of all
r by flem count, while the Cregon State Highway De-
ate: at beverage containers constitute about 62 per-

urng counl. (26)

& zeroing in on beer and soft drink
containers and suggests instead a focus on milk containers. En-
vironmentakists, how IO“"L"iI.‘:)’ oportionate volume of the
former in fitter,
discarded an

abatement
anergy and g  are
_'.;Ul"nf;llﬁg most of the IﬂfﬂfE"jn
EPA estimates that it look 6.2 millon tons of glass, 2 i tons of
steal and )5 milion tons of aluminum io furn out the 8.8 mi
beer and soft drink containers used in 1972 (the low figure for
d §) EPA's data also

at baverage co
all glass produced in If

about 8 8 million 1ons (almast 7 percent) c
and saft drink containers. (25) If they went stral it rto 1he waste-
basket or garbage can. perhaps they wol wi be so much the
target of cit government action as they now are, Bul about
one container in four makes an intermediate stop, as Eiter on the
landscape.

A number of studies document the role of different containar ':»Es

A ngle Institute (A1) study for EPA conclu

that of the 2.2 bilon Fttered containers in 1969, 71.3 percent were

all alk (29)

The environmental impacis of the five major beverage container
types is shown in Table 6

The conclusions, 1o be drawn are self-evident: a retumable

baottle uses less energy (even counting in the energy needed o
transport the emplies back to the bottler for refilling) than any other
container ty) S04 l0ss wa C
air and water pollution and produces fewer indusirial sold wastes.

Alater chap) examine just how significant these savings are

Esmviinemntsd mpact

Energy (million BTUs}
Virgin Aaw Muterials (fbs.)
Water Volume {1000 gals)
Watarborne Wi
(mnuh:ludm (Iba, ]
ric. amisalon:
manu) {ios.)
~consumer solld

discarded {cuble feol)

Industrial Solld Waste (Ibs.)

on Resourcs Recoy

propaned by Midweal Re-

sockion Agency, Office of Sokd
-1848

19 tyoe camers are included wish cans.

Tabie 6: Comparison of five ditferent containars
for delivering 1,000 gallons of beverage

4. approaches to source
reduction

Wa beliave that the nation should not wai for & crisis before chang
ing attitudes on effeciive uiiization of materials. improving the ser-
vice parformance of materials must be a nath goal bacause the
el ion of service e of & product stratches supply of mate-
. since if reduces the number of units required par year, re-
duces the growth in the recycling load and thereby the impact on
the environment, reduces energy demand, and may reduce needls
for raw material imports.
MATERIALS NEEDS AND THE ENVIRONMENT
Naronal Commession on Matanals Pofcy

tools for control

Any mandatory source reduction measure—whether it is directed to
an old washing machine or an empty bottle—represents a form of
product control, a measure that, according o EPA, is necessitated
by “supposed lallures of privale market decisions fo evolve socially
optimal product designs including consideration of factors such as
product durability. repairability, ease of material recovery or waste
disposal costs.” (1) Mot all waste reduction measures come about
through government controls; some are the individual decisions of
Indusiries—those facing resource shortages, for example. But most
of the impedus lor waste reduction comes from the potential for or the
threal of government action in the form '|' Ia\-\-s or regulations.

What EPA is suggest L
aoe may be ap;
al or oth




Assuming, then, thal soma product controls (defined by EPA as
an) public policy to regulate the quantity or cnnsumplor' {:I\HHC
duct”) (2 are necessary
3 products, durable or nondurable, should be :
|oct 1o .-;ourc-» reduction measures? How 3.;9& i should s- h moaq-
ures or regulations be? Who sh
applied to 8 specific product,
i ry becauss other prod Is equally damaging 0| e-
ce intensive would remain unregulated, But if conlrols are
-:hea o & product class, regulatio
iministrative nightmare and cr

l .n o de
inciude:

able that could ba
tm of product conb r|_ may be i
Materials and energy intensiveness
2 large quantities of resoun
@ other processes or ofher matel

Product :il sposeb ] Iy Doe:

Does it
18 anvi mnmmr’ If 50
components that *'Uu m

C
1 In some Instances, however, product controls may be
necassary aven if no readily available substitute product exists, e.g
when a product threatens haalth
Assuming a need lor reducing waste at the so there are twa
basic routes for change:
requires changes—changes in design, changes in manufacturing,
changes in marketing and distributian
In the first instance, product reuse, an iam is simply rediied (in the
case of a contair
the item is Ut
reprocessing of the wasts product unnecessary. ftems tha
conssdenad reusable include refillal
ping bags, cloth fowels; napkins and di
lighters and the like
In product redesign the manufactures

ome canning nsiead
rol panels on
smable bottle
reuse and/or limination, in rane
cases—is determined 10 be des how can these
changes ba brooght about? Govemma:
ol tools &t its comman
regulation of the charac
the volunieer level, change is p
ns or by ind =.|r\r and thro
t, industry o cit
nts of e solid waste 3

taxes and Charges
Lovies—whe
and ik

abalement, The ral

with deposits and refunds] is that the environmantal cost could and
should be made part of the product price. Consumers would pre-
sumably choose to buy untaxed substitute products (ones that are
more environmentally sound) to avoid the highar price tag on the
taxed ltem. Anticipating this consumar dectsion, rhs manufacturer
woukd make other chy 15—+ dam-
aging ones—Iog,

The problems surrounding charges of this sor stem from the point
at which the charge is levied, The pitfalls of a weight-based tax are
nowhere better exemplified than in debate over the penny-a-pound
tax, The suggested charge, based on an average wasie disposal
rate of $20 per ton, or 1¢ per pound, would in theory be levied on
producers {and inevitably passed on to consumers) and would pay
lor expanded waste collection and disposal by the taxing authority
Al the same fime, however, it would prompt & manufacturer to
substitute lighter materials 10 decroase the tax payment

It is important io remember hat the weight of an item is not an
accurate indication of its patential for environmental damage of its
resouree intensivenass, The replacemant of glass bottles, for exam-
ple, by those made from polyvinyl chiorides (PVCs) might mean a
lower weight-based tax on the containers, but the lower chame
would do nothing to componsate for or minimize the hazards as-
sociated with use of vinyl chiorids, a known carcinogen. The
penny-a-pound charge might also mean Increased use of lighter
materials with shorter life-spans which might have an advarse im-
pact on source reduclion (see page 21). In those instances where
taxes would encourage longer product ife or increased durability,
such charges might increase the initial cost though not the total-ite
cost of the article
deposits
Another source reduction tool-is the mandatory daposit on certain
products fo encourage reuse. Under this system, the consumer pays
an additional fee at the time of purchase, a fee refunded whan the
empty or used product ks refumed for reusa, refill, or rapair. it should
be nioted that a deposil syslem works only when thers |s a

by which ret b or products can be aMi-

ciently collected and th by the or batther for
reuse.

and o tires an two products suita-
bie for a deposit system. For both, however, establshing the return
system can be logistically difficult

bans

An oulright prohibition on the manufacture of certain products or an
the use of certaln materials in a product is a third way of reducing
WASIE 10r ials use. But with g

bans for health and salety reasons shows that overwhelming evi-
dence is needaed to sustain them, especially if substiiutable products
ara not available (e.g. the government ban of DDT, with subssquent
temporary modifications in the summer of 1974 due 1o pest infesta-
tions). Bocause they have fremendous ummc: on the industry in-
vialved, only be To ,abanis
appropriate only when e damage from even a small amount of one
product plus the cost of raqu\nnon outweigh the benefits from tha
small use plus the cost of imy the ban

design regulation

Tares and bans are reactive measures. Regulation is a different
route by which lo bring about changes in product and package
design. Mandatory design control means that a regulatory authority
establishes specifications, in advance of manufacture, that particu-
lar products or prodoct classes must meet. These can be aimed al
Increasing du!abqhty. repairability, or reuse; or the goal could be 1o
reduce Tescurce or lack of disp Although
there are faw, If any, instances of design regulation based on con-
servation goals, such reguiation could concelvably be applied o
large items of waste. Requiring a manutacturer 1o produce a re-
frigerator whose doors can be replaced, for example, is a form of
design control,

Many paople see design conirol as a desirable way of reguiating
products because govemment intervention does not interlere with
markntlng practices but instead = Emited 10 an action belore the
product s even made. For many in industry, however, design regula-
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ion is af 'sa'en ng prospect buwus-v it places governmant in a
r. The chairman
Tage companies has

. Foderal Trade
Commission, E g |u~,lm‘|on the Consumer
Product Sal ey can be expected vehe-

oppose federal svl ryir in solid waste reduction threugh

ustry 1o rede:
citizen organiz: d industries publish hints for
and businesses on ways of cutfin i o
make such publications a
on widespread cooperation and a high level of
efforis to infl

ners are a response to skyrocke
ils and anergy, soma indy
W growing inlerest in reduction of

@S, drawn up br
ble to many

ight spedl the fail
knowingly undertake nlogr
Crit reled al volunt

of many economists that voluniary measures can have only limited
uselulness, Critics acknowledge the successes of voluntary energy
neervation programs in 197374 bul say that a more fund;

change in consumption habils can come only whan conservation
programs & y o when those wh ve are rewarded
for doingso. In addition; most source reduction effarts are directed lo
cilizens, who are exhorted 1o ¢

pocple leal thit inc

@ will ocour only when um
ant in which busina

five product I::Ilﬂgﬂ"“
NEWSpapers and ﬂlISCE’

les and tires). Table 7 shows

15 use and
in this

% and major household
lly suitable targets for

mber of tiras we discard is

st twice as long. Stesl-belted radials,
anteed tokast for 5t 40,000 miles, have
me of most standard bias-ply tires, and
1 a radial that wil ias
gl Action repors
Pannsyl

75 percent of all tires discarded each year by extending tire lile
to 100,000 miles. (5) OSWMP believes that the number

discardad anr-u.:l'l\.- could ba reakstically raduced by 60 percent. () I|

18 initial cost of radials is higher than that

al-life costis expected to be lass {see Chapler 5,

Bon imar-

andg
be. Rising
fite of dural
high price of new goods, especialty applia _es_lr.s!.m.d of discarding
them, they ans having olde cts repaired
uded in thie durable goods cate
how waste reduction can come
Uniike trends of the 1950s and

Is. car manufacturers have made fewer dramatic de
I5 in recent ye u-\ The simitarity from ye:
CONSUMars i

nundurabfe goods
Az stated p

Ior waste dig '»oec al than do packag

ol disposability, combined with the f

and office wasle pape: e v.-:lea,,m.,g and lucrative than are

other forms of recycling ighly vo
riets), make s wasie o ) ¢ \ require Ins

tubonalized sof JCI'\'"\S dirocted to-

is

plates and cups, and cloth rather than paper
comvenience of many disposabl howewver,

N'l’"m

[-u-m l!unlcllll l'-ma Appheasie Means
Firume Mat Use Lie

Table 7: Targets for source reduction




some confinued use. It appears that only high prices will divert
people from purchasing throwaway goods

packaging and containers

A vanety of ways have been suggested lo curiail the abundance of
packaging (bottles, boxes, cans, cartons, wrapping, etc), including
greater use of larger or reusable packages and less use of packag-

Criticiem arises wi duction are direcled ala
particular package rather than a particular class of packages. This
dilamma |s nowhare better llustrated than in the continuing con-
troversy over beverage containers. When beverage containers were
singled out as almost the sole target of source reduction legislation
introduced in the U,S. Congress, many in industry aftacked the
as unfair and discriminatory; they suggest that it is ludi-

ing materials, Measures lo make pac ort

age manulacturers o use less include taxes on package waight, a

unit tax on ngid containers, a deposit of bounty on reusable pack-

ages or containers, and bans or laxes on u‘SDOsanle pad:ager.
The graatest prob! for pol K

control pi of waste is i wlhch ies, i any

ane mos‘. appropriate to a particular packaging type: Those prob.ams

acho the difficulties associated with vi ﬂud"y’ @very source réduction

mgasure; ann constifutes g of

crous for emvironmentalists 1o ignore other forms of packaging or
aven other durable g:x)ds that -'nray be just as burdensome and jus!
as resource y bottles and cans
still aftract the most s'.terllon and evoke the strnngaﬁ' and maost
acrimonious debate.
A numbar of ways have been suggested 1o reduce packaging
volumes:
Use of larger (and hence fewer) packages A irend to larger
and could reduce { the amount of

2 Heaw showil Kage be singh 1 for.

terials and energy by aging, EPA , for

action? Should source reduction be a.uplled 1o all k
specific package typa?
The entire issue of ovarpackaging is subject to much debate.
of what i packaging vary
widety. Many people belleva, lor instance, that packaging of cosmet-
ics and p is & prime mple of Lo kaging. Multi-
layer, mum media containers (a cannn and calkvma'\a for instance)
are used primarily lo attract consumers, lo glamorize a product.
Packaging, and not the product delivered, has become the “gim-
mick" that attracts the buyer.
Granting that industy is right in saying some multi-layered packag-
ing is necessary for product protection, we can stil assume thal
excossive packaging does exist. According to the guideiines issued

orioa

axampile, that canning all juice in 1971 ino of 1 quart
or larger would have reduced steel consumption for thal particular
container type by aimost 20 percent. (8]

Assuming that similar savings could be achieved lor other pack-
ages, what would be the impacts of reduced convenence pack-
aging? Consumers would find that 1he cost per unit of delivered
products would deckine, but they would also be faced with more
limited choices in the unit sizes available. Initially, Industry would be
affected. Materals suppliers would sell less; package makers woukd
produce lewer .- Product would make a
lower dofiar volume of sal y i consurmer purchasing drop
a result of decreased product choice. Distribution and transportation
ies would be affected, too, although most changes would

by EPA, k may b dered as il the

used are in short supply, if the amount of energy. required Is great In
retation 1o substitutable forms of packaging, it ls are difficult
to dispose of and more satisfactory aifernatives are available, or if
the packaging impedes consumer use of a product (by baing difficult
or hazardous to gpen, for example),
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cinter on mathods of storing and defivering goods. Evantually, I
dustry might benafit as consumer savings are re-spent
Use of fewer layers and ingsinp say
that this policy w:uln be dlremen 'c Ihnse packagﬁs matnre consid-
ared truly and kuxury

Items. Few studies have been conducted, however, that quantify the
resource o energy savings available through elimination of super-
fluous packaging, and many people believe that such reductions
would have primarily 8 symbolic value. The effects of fewer pack-
aging layers would vary: consumers would not be affected al all,
oxcepl. perhaps, in terms of safisfaction accompanying the pur-
chase of an elegant package. Matenials suppliers would sell less to
package manufacturers who, in tum, would produce fewer contain-
ars. It is possible that product manufacturers” sales would decling
minimally,

Reuse of packaging EPA estimates that 90 percent of all pack-
aging by weight is discarded within one year of inltial purchase. (9)
This figure suggests that reusable containers (for exampla, carons

was the norm, whan retuming sofi-drink bottles o get the deposit
refund was every youngster's idea of supplemental income, tend to
think that such systems could work. Those who have grown up since
these homely “separation systems” and “incentives systems”
caased to be, or who are sconomically tied into later amangements,
express doubls about their warkability,
Economic impacts would be serious, since virtually all segments
of the -ncuslnal sector, including retallers, would be affacted by
systems. EFA p: changes in produc-
tion and sales volumes, in amp . in capital re-
. and in the of existing plant

equipment
How can any of the fhree i ? What

and bottles) would aliminate a large amount of ging waste and
would also reduce the resource consumption and emvironmental
impacts of much packaging. It is estimated that reusing 1,000 tons of
corrugated containers five times would use 80 percent less enengy
produce 57 percent less air pollution, 58 percent less water pallution,
and 77 percent kess solid waste than producing and using single-use
comugated containers. (10) Studies also indicate comparable sav-
ings with use of refilable beverage containers.

These benefits the legal, tech and
BCONOMIC impacts of JBUSdbS packaqmg must also be comnﬂer?d
There has been Btile usaof pack-
ages and containars excepl, of course, for certain beverages (boer

soft drinks and milk). Some state laws prohibit refillable containers
lor certain food prodiscts. Technologies to produce returnabla con-
tainers that meet industrial needs as well as federal and siate taws
are fimited, and industry is reluctant to undertake such research and
development. In addition, usa of retumable containers requires that
some system for container return and reuse be initiagted, perhaps an
incentive system (such as refund of consumer’s deposit) ora separa-
s ¥ (where 1he b sets out for pick-up
and redilling)

Those who grew up when doorstep milk defvery in glass botties

or prods can be directed to consumers or Industry to
signal a move towards less packaging or musable packaging?
Twa types of measures—hscal and reguiatory—can be considersd
] Fiscal Taxing k and i by weight
rsee page 16) or unit can somewhal decrease materlals or enargy

[ alter used for or
urlcourage reuse of packages. EPA says thatthe De-\ny-a-DOund tax
would reduce the weight of discarded packaging by only about 4
million lons each year, a reduction of less than 6 percent in total
annual packaging discarded; current energy use for all packaging
could be expected to decline by 1 or 2 percent. A unit tax (Lo. a
unilorm tax on each package, mgardiess of size or configuration) is
axpected 1o have sightly greater impacts on source reduction—
estimated reductions in packaging waste of 4 1o 5 million tons each
year, based on a 1¢-per-unit tax. (11)

Each approach tends to discriminate against one or another kind
of package. As explained earlier (soe page 16}, package weight is
natan accurate indicator of Insull. A taxor
weight would be higher for & retumable glass boltie than il would ba
for an aluminum can, despite the fact that the former is far more
emvironmentally sound and resource-conserving than the latter, The
unit tax, while it avoids the weight pitfall, ignores: the. dissimiiar

2N




camy & 5¢ deposit. Deposits are not required by the law, but it is
assumed that they will be added to tha price of a beverage Io cover

cording
tems inhere
and capabilties of gover
at mus:t‘lxur ET L-ry single

has ror\co |a '.‘S-P. n"-‘lere‘t:m n:w .m'"..nle-a
rug.;lai!uu of certain packages. As a later chapler wil
ever, one state, Minnesota, is atemp! o do pre

beverage containers
il e -

types ol beverage
mandatory deposits, ugh bans on non-
ter taxes. A goneral d
anu cons of ese 86 Oplons can be
discussion will oxplore more specifically the effects of each.
in a mandatory deposit sys cans are nol banned, but the
retaliar s requined to charge a deposit on & ag8 container
purchased and to pay the consumer a rafund on any retumed bever-
age container, whether refilable or not. The retailer then gets a
refund from the distributor when retuming the container for possible
rofill. Though this sys‘e y tors of bottlers 1o
refll containers >ould still discard the refumed cans and bot-
distributors would use refilable containers
to pay the refund on a
throwaway, dispose of the containar and then buy an entirely new
container
A variation of he mandatory deposit concept, whal might be
termed a mandatory redund sy 5 been used in Oregon. The
Minimum Refund Act requires I | beer and soft drink containers
carry refunds, which vary in aunt, depending on the container’s
reusability. Standardized boltles with paper labels
than ane manuiaciurer] have 2¢ .
with parmanan: zl"‘t. identi rsable by only one manufac-
turer), carry 5¢ refunds; Nonrafillable beverage bottles and cans also
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the cost of the refund that the retaler musi pay to the purchasar and

the distr 10 1he e The law requires that the refund value

be clearly marked on each container. Flip-top OpenINgs ON Cans are
ed.

w Oregon law promodes returmable refillable baverage contain-
ers becauss the disiribulor—the final refunder—is unwilling to repay
ratallers for containers that can e used again. If he chooses to
continue use of nonrefillables, he will eventually have 1o raise the

{ the refund he pays out.
less compelitive in

L0

Bunnmg nonrefillables prohibits use of any beer or soft-drink
container that cannot be refilled. This system eliminates cans and
5% bottles from the market, because neither
i using existing technologies, Outlawing non
ables does not necessarily mean that 8 depositrefund system
15t be used, but the bottier lends 1o levy deposits on boverages to

surg That c er is returned for rafill
Varmont enacted a mandatory deposit law in 1972 (eflective
1573) diftering from the Cregon law in that it requires a S¢ depositon
all baar .1:\:J soft drink containers whether refiflable or not. In April

ic binders. When this law
goes into nﬂe'I VPIH\D"R wil Icecor')e the first state 1o have largely
Banned nonrefillables
The third approach, a litter or packaging tax, places a non-
rafundabile tax of ab na beverage container, payable by the
[ 2 purcha ttler or canner) and probably passed
on to: the consumer. Taxes coliected are used to finance kter
cleanup. Many people consider this approach, the one used in
Washington state, to be least desirable becauss it doas nothing o
curb litter or reduce olume of sofid waste generated; rather, it
simply finances clean-up affer the litering occurs. Most important,
however, It does nothing to reduce the malerials and energy used fo
make nonretumabie, nonrefiiabile beverage containers.

5. impacts of source
reduction

Why should one segment of ndusiry be s ubsidized for mai,
ing & distribution system that /5 unsound,

axpensive fo both consumers and rd)’ﬂdy!?.’b and no
interast of the industry as & whole?

N, E Nonon, President

Dv. Papper-Royal Crown Botiling Co.

G Chaist, Juna 13, 1574

Just as gther emdronmental considerations have come under fire

In recent months because of alleged Inflationary impacts, so aso

have source reduction programs been subject o attack, Arguments

against product standards and regutation revolve around the atfact

of such regulaton on employment, on consumer prices, and on

industry investment and operations. As a resull. the conservation

benefits of waste reduction have been obscured by emphasis on is

polential economic impacts

The philosophical argument against wasie reduction is based on
ihe inadvisability of government interference in the marks!

Such intervention is said to be acceptable anly when thera is over-

wheiming evidence demonstrating that & product is dangerous 1o

ﬂe“J(Lt,‘ over "\t,a h hazards from cigareties is

constitutes

g g n health-

y precedent for enacting srringunl

5 based on an argument that a ,art'duc is

‘What makes [t ever harder to quantily the impacis of prodi
regulation is that most studies on source reduction have addressed
the resources issue; ralatively litle work has been completed on
aconomic impacts; Moreover, many of the studies have focused on
vary specific and limited source reduction measures—on beverage
containess in particular—making genaralization difficult

There are three major areas on which & reduction measures
could hava impact, both positive and negative: resources and en
ergy. sofid waste and the ecanomy

resources and energy
¥ pulation programs for durable goods
gy anﬂ materials saving: i}u’ Hitle
ate exactly what they
wu- ild he It also appeaan tnai any savi n;s would be feit in the jo 0
run only, because the transfion 1o . # those changed produ
would occur only gradually, as existing products wore cut and were

however, is available about packaging, It appears that
aging and containers ware pul into genaral elfect
&y get soma significant savings: reduced use of
onergy and materials at both the source and the disposal ands of the
consumar goods stream.
fimates that & national system of return-
=40 i J <|r‘ ly or‘e kind and category of product control—would
have: saved 244 n on BTUs in 1872, (1) While soft drink and beer
3 ANerg o sthan 1 percant of total
annual U.S, Gy r")nsump“on Elruce Hannan of the Center for
Advanced Compuiation at the Uiniver of llinoss says that
annual energy now dverted into supplying beer an soft drinks
throwaway cans and bottles would 5“”"'} all of the slactric:
of F‘ltls:)urqn Baslon, \-\'=s ington, D.C. Jnul :>.1| Fra
about 5 months, or 30 bilk
Drckin: Caoflege, Prisc || Laws adds -nn-
provide al




consumplion curve that ts projected by Industry, potential enargy
savings would hit 421 frilion BTUs in 1980 (see Tables 8 & 9). (4)

Can's projections of anticipated energy use. The savings, which vary
rn::-r minimal {in the case of the retumable glass bottle) 1o large (the

equally important savings are possible. If this calegory of packaging

consumplion could be whittled back to the per capita levels of 1958,

we could save 16.5 million tons of raw materials and more than 753

trilbon BTUs in 1980 thout any paring of growth in usa

{ the products packaged (see Table 10). (5) What would it take 1o

get back to that 1958 level? EPA estimates that packaging would

redirn to 1958 lavels if we made the maximum possible reduction in
llowing for adequate product protect

that had we held ail packaging in 1971 to 1858 per

L ve saved more than 568

an), ane atiributed 1o a number of factors, includ-

Ing reduced uso of raw materials per milkon units (15-20 percent);
resource recovery systems thal process 50 percent of collected
wastes through recycling plants; use of new container manufactur-
ing technologies (water-based and uliraviclet-aired coatings to
o plion}; and reduced use of paperboard

{through elimination aof paperboard outerpackaging for metal and

astic conainers). )

@ roduction measures

2 on are superfluous, since the
energy use<l by one type of can

able to retumabl

reducing paper o<
cant & Y sav

solld waste management programs

equipment needs, all at costs that are continually rising. It is for this
reason that the nation’s cities have actively supported source reduc-
tion measuras: ther is simply too much waste.

municipal colfection and disposal

Waste reduction measures can mean three kinds of savings for local
governments.

[0 indireci costs of collecting, transporting then disposing of wastes
O in reducad need for potiution abatemant from waste disposal; and
O from reduced litter generation

The reasons are avident: as each household generates less waste,
hass trash is collechsd, the truck makes fewar rips to the disposal site

Container Beverage Delivered
L __imiltion ox.3'

An
Prasent Ritumabhe
5) T 5

Energy Required
Per Million Oz.
Imttion STel

and fewor wastes must be buried or bumed. Whather these potential
savings are tumed Inlo actual savings depends, howover, on how
sifectively local government responds 1o changing needs in waste
handiing.

Consider, for example, truck plck-up routes. Even If them were
iess trash needing collection, rucks would still have o make all slops
they presently make. And, despita the fact that trucks might then
need to make fewer runs 1o the disposal site, H is questionable
whather refouting 1o oplimize reduced ibads would actually occur
Carlainly this pessimistic prediction would come trus if a local
amment falled 10 reassass its collection and routing pattermns 1o take
arvantage of sourca reduction benefiis

Energy Saving of All
¥ Consumed  Returnable System
{triflion BTU's) (trillion BTU's)
Al
Fragent Rolurnable
System

263,554

260,989
Aluminum Can 104,338
Bi-Metal
(Stoel) Can 348,775 -

Tol 'I 007,654 -| .DO.? 55"-

54

78
154
430

' Migwost Research Institute. Draft Repor. Base Line Forecasts of Resowroe Recovery.
IMidwest Roscarch Institute, Drafh Roport, Profle Analysis of Nine Bevstage Cantainet Alternatiees,
Source: EFA. Energy Conservation Through Imgroved Solid Waste Munagemeni (SW-125)

Table B: Energy savings of reusable beer and soft drink containers, 1972




g8 would occur anly il there

'._Ju:ern T
the lite

Retumable
Giass Bottle
Ona Way
Glass Botile
Aluminum Can
Bi-Metal
(Steel) Can

Total

r waste ¢

For axample, cutting
in threa 1o the dsposal
it show up immediately

term savings appear 1o be realistic, as local

ns and found

ng equipment prok
c@ can lower dis) L\o:a costs in anoth er

thare would b s nead 1o

ates that an 8 percent reduc-

Beverage Dellverad
(million oz.)!

Frojected
System

205673
365,253

301,998
424,058

1,406,980

Energy Required
Por Million Oz
(million BTU's)

AN
Retumatia
System
1,406,960

1406,980

tion in municipal waste generation could save, on a national aves
age, betwesan S70 and $80 milion in disposal costs in 1885, (17) It
should also be noted that fewer wastes requiring disposal will mean

s leachate from tandfills and less air pol uhion from incinerators

n is als b arply =
OWS 1h4l can and

ll.JuCL

2) AR r'ough this figure i\.rwl\aneeb,
50Me as ! a se the state is sakd 1o have increased its
itter clean-up budget, few people would deny the overall fitter-

reducing eflects of the Oregon law.

Energy Saving
of All

FAetumnable System
{trilion BTU's)

Energy Consumed
(trillion BTU'S)

AR
Projected  Returnable
System Systam
54 259

! Midwest Respasch instiuie, Draft Repon. Base Ling Forecasts of Resturce Eu;wm,c
s, Draft Report, Profile Analysis of Nine Beverage Contalnes Allsmathves
Souroe: EPA, Energy Conseration Through improved Solid Waate Management,

Eiictwast Research inst

Table 8. Energy savings of reusable beer and soft drink containers, 1380,

People opposed io =:] redu_hun programs say, when faced
with these data and assumpti
thara were wide
but the magor moneta:y savings from such resource recovery come
lower waste disposal costs, because wastes still hava to
ad Irom the household and transported o a recycling
| commiinities where a resource recov-
ible because waste generalion is
aste generated may be the anly way

dry system
reducing the amou
to cut waste handling co

resource recovery

Many g sophisticated racovery
systems, say that | f there |f- adaquate recycling we won't need 10
reduce the volume of waste and source reduction is in fact
Inimical to the success of recovery sysiems.

EPA has calculated that m e generation will iIncrease
1o 200 millian 1ons by 1985, { : Congress, EPA
suggests that resource recovery may be viable for the wastes of 20
percent of the population, a figure based on concentrations of popu-
lation and av y of land for disposal sites. On this basis, EPA
estimates that 60 million tons would go through the recys
ass, Ie ;lng ML milkon tons each year 1o ba fhspo S8

will be recycled |wn.
lon 1ons to be L"J 50 nmmere Even with as m
0 i so0ms nesded
Industry also comtends III.‘xtnﬁ.‘-[(! -elh;:ll{)ﬂ would make rescurce
recovery from the municipal waste stream unfeasible: since waste
s and nonferrous metals (and g|<‘l'i<'
2 a Lou I:I L:;c\,rcu

""*"\- A II \o--u waste l"arug,ers tq qu%l.on ‘r'E desirability of

waste reduction- efforts, since those who are planning capital-

nlensive resoUTce recovery

BCONOr ly viable systems. EPA

reductions in waste as high as the fop

United States will still

present time, (15) so that r

EPA has conc uc.mu || t ||.|:|r|: are

.:ard c-\m:}y SOCiale clion than with

g, S a y con‘lu.‘s betwaen récovery and reduction are

10 burn a Isr):lr.- waste projected for 1880, the enar
2 trillion BTUs. Of this {still using 1958 saling} soma
2.4 frilion BTUs would be removed fram nicipal waste
straam through source reduction of packaging. (17) The net energy
available for recycling or burning would still total almost 750 trilkon
BTUs. To this figure can be added the 322 rrillion BTUs saved
h r{_'rll.(b(“ciunck‘\glnr} production, so that overall, conservation

1,000 1 g

2, 1975 said "Weil,
ecychng i a fine |dea, and we don't belite
ncy of rec canters must refy on
‘mes of trash, taxpayers may indesd
make sense 10 design
Accommaods ices, or shouldn't the
amount of waste be cul first? \*are ﬁ'!(‘ more government officials
in this region, in Congrass and intha administrat ~AE GO ]
that the first step i3 source reduction, which includes legistation
embracing a phased approach 1o a relumable-container systam.

the economy

In considari uments based on say-
ste disposal pale be-
uch policies on the
ese alfects will ba. No
ifications is avail-

sonomy. No one can §
solid economic analysis covering all the ma




able, sothere is no way 1o substantiate the arguments on eithar side.
Industry savVETS economic 5,

tal hose disiocations are exaggerated. Industry wamns of the
loss ol jobs. environmantalists point to lar less iraumatic realign-
maents within the work force, adjustments they view as well within our
American industrial mode of continuously changing ogies
and hiring patterns. Mo one denies the potential for disruptions uS
manuiaciure of some containers, packaging and disposable

ucls is phased out. The severity of such disruptions and the abi

Total Conasumplion

at
Total Consumption per capita lovals
(thousand tons)' tons)

the economy to absorb dislocations are subject to much debate, as
ble answars makes
resolution of the source reduction issue difficult,

dislocation
Though valid generalizations are hard to come by, one thing is
certain: particular plants and particular workers, not just abstrac-
1ha economy industry employmant-—are affected by
ular measures.

Potential Energy
Savings with Swmp\mh

L
1956 leveis it ton 1958 lenln
d lons) (trillion BTU's)*

1958 1871 1980 1971 1980

25,043
1660

147,

1871 1980 1980
573.0
(6.0

Table m Energy savings from decreased paclmging materials, 1971 and 1980

(excluding beverage containers)
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Itis probably safe to say g lty that itis of package
and containers {and the makers of paper and plastic disposatues-
that would feal & fough waste prevention program maost. Makers of
the preduct packaged are less likely to experence a loss of sales,
thatugh some predict bad effects if they wore to be forced to prasent
their product in a less “convenient” or glamorous package.

To narrow the discussion (o the ge and container
ndustries, it is easy t0 568 that changes proposed would affect bath

mkers of the beverage and makers ol the containers, but the
disruptions would not be equally shared. The makers of baverage
cans and bolties—both companies and workers—would experience

greater disruptions than the makers of the beverages them-
ives. And it is from the former, theretars, that the opposition ta this
kind of waste prevention ks strongest and mest vocal. Their angu
ments, which deserve serious consideration can only be sum-
marized here. Those wishing 1o pursue them in detail should inquire
i the National Soft Drink Association, U.S. Brewers Association,
nited Steetworkers of America (AFL-CIO-CLC), and the Gilass
Bottle Blowers Assoclation

Mandatory deposits on beverage containers would significantly
decrease their share of the market and thus phase out almost afl
stead and aluminum shipments manufacturing. Data
from the U.S. Department of Co
vesage can use by 75 percent would
metals shipments for this use (18) the greatest decline in
aluminum, since far more aluminum el goes into making
cans, Use of refillables would also afiect browers whu ‘;

Iy, Thay wou r
(shipping beer long distances in one wdv r:onremersl 1o a regional
system.

report contracted for by the state of Oreg
Systems, Inc. (ADS) reporied that prefax prol that state declined
by $7.2 milion—$8.3 milion during the first year the law wa
efiect. (These figures inclu 5508 suffored by bottlers, canners,
brawers, distributors and container manufacturers.) (20}

1974

Alum. 2-plece T.20
Steel 2-pioce agt
Glass non-returnable 4.81
Glass 10-trip returnable 250
Plastic 4.96

Souwrce: Amencan Can Co. “Energy and Technical Development,
1974 brisfing

Table 12: Energy requirements for 12-ounce beer
containers (BTUs per million containers)

”'"“"1..... “s.’:.ﬁ\..%:.- s~ e
"ﬁm_ﬂu
)
- S OCE W OW Wy
18971 244 115 a2 152 566
1880 421 199 753 358 1174

'Em‘ of ol par day equivalen
Source: EPA. Energy Consarvalion Through improved Soid Wasie
Management

Table 11. Energy savings from decreased packag-
ing materiais, 1971 and 1980 (all containers and
packaging)




In 1971

ftrom reduced packeging Consump-

ton to 1958 level (millicn tons)'

lsss: Portion not entering the

wasle stream {milllon tona)

Net amount of materials not avall-

abihe to the tolal waste stream

insn: 26 parcont, the wasls

genarated outside of SMSA's"

Het amount of materials not svall-

able 10 the SMEA waste stream’

BTU's per ton of combuatible mate-

rial (million BTU's) 240

BTU's not avallable to energy

recovery systems (trillion BTU's) 46.8 336 &.-_1'

TFrom Table 10 3

%t was estimated that 30 percant of the paper does not ender the munkc-
pal waste stream becausa of recycing and diversions into ofer wasle
stramma {witter, indusirial washo, scrap, olc.)

21 waa estmaled that 15 paromt of the plastics doas not ender the
municipal n\u\su straam for the reasons shusﬂ n Note 2, abovo.

, it was

that enengy reoonry uieubh only in SMSA's iSlanearu Matropolitan

Statistical Araas), whers economies of scale can be sl

* Assuming paper al 7,400 BTU's per pound and plastic o 12,000 BTU's

por pound

"Thig enesgy “loss” of B24 irilkon BTU s = smallor than the, snergy
savings (322.5 trilion BTU's—see Table 10 from reduced packeging
consumption

Source: EPA, Energy Conservation Through Improved Sobd Wasie
Managamant

Table 13: Impact of

The immediate efect of a ban on nonrefillables would be greater,
bacause cans would be eliminated from the market all al ance. The
beverage can manufacturing industry, with $1.5 in in shipments
in 1871 (21) would be wiped out, as would the presant form of the
beverage canning indusiry,

On the basis of the trends a\.gqesiad above, many industries say

At Source tion by have di
allects on the nation's industry, A l.-:r af vice president of the Ameri-
can Can Co, stated, in testimony before the District of Columbia ity
Council, that beverage container legislation alone would mean the
premature obsolescence of more than $1 billion worih of equipmeant
(22) While the source of this figure is unknown, arguments like
these oftan spell the end to efforts 10 reduce waste al source. EPA
bases Hs support for contral of nonrefilables on its conviction that
any national legislation would provide for a gradual phase-out of

ris, not an abrupt discontinuance. Some advocates point out that it

ight be easier for the indusiry to adjust to a national law with
ar un-ms‘. teatures than to state- by-state legisiation.

The impact of redesigning products is even less easy fo forecast
Presumably, longer-lasting products mean fewer and less frequent
replacaments, but it is difficult to ascertain how affiuent consumers

d respond 1o longer-ved products. Wi f
hn pe 10 buy new and more mudwn appliances before (H‘JE ones
have outiived thair
&rs doas ocour, itls aly to maan thnl al argn—prm:n. tion of d
goods will reach the secondhand market because of o
durability and repairabiity. Manufacturers’ production levels nugnl
bie lower, but the profit per unit would not necessarily go down: Botter
built products would command higher prices. Theay woul
quére batter workmanship, which might increa
wages

employment
As with disrool

al oulput, about un:

on potential recovery of ene«g\r fram sclid wasle
30

Impacts are based on speculation and guessing. The

specter of plant shut-downs has tended to ally many segments of
d labor with mar in G source
measums.

Some employment impacis are readily visible: it a plant is shut
down because a specific product ks banned outright, then obs
lost can be sasily counted. i plant output is reduced, |ay-offs may
follow, But, looking at the work force as a whole, reduced amploy-
ment in one sector may be offset by increased amployment in
another,

On tha basis of data from the Research Triangle Institute (RT1),
EFA gs! ’malos for example thal a federal law for mandatory de-
posits will reduce the container industry workforce by aboul 60,500
uﬂr::mb \r.rtudll',' all-of th em skilled workers Ernplayrn:u—l in the

tribution s e gimul-

taneously by aboul 60,800 workers, most of them unskilled. (23]
These ligures suggest that a shil a mandatory deposit system
ay mean uaily no change, nationally, in the number of jobs. It
should ba noted, however, that labor income would drop, because of

bly opposed 1o beverage container reguiation; giass Dottle Diowers
have been loss adam 1 their response. Some retail clerks’ locals
have supported such measures, because stores would have to add
about one-hall employee to handie retumnables: other clerks’
focals have objected
f source say that use of reluma-

bla packaging will actually help spur employment, bEcAuse less
skilled workers, among whom unemploymant is high, will find new
jobs available. Industry’s and organized labor's arguments canter
around the need % maintain and hopel kil

lavels in 1 Al the same fime, hawever,
|mu<-r,« also says that labor costs must ba cut back in th
field. Bath needs, industry says, can be achieved by producing and
using more packaging.

tax revenues
The revenues collectad by all & of government 1o subsidize
public service needs may be affected by certain waste reduction

the change in the types of jobs— skifled Iworkers to un-
skilled bottle handlers and bottle washers.

The Applied Decisions Systems, Inc. (ADS) report of the Oregon
exparience is inconclusive on the law's employment effects. Be-
tweean 340 and 427 jobs wene allegedly lost—200 to 265 in glass and
14010 162 in cans. Batwean 175 and 200 new jobs were reporied to
have been created, resulting in a net loss of betwoen 185 and 227
jobs, Itshould be noted, however, that only 19 percent of netall stores
polled responded 1o the consultant’s questionnaire, and it is in this
sector that most new jobs were to have been created, Moreaver,
ADS did not count trucking labor, another sizable segment. (24)

How one feels about the confroversy surrounding the jobs ques-
tion depends on one's vantage point. Certain source reduction
measures will indeed cause employee disiocations, but new jobs will
also be created. The nuances between types of joba lost or created
has led to some disagreement among kabor unions directly affectsd
by souwrce reduction. Steelworkers, for example, have been inallera-

@3 ; butimpacts will vary, depending largely upon the kinds of
tax losses.

Industries whose equipment becomes obsolete, due to a phasing
out of plant operations, atter a particular waste mduction measura is
implemented, will ba able to depraciate that invesimant mose gquick-
ly, thereby reducing taxable income. If wages decline, parsonal
income tax revenues will necessarity decline as well. EPA estimates
that mos! tax ixsses will occur during the period of i arsnlmn Iol-owmg
enactment of source redu
aventually level off as new plant sq._upmur\l is Llult‘nd:i(ﬂ Sﬂou'u n
ma '\:I..Ior',l deposit s,aslem for

be sl in rewver L‘Sd pring the f first Yo
production was eliminated and beverage sales dachine
cent. (25) W cans are not eliminated, and If sales remain stable, the
decline will be less
It s uncertain how much tax reveniue boss would be offsel by
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reduced need for litter cleanup, reduced nead for poliution abate-
ment and by reduced waste collection and disposal costs.

sales volume
Source reduction policies will have differing Impacts on sales, de-
pending on the type of product and the type of regulation used, A

cosis about $45 plus fax. (28) A $55 radial, guaranieed for 40,000
miles, ends up costing about $.0014 per mile, and with reasonable
care may last wall beyond the guarantesd mileage. A 545 bias ply
tire, which may last 30,000 depending on driving habils, tire care,
&tc., ends up costing between $.0015 and 5.0018 per mile, or about
$4 o 516 more par 40,000 miles of driving than the radial. Thus while

system of mandatory deposits may lead to slightly baver-
age sales, since there may be lewer sales cutlets (Le. fewer vending
machines, or stores unwilling 1o handle retumed containers) or con-
sumers may switch 1o beverages lor which thera is no deposit (such
as |uice, wina or hard bquor), No one knows whaother such a shift is
likaly 1o occur. Skyrocketing sugar prices, which drove up the cost of
carbonated beverages, appear 10 have causad no reduction in their
salos. MAI's study for EPA estimates a 4 1o 8 percent decline in
beverage salas. Held against an annual growth rate in the industry of
B parcent, that means no change In sales growth or one year of no
growth with subsequent years growing at present rates. (26)

Reports differ on beverage sales in Oregon. Industry describes
dire results; highly optimistic raports coma from EPA, which found no
change in sales volume. One of the most recent studies, by ADS,
says that sales of beer and solt drinks did not grow but, on the other
hand, did not decline either. (27) There appaars to have been no
Impact on baverage salos in neighboring states.

Non-packaging items to which source reduction measures are
applied may lare differently, il products last longer (such as tires or
appliances), fewer replacements will have to be sold, but there has
been litthe quaniification of actual sales impacts. Again. higher retall
price lags may offset sake of future itams.

prices

How source reduction measures affect the cost of items will depend
on substitute products and on industry and consumer responses. A
1op quality steel-belted radial tire, for example, costs $55 (plus
federal tax) in Washington, D.C., while a top-of-the-lina bias ply tire
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1he longar-tived product ks initially more expensive, its longer life—
one that ks ety ﬂ I y sfightiydass :

The i hile goods in a sourcn reduct
ecmoﬂy then, s hlg!\ar |n|t|a| costs that are likely 1o produce
savings for the consumes in [hu Iclng term. In the matter of beverage

the casa is diffe ga in a refillable container will
probably cost less than the same quantity in a throwaway.

Linder a mandatory deposit system, there might be an increase at
the outset, io offset the cost of new plant equipment and increased
handling, but these increases would ba added to the currently lower
price of refurnables. EPA estimates that the unit price of a baverage
would still be at least hall a cent lower than the current nonrefillable
price. (29) The ADS study on the Oregon experience bears out this
pradiction. It indicates that the price of beer did nol increase overall
as a resull of the law and that the cost of soft drinks went down by 5
perceant. (30)

There are two under which could con-
ceivably pay higher prices for beverages in retumables: first, il the
consumer chose not to return the empty container, thereby losing the
daposil; second, if the bever ags lnclusd-y decided to raise prices o
protest g ge containers.

Shortly atter enactment of \hu Vermant beverage container law,
the price of beer and soft drinks rose, raising questions as to whether
such a price increase was dus o generally rising costs or fo an
indusiry atternpt to discredit the law. Investigations by the stale's
atiomey general have thus far indicated no such intent, but price
manipilation remains a threat in a jurisdiction contemplating packag-
ing regulation,

6. industry activity

& you fo deal with environmentalism using the same zeal with
i marked your products—aor s new form af competition is
going o take your markel from you. G + e O

redesign of products and packaging
Every American is famifiar with the cardboard barrels of chicken and
boxes of han gers that aro thae trade -food industry
Because of its relance on packs

viropmentaism it's basically the same for your industry. It's

potentially explosive and it seems to stem lom an unanalyzed

dissatisfaction of & segment of American peaple—and much of it
directly against the business community. it's & conflict business
must win for the good of our country. The peopis who out of igno-

6 OF possibiy action In their own social ence seek fo
destroy of T underpinmings of our
sociely—our counliry—and thus negate all our spccesses since this
Nation began.

ik W. Considing, President
National Gan Corporation
Oclober 5, 1870
Whila discussing the sévens z,r'\n,y 'sl-or <l<]l.$ during winter 1973-
74, one EPA o 1 dant enargy cr-'m.er.'?-
IOGTAMS ware 5] W ¢ migh Tust costs

industry’s uncartainty over whether adegu
sa, Industry-sponsored programs to cut
se and product wasle have aiso arisen from ins €l|4ﬂr

nS@rve o
has prom
jon messures.

ly. indusiry has also been motivated by a desire fo guist
he interest of government and the environmental movamant in
jon programs that ture. There is far

in resourca and energy consarvation
PYOAC are baing ..L-' eioped by various indus-
and r-acnac‘ ng red zource recovery, litter pre-

,-and was

ales from the two largast
obvious target for source . Deg asitdoes
on its ability fo prepare and serve inexpensive food that can be eaten
in the restaurant or carried oul, its basic system of food delivery relies
heavily on the use of throwaway packaging, That use is extraoedinar-
Ity large, One estimate puts the 1973 dizcards for the fast-iood
Industry af 1.1 billion tons of paper paclﬂqlng and 72,000 tons of
plastic packaging. The paper packaging wa
constitute 2.5 percent of all paper packaging
plastic packaging in the municipal waste siream a\nc e.m"e 'h.s
dusiry is growing at the rale of 10 parcent a year. we can axpect
these packaging volumes 1o grow accordingly.

This kind of res: nd waste generation has led fo inten-
sified afforts to c ast-foods packaging. The impetus
towards ¢ &5 not om governmant bul from

ry &2 well: as one of the largest buyers of packa,
the industry a strong practical inferest in holding down casts.
stry have organized a lask
. Sludy packaging vation measures, and 8
survey of industry programs and policles Is now underway.

McDonald's, for example, has afready redesigned and is now

ontainer for ona food it offers and is now testing a naw
oods as well, Both containers use less paper, and one
outer wrapping. The company is

dop a way 1o defiver an unboxed sandwich to thé

< the chain has started to 'apla.:n.-' TOWE JH\.' cardboard

t Jated sithar the amourt
n materigls and enargy or the cost of such

33




glossary

BTUBraish tharmal Linit A unit of heat reguired to raisa the lamparature
of oo pound of water one degres Fahranhai

1 batrodoll = 5.8 milkon BTUs

1 klowat-hour slectncity = 3,413 BTLUs

BOOE Barmols of ol per day squifvalent

sl Including
appliances, fumitur and tins
Energy recovery Any system by which waste is uilized for its fusl

witlue, Washes, uSually the organic porion, can be bumed descty or
converted to uel oil or gas.

Poliution intensivenass The extent to which a product or material
ey poliution, bbcinse of i1 hXITRCHON, (FOCESSNg.
disposal

, misnadnctune of

Primary enorgy use Enargy darived irom basic fuels (ail, gas, coal}

Product i
Immnwl'lwmwmn its mandactye of Ianwoohﬂgufml\ﬂ.
mone gasdy repairabie or less susceptibia fo stylo changes.

Product reuse Reusing a8 product hal has been discamdod without
Teprocessing o,

T of & product’s or matorials use of
mistarials of enangy In A% exirecon, processing or manutactis.

yellng Process in which valinbile matorals ase axtracied from the

Inorganic wastes Wastes derived from i ism. primanly
minerabs. Consist of metals and glass.

Laachate Liquid that fisers through solld waste or athar medism and
has extracied matorials from . Oftlen ends up in underground walers|
fray b baxic

Municipal wastes or pomwunm wastes The solid wasto ganer-
activities. not y handied

ated by
by 0 municiality

Nondurable goods Products, exchuding conliners and packaging.
thal are designed for single o short-use. Include NEWSDADErs, MagE-
Tinan, paper pled, paper fowels, wic.

o wantes Those wasibd that s derived from Ham,w arms
BN contain carbon compounds. Consist of paper, tebric, pi
wastes

Proany-a-pound Proposal lor @ 1nx, levied point of production. o
cover collection and disposal ol & product based on an averige
rate of 520 por fon for 18 per pound)

sokd washe sttgam and then Wliized either in onginal or changed form.
Most oquendly mcycling is retuming & maberial into the process by
which i was first lormed (Lo, waste paper inla paper making, crushed
glass [cullet] imo glass i

Sanitary landfill Enginoured mathod of land disposal for wastes in
wihich Irash is compacted and coversd with 8 dirt. Site can be used for
other pupases a8 v b
means of land disposal, although lnachate may cormaminate p-wne
watr

s=ll|’1l“imlr\' Alsa caiod the secondary mudeials industry. Inchdes
and usovs of waste matesials.

Shipment value The salos vakue of # product being shippad frem the
manufactures to thi dhatritnsor ar seler

S down on matarials of gy uned m praduct
mandRchiring, of reducing the lotal amount -;I waste gonermted

Yard wastes Plant cutfings st tremmings, including lesves, brane
e,

programs 10 the company (or to the consumer). Bul Burger King,
another large chain, astimates it has c.;t packaging use by 20 per-
cent as aresull of new p forfood used within the

duce wastes through product redesign, In any case, the nation's
economic downium, with reduced capital available for industry in-

restaurant. {3

Mos! resistance to packaging changes arises because many
chains’ packages are their tradermarks. To do away with a readily-
identifiable package, no matier how materlals intensive it ks, seams
disastrous to the company. In addition, whil In industries may be
willing to revise some pach L 1 Y P
of packages—ior example, individual boxes for hamburgers—are
essontial to keep the food hot and Iresh. EPA asserts, however, that
the efficacy of the boxes for that purposa is debatable and that
marketing dectsions may motivate use of extraneous packages. (4)

It should also be noted thal some packaging reduction is pro-
hitited by law. The Food and Drig Admi ation, for examph i
not permit Kentucky Fried Chicken to ship poultry in reusabl
lainers. Sinca that chain uses 9 percent of all pouftry raised for meat
in the United States, (%) its huge packaging requirements cannot be
reduced by reuse until the FDA changes the rules it now considers
necessary. There appears to ba no effort underway, from any direc-
tion, 1o comvince the FDA 1o amend 1 rules

As was noted earber. a number of industries say that they will
redesign products to meet soclal and environmental needs without
he government requiring therm to do so. American Can, for example,
recently introduced a new can, Miraform Il which i5 said o ba about
15 percent lightor than conventional two-plece seamless cans. (6]
The can, made of um or steal, & expected to save 400,000

of raw materials annually. (7) S riy, Reynolds Metale Can

ision has developed an aluminum can that is 7 percent lightar
than cans now in use. According to Raynolds, energy used to pro-
duce each can would be about 5 percent loss than is currently
needed, and to this would be added the savings achieved through
transportation of Eghler cans. (8]

Thers is litle information about other effors by Industies io re-

. has slowed research and development ganen

resource recovery
Industry. ta d in of systems b
resource recovery from solid NdS!E Amang the companies invoh .rou
in resaarch and development for racovery of materials and energy
are soma that are respanding to growing pressures to reduce wasta
created by thalr own products. The rationale of these indusiries |s
that they, particutarly the packaging and container seciors, will be
subject to lass critictsm if they devise and help communities estab
lish recycling systems. Container producars recognize that bever-
age conlainers might nevier have been singled out if waste manage-
systems had been adequale
e Natiopal Center for Resource Recovery (NCRR) was or-
ganized in 1870 by nduslry and labor as a nonprofit corporation to
study the nation id waste problems and develop solutions
through implementation of resource recovary. NCAA is directly sup-
iee and several labor unions. On NCRR's board
ors are executives of PepsiCo., Inc., the United Steabwork-
©r5, Anhouser- Eubcn I'||:: Procter and Gamble Co,, ALCOA, LS
Steel C ation, B ich Co.. and C ~an, Inc. (8)
NCRR r‘nS hadar -rm,m part in the planning and development of
NS resource recovery facility. As a research organiza-
tion, M‘F\F‘ has taken a w stems appeoach to sl. it waste mdn‘igc
hes s project will be “a prolotype facility to
25 strung on line,” NCRR
its own furms some of the risk of the still RAD
' thare. (10)
The New Orieans plant, whose tofal cost is estimated ai $5.7
miillion, is designed lo process aver 650 1ons of waste daily (about
half of the: city's solid wasta), from which it will recover farrous and

35




nonferrous metals, glass, and soma paper. The city of New Orleans
will pay a dumping fee of $10.95 per fon but is expecied to recoup
some of thal cost by sharing in the profits from the sale of recovered
matarals. (77) The city now spends more than $15.00 per lon 1o

ns resource recovery system will be capital inten-
sive and privately financed. It will require a substantial investment by
NCRR and by Waste Management, Inc., 1he company that has won
the contract to bulld and operate the plant. The city's contract with
Waste Management states that “if the quantity of recs werabla re-
sources in the solid waste delivered by tha city or its delivering agent
is significantly reduced as a rasult of laws or ordinances passed by
the city the city shail provide off-sefting adjustimenis to the
- ion to tor the corporation’s loss of IvaPry
revenue.” (12) As NCRR explains i, the clause ¢ d from the
contract will protect the investment i the facility by giving some
assurance ol 1he guantity of recoverable materials; “without the
assurance of products through thies system, amoun abor needed,
cost of equipment thera woul way to formulate operating
cosis, revenues, elc.” (13}

The desire of Waste Management, Inc. and NCRR, who have their
money on the line, for a steady Nlow of solid waste is entirely under-
standable. Tha ste of the companies and labor unions repre-
semed on NCRR's board of directors for laws and ordinances that
would cu back solid waste generation is alse understandable. But

7 New Orleans 1o see that the minimum
‘rcwra"ﬂe materials remains approximately tha &
g waste reducing measures and,

0 -
In & sense, wil institutionalze waste gene

An Amesican Can Company subsidiary, Americology, Inc., Is mar-
kating a mechanical wasta separ stom that will recover fer:
- te from maxed
racticon of tho waste
. (14) In January 1975 the city of Milwaukee signed a $15
million contract with American Gan for a 1200-fon-per-day resource

recovary system whose refuse-derved fuel will be used by the
Wisconsin Electric Power Company—about 800 to 700 tons per day
The entire tal investment {§18 million) will be supplied by Amai-
can Can, who will own and operate the facility and sell the recovered
aterials. The city has the option, at the end of five years, of buying
D|d'|| and engaging American Can 1o operate it. The plant wil
the city's solid wasts and will reduce It 80 percant al a cost
y more per 1on than the city now pays for landfilling. The
ity will shara in ths proceeds from sale of recoverables, and thal
share will be increased later if the city becomes the plant owner.
contract between American Can and Milwaukes contains a clause
siating that the economics of the contract are based on presant
propartions; if changes that affect the economic situatio of
ry of materials or energy ara imposed by statute, tha contl
will be renegotiated
Resource recovery is desirable '.-_,x.e Recycie?); about this there is
no guestion. But the optim i
of tha waste stream that can be re uN’G and apply MSoUrCE recov-
s lechnologically sound recyching systoms

fact take : B mecovered materials rer

markels depressed, sophisticaled resource recovery ]
Ingless without stock; g. Resource recovary ameliorates u\\\sif\.‘or
materials and energy, but only after resources hava been exploited.
And the dependence on resoul BCOVEry alone craates no motiva-
tion for & company to reduce the quantity of its packaging. adop!
reusable containers, or redesign its product.

litter reduction

Originafly, industry’s approach to waste prolifera , particularty of
packaging and containers, concentratad on Htter ention and
cleanup. Some indusires continue 1o s jon is the
preferable way to deal with solid waste, a way 1ha

and ragulation, will not atfect the aconomy. The n. .sanreof.! ar, the

srage containers in kter, and the fact that litter has
od consideration of beverage Conlﬁ.ﬂef logistation have led
ustry to support anti A tamiliar one & buil

around the slogan, "People Start Pollution; People Can £
ne. (KAB) in b‘:mcu':}r has nmrhﬁq'zen
r. KAB and rala!
zations try to teach muglq not to iter .;nc to inform them about the
need for proper frash desposal. KAB Im& rlso devel on d an Acflr.n
ch Mo

Keep America B

5! l{,r vis: n.l..}-
would ne reduced by at leas B T RAGE » along
wasures such as fina
a tér control officers a
locations .:o.;l\, also be expec itter up lo a iotal amoun |
of 78 percant.” (15) KAB's bo .rrl of directors m-\
et from
having preatest stake in the be ze'=qe an
(e.g. American Can Comparty, the Brewers Association, Continen|
Can Cor Reynolds Metals and Coca {.m‘ among
lors, KAB's position reflacts continuing de vaness foward al-
ts 1o reguiate containers

waste control

A very limited number of businesses have underaken voluntary

programs to reduce matedals and energy consumption and cul

down on waste genaration. Red E.)m.l Food Stores, a chain of 130
ts in Minnasota, Wi hi , North Dakota,

So it Dakota and lowa, has indiated an expenmental “waste con-

trol’ program thal encourages products and packaging reuse

whenaver passibla. The ~Bring 'Em Back and Save™ program operat-
ing in 12 stones urges shoppors to relum used shopping bags, egg
carlons and milk containers for refill and reuse. The siores give
customers 2¢ for avery shopping bag, 3¢ for every egg carton and 4¢
tor every refillable milk container retumed. Red Owl estimates that
an B-week axparmental program saved 5.5 tons of packaging. (16)
ging less malenais-consuming habits and

at reflect conservative use of materials and

woduce

do bkowise, Simikarty, wh
mental plastic salt container o replace a paper one, the cha
convinced the manufacturer that the plastic container was supertil
ous and it was withdrawn from the market. When one dairy intro-
duced & nonreturnable plastic milk container, Red Owl refused to
carmy the product until the dairy prepared an environmental impact
statement outlining the new container’s effe d waste genera-
tion, energy and materials consumption, and paollution. (17)
Despite their apparent success, Red Owl's programs: have not
bean widely adopted, bul one of is executives, Alan K. Greene, is
hopatul that his company’s awareness |s slowly influencing othar
food stores. Whike the industry, under the umbrella ol the
| Association of Food Chains, continues to oppose retuma
erage container lagislation, Greens balieves that the frade
association is becoming lar mone folarant of dissenting views among
its members and is lar more open 1o Implementing rosource-
conserving policies. (18}
Graana pointed out that the company's policies are based primar-

My on Busin
exist in some execulive suites, s not a powerful mativating factor for
business. But in at least some cases—perhaps in more cases than is

now recognized—what is best for the and tha anvinon-
mend may also be best for business.




gislative approaches
g 1 has been s.'ow;:-

ands are a spe
about our syster

ation have
degrees of

the federal role
Since many people believe that tar-reaching waste pravention will
come about only with a uniform national policy, pressure on the
Congress to enact source reduction laws is increasing. During the
at least a haif dozen bills dea @ rod

tian were infroduced. The bills fell generally into two categorie:

The first, the o bills,” were attempls 1o Institule the use of
retumable, refi ;cq L werage containers on a nationwide basls.
Mast proposals were modeled afier the Oregon Minimum Refund
Act and, as a mafter ol fact, wera |r-‘mdu|:,ul. by me
gon's House and Sen:

Hearings on one such proposal nu.", heid by a Senate subcomimit-
ted, Dut The bill never reac

The second approach o source reduction legislation came as parn
of several genaral sofid waste bills introduced in both houses. The

38

NEw energy sou

into the solid waste s

scussion showed, —nrgh ng oul spe-
@ clagses of pro

y P
lJf("n’f" authorzation :iw the Salu., Wash

the 83rd Congress can be
naticn’s falleting Bconom

plate any e
mpact on employmenl and production was & best uncertain
C al, a fear fueled by testim oferad al the

BOes wore also 0«.'
the fact that energy

ar'ﬂed what thay called
pment of
In this ﬁrmrnp hera, a
res were ignorad

1 shoubd ba noted that public pressune for source reduction meas

ures was virtually nonesdstent. A numbar ol environmental and citi-
zen organizations actively supporied the programs, but, by and
large, public apathy meant that congresamen fefit no push for com-
prehensive solid wasle lagisiation. Tom McCall, former govemnor of
Oregon and the man who actively worked for passage of the Oregon
bottie law, points to the evident need for public .
matier g the {

In whal was a_surpr o many, two federal agenc ¥
sl.gponed attempts to restrict the uso of 'I'mws\-\-a s, EPA =nr£ tha

gihened recently by addi b
flip-top cans and plastic binders. South
iz the only other state with a boverage container law.
als before other state legislatures to reduce wasie gene
tion did not meel with the 2ame success as those of Oregon, Ver-
ment or South Dakota, Bottle bils wera introduced in about 40
states, but none was enacied.

Naw mpls 1o pass e laws are expeciad in 1975, not only In

stales where there were previous efforts but in others as well
Only one state, Minnesota, has or-«clfvu a law reguiating all new ar

S04 EPA onthe
ba : of mr‘s s,turJ s '\.w; .ru.:J\_n' L\rc,wdeo tnc— fued for the 94th
f:'!f.n‘PSS' source reduction proposals

state governments
In the absence of federal legisiation, several states have enacted
8 , but, aswith federal legislation,
successes have been lim r\d becauss legistators fear the economic
impacts of source reduction. To this reluctance musi be added a la
of nuIJIK‘.Suu;xJ that effective source reduction
emment
O ec":un s, r>l course, the state initiated waste reduction
bottle law, Governor -\|‘bdll racollecting his ac-
during his two ierms in office, has called the law “a
1o the national disease of overconsumption,” and he
viows that law as the most important of the state's many environmen-
1al accomplishments.
Vermont's "bottle bill” has met with kess acclaim, due primarily 1o
the language of tha law and o #s relalive nowness, (A number of
chalienges to tha law’s constitubionality delayed its implementation )

packaging ntre 3 The state’s poliution
control d@er y (MPCA) nas;rc-r Reguiations for Packaging
the procedures by which the acoeptability of new
@5 can be determined. The rules state that the
ages with existing ones o with alter-
‘malerial and energy
wironmental impact and
v people ol the state.” (3) All packag-
|'.q| subject 1o wed In light of potential loxicity or
harm: energy and m,\lnrmls usa, particularly of SCarce or nonrenaw-
abie resources; recyclability, and im mers, labor and
stry. If alternativi
anilabh, e ¥
proposed package, The rules ware recently approw
attormey genaral and went into effect January 1, 1
agency is appasently inadequately statfed to handle all
vaview
It is difficult to predict what actions states will take during the
coming months, i recent survey of all states’ solid waste pro-
grams by Washe Age magazine has revealed a definite interast in
e reduction, State officials were asked it what they thought
nities in solid \uaslu management should ba and were
gwen achaoica of options such as linancial and technical assistance:
urce reduction was mof included, but responses non




] aderal solid wasta
siich ag these indicale a growing awareness on the pan of
4 foor uniform national source reduction

local governments

A small number of cities and coun.-;s around he couniry have also

aryland, recanthy up
oudaun County,

to enact local
aws admit thal
iSeAl o k jants on waste
ocal approac iy
genaration of
reduction

8. EPA’s role: source
rerju tion program needs

we must saek o
we generate, We
05 of our

A ussell E Train, Admini

8 SOUrce reduction meas-
pfora they are implemented, but t
asible now,

of EPA, urged
nce EPA

CO0] import:
orts to reduce -A.H%IB \,f"efa‘ 0N
consumer educanun

vernor MoCals : anviron-
ens 'O

usa, 50 there has also bpwn a I ted attempt o con-
s 1D advertisa the energy and reso
menrs of olher products X
paars distant, how
How effective can such materials and energy labeling progr
be? Public response is obvio dependent on many factors. We

can assume that greatest demand for and attention to labeling will
come from those segmants of the population that are environmen-
tally aware. Wi F changes in
forthcoming, howaver, If the prices of iems reflectad their true re-
source and environmaental impacts and costs.
“fawboning" with industry
The fast food indusiry's program on materials-use reduction arose
as a result of joint efforts 1o develop source reduction approaches
acceplable 1o govemnment and industry. Gentle persuasion may be
the most desirable strategy at the present time and indesd may be
the anly type of program loreseeable iol the -mar future. EPA antici-
icizi I and plans
lo issue fact sheels on source reduct-nn developments in industry
during the coming months
y and | lative
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9. the role of the public

After Hiroshima it was obvious that the loyalty of sclence was notfo
humanily but to tnith—its own truth—and that the law of sciance
was not the law of the good—what humanity. thinks of as good,
maaning moral, decent, humane—but the law of the possible. What
it s possible for science to know sciance must know. What it is
possibile for technology to do technology will have dona. The
frustration—and i is a real and debasing frustration—in which we
are mired taday will ot leave us untld we belleve in ourselves agam,
assume again the mastery of owr ives. the management of our

Architiald MacLaish SATURDAY REVIEW

Oct, 14, 1967
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EPA says its interest In source reduction |s maving steadily from a
single-1arget approach (beverage containers) to the more ganeral
product design level. If govemnment intervention in the market place
i8 1o occur, it may be most feasible af the design stage rathar than at
thix stage wh extemal constrainis must be placed on this product

or relumable or reusable product
Inan anich in the New Yorker, Richard N. Goodwin points oul the
of this kind ol argument. The aulo Industry, according to
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{1) What has happened in terms of throwaway products (s thal
mnsamu's have been inculcated wilh a kind of throwaway value
sysiem. Having coma to expect cartain articles, peopla do not clamor
for allernative products, which could b far mone conserving and
protective of the environment

Recognition of our wastefulness will force us to reassess virualty
all our activitizs and demand the end to the throwaway ethic. \Jndu

shoppers drove to stores, This success can be explaned by the fact
that innes-city residents made frequent, often daily, trips to stores
and would always carry empty bottles or used shopping bags with
them. In addition, the bounty on bags, sgg canons and boitles
encouraged many people, primarily children, Io activaly seak dis-
carded products which they then returned for a rebate

When consumers are able or are required 1o buy returnabiles, their

the priesent system aach imposas his

casts upon the rest of society, an act rational from the individu,
viewpoint but irrational and inefficient from soclal viewpoint
Energy , food st ges, resource shorages, and & fragile
aconony will force uq to redirect our priorties, Reduced conveni-
ence may ba relatively painless tothe

has been lavorable. A report on Oregon’s Minimum Re-
fund Act by Applied Decision Systems, Inc. (ADS) said that 80
percant of all persons polied by the firm stated that Oregon's law had
not inconvenienced them or else was worth the inconvenience be-
cause of reduced Efter. (2)

It should ba noted that even if a consumer wishes to buy returmnabla

During hearings on conk sgveral
container mmum,turws hinted at the specious argument that
source red are an ol upper middie class
environmentaks!s. Use ol retumables was said 1o place an onerous
burden on the poor of the inner cify since maost inner-city residents
walk to stores and will therefore be forced to camry heavy bottles back
and lorth, In addition, container companies said that if prices for beer
and soft drinks were higher, because a deposit had been added to
the basic price, the innercity resident would again be discriminated
againsl. Wamings that source reduction measures are inharantly
elitist, i net racist, have detered legislalors who might otharise
suppor such measures.

Industry arguments such as these are difficult to substaniiate.
F'o::lplu who walk 1o and from stores now muﬁ‘ carry filled cans or

The Red C«'I &.
s roaso
0" program w
a% and kast suce

age containers he often is unable to do so. In a survey of
Washington, D.C., Environmental Action, Inc. found that less than 15
percent of 381 quor stores sold beer in returnable botties, and these
containers could only be purchased by the case and were not dis-
playad on tha shelves, (3] Sin , many supermarkets do not carry
carbonated beverages in retumables of carry only a limited selection
of brands In retumnables. And vending machines are increasingly
dominated by beverages in cans. Disparities batween the price of
refillables and throwaways arise onfy because of the deposit that s
added to returnables, Sinca the consumer gets-a refund for ail
emplies retumed, retumabiles in the end cost no more than non-
returnabies. A swilchover to reusables may actually lower beverage
cost. The same Washington survey found that a case of beer in
ables costs & than a case of throwaways. (4)
| inequitios

cturers mll.r-\:g!\.- g
ake guarantees, some do 5o

10. a final word

i his book, Future Shock, Alvin Toftler characterizes th @ abundance
of products availabie to consumers as “overcho But many
people—and not just labor and indusiry- disagrea, Do we as
a nation consume and waste too much? Mus! we eliminate cartain
practices and products bacausa of their ramifications? These are in
some respects phiosophical questions requiring philosophical an-
swers. But there are also factual answers, substantiated by data,
that may indeed point to the need for reducing consumption

The question of costs and iradeolts, an expression that has be-
come increasingly prévalent in recent months, obviously must arise
What are we willing to do to achieve certain goals? Will we shilt
employment from the manulaciure of packaging and nonreturnablo
bottles into production of goods that helps in poliution Th

supply and demand. Wa have refied--at lsast until recently—upon a
regulated market whose animaling spirit is that the principle of com-
petition private conflict the siruggle to maks monay will
impel the most efficient and productive use ol esources.” (1)
Goodwin goes on 1o say that compatition or the threat of competi-
tion can lead 1o development of desirable new technologies and
products that meet changing social or resource needs; at the same
time, compelition can keeg industry in line; ensuring that managerial
decisions are predicaled on actual social needs. But, according to
Goodwin, this kind of compelition can occur oy whan thare s a
regulated market, one in which the government plays a role. “Out-
sido the rag markel, our sociaty has no way o dater or
penaize the wasteful use of resources, o compel lechnological
innovation, or fo direct production 1owards the satisfaction of pubslic
wants. Indead, withoul competitive challenge, we cannot oven

appears 1o many people concemed about the emvironment that, all
foo often, environmental considerations ane con ad trimmings,
superfiuities thal must be sacrificed at imes of crisis. The environ-
ment is most oflen traded-off; we accept dirty air or a blighted
landscape because threais of joblessness and depression hang
over us, because we are old that we need more anergy. We do not
stop to consider thal including the cost of pollution and solid waste
and litter collection and disposal as part of the cost of production
{internalizing the cost) will go far lo rationalize thesa -0l deci-
sions.

The guestion of how much intervention in the markeiplace, i any,
can pcour without damaging individual freedoms and the free ented-
prise systam grows more heated as the nation attempts 1o extricate
itsall from its economic woes. in a recent New Yorker aricle, Richard
N. Goodwin made some observations about economic theory that
are surprisingly relevant o issues of reducing waste generation and
resource use. He pointed out that every society evolves ils own
systam for making such economic decisions about use of factories,
capital, and resources. "'That system may consist of a dictalor's will,
of socialist managers, or of the untrammelled cperation of tha taw of

, of technological stagnation. Thereis ng
standard by wmm 10 compare actual periormance and possible
perfarmance.” (2} The falures of the marketplace a3 it Is now regu
latad indicate that new forms of sconomic ife must emerge; the mare
axtension of public autharity does not in itself guarantee its useful-
ness or efficacy. The concluss must ba deawn, then, is the
need 1o res! & Our priofities fo reflect 1he resource needs of the
nation as a whole, Government regulation of particutar products or
product classes is not in ilsell & panacea, just as a free rein 1o
Industry to develop whatever oroduc1% and packages it wishes s no
solution. Changes in , in attitudes, in p of the
world mist enter in. We simply must recognize that it we do not
conserve, and conserve effectively, wa will damage the planet and
its people and its instifutions beyond repair
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS BEVERAGE CONTAINER FACT SHEETS

OF MINNESOTA February, 1977

PHONE (612) 224-5445
555 WABASHA ¢ ST PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102

BREWERY EMPLOYMENT IN MINNESOTA

Since 1961, when the non-returnable container entered the, Minnesota market in volume,
at least 8 Minnesota breweries have gone out of business.

Fleckenstein (Faribault) 1964
GCluek (Minneapolis 1964
Duluth (Duluth) 1966

Mankato (Mankato) 1967

Peter Pub (Winona) 1968
Hauenstein (New Ulm) 1970
Fitgers (Duluth) 1972

Grain Belt (Minneapolis) 1976

- .

SN ogFE o+

.

@

Brewery employment in Minnesota has dropped from 2,456 workers in 1961 to 1,445 workers
‘in 1975, a loss of 1,011 jobs.-

When Grain Belt Brewery closed in 1976, an additional 351 jobs were lost.
Following enactment of Oregon's Bottle Law:

Brewery employment increased by 50 to 60 skilled jobs, at average
salaries of approximately $12,000.

Total annual brewery payrolls increased by $614,000 to $736,000 as
a result of the law.
1

MN Employment Trends and the Non-returnable Container, Dr. Don Covill Skinner, Hamline
University, 1975

Minneapolis Sunday TRIBUNE, January 16, 1977

Study of the Effectiveness and Impact of the Oregon Minimum Deposit Law, ADS, pp. II-68,
October, 1974

ENVIRONMENTAL PROFILE

A returnable beverage container system i$ superior to the throwaway beverage container
system in 7 out of 7 environmental areas."

. Energy use

. Raw materials
Water volume use
Industrial solid waste
Air pollution
Water pollution
Post-consumer solid waste

1. . ; .
Resource: Recovery and Waste Reduction, 3rd Rep gress Environmental
Protection Agency, 1975, p. 30.

(Over)




ENERGY SAVINGS

The energy savings which would occur with implementation of an all-refillable beverage
container system in Minnesota would be 2.15 trillion BTUs annually.

2.15 trillion BTUs will:

Heat 15,468 homes in Minnesota for 1 year. (Assuming that each home uses
1,000 gallons of #2 heating oil.)

OR

Provide all of the electrical needs for 39,815 homes in Minnesota for an entire
year. (Assuming that eagh home uses 400 kilowatt/hours of electricity each

1 £
month for a whole year.)

2.15 trillion BTUs equals:
2% of all the home and business Peating oil used in Minnesota in 1970.
s

OR )
1% of all the electric energy purchased in Minnesota in 1970.°

1 i . i ] ; ;
Impacts of Beverage Container Regulations in MN, MN State Planning Agency, January, 1974

2 . g . i o s i
Letter from Max Malmquist, physics instructor at Anoka-Ramsey Community College, No-
vember 29, 1976

OREGON EMPLOYMENT

Oregon passed beverage container deposit legislation in 1972, which had the effect
of increased employment in the following industri

o

Soft Drink Industry - 82 to 98 new jobs

75 to 80 skilled jobs at salaries of to $252. per week, and 5 clerical
jobs at $160 per week.

Total new payroll of $872,000 to $1,050,000 additional wages in Oregon
(pp. II-u,5).

Beer Wholesalers - 43 to 50 new jobs.

At the average wage of $250 per week.
Total new payroll $559,000 to $650,000 per year (pp II-13Y4)
Brewery - 50 to 60 new skilled jobs
At average salaries of $12,000 per year.
Total annual payrolls increased by $614,000 to
"Study of the Effectiveness and Impact of the Oregon Minimum Deposit Law,'" ADS, 1974

for Oregon Legislative Fiscal Officer and Department of Transportation, Oregon Divi-
sion of Highways




LITTER PICKUP EXPENSE

The cost of litter pickup along Minnesota state highways in 1976 was $l,018,421.1

$19,585 per week (5-day week)
$ 3,917 per day (8-hour day)
$ 489 per hour

In the past, the cost of litter pickup along Minnesota state highways has been:

1971 411,951
1972 580,563
1973 742,275
1974 752,204
1975 801,849
1976 1,018,421

None of these figures include administrative overhead or dump fees. Nor do the fig-
ures include municipal, county, or township litter pickup costs. '
Following enactment of Oregon's Bottle Law:

Beverage container little declined by 83%.2

lMN Department of Transportation, Highway Division, February, 1977.
Oregon's Bottle Bill - Two Years Later, Oregon Environmental Council, Don Waggoner,
1974, p. 6.




League of Women Voters of Minnesota, 555 Wabasha, St. Paul, MN 55102 - March 29, 19877
URGENT ! IMPORTANT! CRUCIAL! URGENT'! IMPORTANT! CRUCIAL! URGENT'! IMPORTANT!

TIME FOR ACTION

S.F. 1 - H.F. 13 -~ MANDATORY DEPOSITS ON BEVERAGE CONTAINERS (See p. 2, Capitol Letter)

In spite of polls showing Minnesotans in favor of deposit legisla-
tion, our legislators hear only from opponents. This bill has

been around for 10 years, and if you want it passed, you have to
do something now. ’

So write or call your Senator or Representative expressing support of SF 1 - HF 13.
Encourage others to contact legislators, and use the Beverage Container Facts for
background information.

BEVERAGE CONTAINER FACTS

ENVIRONMENTAL PROFILE

A returnable beverage container system is superior to the throwaway beverage container
system in 7 out of 7 environmental areas.l

l. Energy use

2. Raw materials

3. Water volume use

4. Industrial solid waste

5. Air pollution

6. Water pollution

7. Post-consumer solid waste

ENERGY SAVINGS

The energy savings which would occur with implementation of an all-refillable beverage
container system in Minnesota would be 2.15 trillion BTUs annually. 2

2.15 trillion BTUs will:
Heat 15,468 homes in Minnesota for 1 year (assuming that each home
uses 1,000 gallons of #2 heating oil).
OR

Provide all of the electrical needs for 39,815 homes in Minnesota
for an entire year (assuming that each home uses 400 kilowatt/hours
of electricity each month for a whole year).3

Resource Recovery and Waste Reduction, 3rd Report to Congress, U. S. Environmental
Protection Agency, 1975, p. 30.

Impacts of Beverage Container Regulations in MN, MN State Planning Agency, January, 1974.

3Letter' from Max Malmquist, physics instructor at Anoka-Ramsey Community College, Novem-
ber 29, 1976.




LITTER PICKUP EXPENSE

The cost of litter pickup along Minnesota state highways in 1976 was 31,018,421.1

That's «ceee.. $19,585 per week (5-day week)
$ 3,915 per day (8-hour day)
. $ 489 per hour

None of these figures include administrative overhead or dump fees. Nor do the fig-
ures include municipal, county, or township letter pickup costs.

Following enactment of Oregon's Bottle Law: Beverage container litter declined by 83%.2

BREWERY EMPLOYMENT IN MINNESOTA

Since 1961, when the non-returnable container entered the Minnesota market in volume,
at least 8 Minnesota breweries have gone out of business.3

Brewery employment in Minnesota has dropped from 2,456 workers in 1961 to 1,445 workers
in 1975, a loss of 1,011 jobs.l

When Grain Belt Brewery closed in 1976, an additional 351 jobs were lost."”

Following enactment of Oregon's Bottle Law:

Brewery employment increased by 50 to 60 skilled jobs, at average
salaries of approximately $12,000.°

Total annual brewery payrolls increased by $614,000 to $736,000 as
a result of the law.
OREGON EMPLOYMENT

Oregon passed beverage container deposit legislation in 1972, which had the effect of
increased employment in the following industries:

Soft Drink Industry - 82 to 98 new jobs.

75 to 80 skilled jobs at salaries of $211 to $252 per week, and 5 clerical
jobs at $160 per week.

Total new payroll of $872,000 to $1,050,000 additional wages in Oregon
(pp. II-u,5).

Beer Wholesalers - 43 to 50 new jobs.

-~

At the average wage of $250 per week.

Total new payroll $559,000 tc $650,000 per year (pp. II-134).
Brewery - 50 to 60 new skilled jobs.

At average salaries of $12,000 per year.

Total annual payrolls increased by $614,000 to $736,000 (pp. II-68).

1MN Department of Transportation, Highway Division, February, 1977.

2Oregon‘s Bottle Bill - Two Years Later, Oregon Environmental Council, Don Waggoner,
1974, p. 6.

3MN Employment Trends and the Non-returnable Container, Dr. Don Covill Skinner, Hamline
University, 1975.

uMinneapolis Sunday TRIBUNE, January 16, 1977.

SStudy of the Effectiveness and Impact of the Oregon Minimum Deposit Law, ADS, 1974, for
Oregon Legislative Fiscal Officer and Department of Transportation, Oregon Division of
Highways, October, 1974.




TO: Poppleton, Lake, Foley, Berkwitz, Borg,
555 WABASHA * ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102 Lucas
PHONE: (612) 224-5445 FROM: Betty Ann

SUBJECT: Attached

M E M O ) DATE: December 8, 1977

This morning Senator Borden's office called Pat to tell us he is holding a meeting
Monday morning, 8:00 a.m., Holiday Inn, with environmental groups -- to discuss the
attached statement. He said he would expect Sally or Mary to attend.

I talked with Sally on the phone, and she said she and Mary had discussed his plan --

since it is not yet in bill form and probably won't be before Christmas, it is their
feeling we should continue the stand we've taken.




DEC 8 1977

WINSTON W. BORDEN
Assistant Majority Whip
Senator 13th District
Room 208

State Capitol t
St. l’auI,II\'Iimw.sota 55155 Sena e
(612) 296-2607 :

KEL JOHNSON State of Minnesota

Administrative Assistant

December 7, 1977

Sally Foley

League of Women Voters
555 Wabasha St.
St.Paul, MN 55102

Dear Sally:

As you know I have been chief author of the returnable container
bill five times during the last six legislative sessions. In the
1977 Legislative Session I co-authored the bill with Senator Luther,
but it was defeated as it had been in past sessions.

On November 30th of this year I made a statement to the Subcommittee
on Employment (a copy is enclosed) with reference to a compromise

I have been working on the last few months. At present the bill

is in the Revisor's office being prepared. I send you a copy of

my statement to inform you of what the bill will look like in its
final form. I would like your help in refining and making it as
acceptable as possible to environmental groups supporting a return-
able container bill.

As I stated above I have worked on this subject since being elected
to the State Legislature in 1970. I have probably spent more time
on the returnable container issue than I have spent on any other
issue. Because of my interest in this subject and also the en-
vironment and solid wast areas, I do want a bill that can pass. I
feel I have spent as much time as anyone in the Legislature on this
frustrating issue, and I feel it is time we make some progress.

After you have had a chance to review my statement and discuss it
with your group, I would appreciate sitting down with you and other
environmental groups to discuss this compromise in an effort to
produce something that is acceptable to all.

I want to thank you for your help in the past.

Sincerdly,

wi on W. Borden

COMMITTEES . Vice Chairman, Committee on Committees « Finance « Governmental Operations »
Labor and Commerce » Rules and Administration




(Not for release before 12 o'clock
noon on Nov. 30, 1977)

STATEMENT OF WINSTON W. BORDEN, ASSISTANT MAJORITY LEADER
NOVEMBER 30, 1977, BEFORE THE EMPLOYMENT IMPACT COMMITTEE

For five of the last six years I have been the chief Senate author of the
Returnable Container Bill. During that time we in the legislature, along with
citizens across the state, have spent hundreds of thousands of hours debating
the merits of the bill. But no bill has passed.

For the last six months I have been working to finally resolve the
returnable container issue through a compromise bill that will conserve energy,

preserve natural resources, reduce litter, cut consumer costs, and preserve and

create jobs. Most importantly, this effort is designed to gain enough broad

based support‘tolenact the bill into law.

The proposal has been sent to the Revisor of Statutes for drafting. I
expecﬁ to be able to introduce it shortly.

The members of this committee have worked long and diligently on the issue.
My purpose today is to outline the essential elements of the new bill to the
committee and to say to the public that‘we are no longer going to simply talk
about the problem. We are going to begin to resolve it.

Let me state at the outset that the bill will not please everyone. It will
protect our environment as well or better than the Returnable Container Bill and
it will do so without dislocating jobs. It is designed to achieve early passage
and provide an immediate attack on the complex issues of litter and recycling.

The six major components of the bill are designed:

First, to insure consumer choice. = Some consumers want to purchase beverages
in returnable containers, but cannot always find them. The bill will require
stores whichlsell in throw-aways to offer those items in returnable containers

as well.
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Second, the bill is designed to promote the use of returnable containers

for on-premises consumption. Stores must use returnable containers for on-site
consumption unless they purchase a special license to sell throw-away containers.
The license fee will be high enough to actively discourage the use of throwaways.

Third, I am considering tax alternatives to encourage consumers to purchase
items in returnables, such és exempting beer sold in returnables from the sales
tax now imposed.

Fourth, the bill will establish regional centers for the recycling of
glass, aluminum, and steel containers as well as all paper products, in each
of the state's 13 economic development regions. It establishes a floor price
fpr those items to reimburse -the persons who bring them to the centers. The
state will b;ar the cost of collecting the items from the centers and transport-
ing them to the resource recovery unit. Transportation costs will no longer be
a block to recycling.

Fifth, the bill sets wp a'comprahensive litter control and reduction
program. The bill imposes a broad based single tier litter assessment at the
manufacturing or wholesale level to fund these activities. Staff work on budget
_ and revenue estimates is in process.

Sixth, the bill seeks to expedite the establishment of the total resource
recovery system in Minnesota by separating the total solid waste problem from the
immediate concerns of hazardous waste and proceeding to establish a solid waste
recovery ;ystem for non-hazardous waste.

I am proud of my public record-on behalf of the environment of our state.
I carried the fight for the Returnable Container Bill for five years and I
have authored and passed the Minnesota Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the Minnesota
Environmental Education Act, and the Critical Areas Act. In that process I've
learned one thing. Simply stated, to protect the environment we not only need

to propose good legislation, we need to pass it.




Americans are the worlds greatest consumers. Much of what we use once

we throw away. The bill seeks to reduce the use of throw away items. It will

rid our roadsides, lakes and streams of litter.

It is a better bill than the retﬁrnable container bill because it seeks
to address all aspects of litter and resource recovery.

To my friends in the labor movement who have opposed the returnable
container bill, I would only say, here is a bill that will preserve existing
jobs and create new jobs. It deserves labor support.

To industry representatives who have opposed returnable container legislation,
I would say here is a chance to support a bill which will not unduly disrupt
your industry, but which will reduce litter, and conserve energy and natural
resources.

I want to be particularly clear. I have worked hard to develop a better
bill -- one that you can live with. I believe it can work. Unless we all,
environmentalists, labor : and industry come together this year to support this
approach the public will be the loser. Our working families will continue to
face job jeopardy and our environment will continue to deteribrate at an

accelerating rate and we the elected leaders will have in the final analysis

failed.
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Vv,
%” memorandum

JUL 1 3 1977

TO: State EQ Chairmen (copy to state presidents)

FROM: Jean Anderson, Chairman, Environmental Quality'epmgitteé-

Enclosed is a videotape containing three public service announcements
promoting solid waste reduction.

Under the 1975-76 solid waste grant from EPA to the League of Women
Voters Education Fund, the Dade County, Florida League worked with

a professional artist to develop a series of public service cartoon
messages for newspapers, magazines and television. The Dade County
League made additional copies of its television public service announce-
ments for us to share with all state Leagues.

The public service TV .spots are on 2-inch broadcast quality color
videotape. Each tape includes three 10-second spots with "Canny"
the trash can and Lester 'Les' Waste (Everyman) showing us how we
can all reduce waste generation. For the exact content, refer to
the enclosed copy of the cartoons and script.

The source of the public service spots is identified only as the
League of Women Voters. These spots are a good opportunity for you
to get public exposure for both your waste reduction message and your
state or local Leagues. For suggestions on how to get these public
service announcements on the air consult Breaking Into Broadcasting.

Contributions to the Fund are deductible for income tox purposes
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The big picture
Reduction

Source separation

Resource recovery facilities

Display mate

The process never stops

Slide shows or movies, A

One on one

Printed on paper recycled from 100% consumer scrap.

Order from: League of Wormen Voters of the Unl Hi 730 M Street. N, Washington, [ 20036, Pub. No, 147




LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF MINNESOTA

555 WABASHA * ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102 « TELEPHONE (612) 224-5445

December 19, 1977

The Honorable Winston W. Borden
208 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155

Dear Senator Borden:

Since 1973 the League of Women Voters has been actively working
throughout the country for legislation which would require a re-
furidable deposit on all beer and soft drink beverage containers.

It is our understanding that the compromise proposal which you
announced on November 30th is now at the Revisor's Office and
will not be available in bill form for several weeks. We do not
wish to comment on your proposal without the specifics of a bill
before us to study.

We commend your long precord of support for deposit legislation

in Minnesota, and we wish to inform you that the League of Women
Voters of Minnesota will continue to work for deposit legislation
in the future.

Sincerely,

Helene Borg, President
League of Women Voters of Minnesota
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League of Women Voters of the United States 1730 M Street, N.W., Washington, D. C. 20036 Tel. (202) 296-1770

'/ news release

Contact

Cynthia Kuhn

Public Relations FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
296-1770 ext. 264 WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 25, 1978

Washington, D.C.--Stating that "the time has come to stem the growing tide of
over 65 billion discarded cans and bottles each year,'" Jean Anderson, Environmental
Quality Chair of the League of Women Voters of the U.S., today urged Congress to
reduce litter, save vital energy and material resources and lower consumer costs by
approving the Beverage Container Reuse and Recycling Act of 1977 (S 276).

In a statement prepared for delivery before the Consumer Subcommittee of the
Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation, Mrs. Anderson said the
League strongly believes that enactment of a national, mandatory beverage container
deposit law would go a long way in reducing this costly pollution problem.

"The League believes our nation has been blighted long enough with these cast-
away containers. Studies by the federal government as well as Vermont and Oregon
(which now have state laws on the books concerning containers) indicate tremendous
gains could result if the nation had a mandatory beverage container program.'" Among
the benefits of such an approach, Mrs. Anderson cited:

--A 40 percent reduction in litter volume.

--A $260 million savings in solid waste collection and disposal.

--Over 40 percent savings of the energy needs of beverage container manufacturers.

—-Significantly reduced consumption of raw materials such as bauxite and iron ore.

--Major reductions in air and water pollution associated with the manufacture of
single-use containers.

"For the past five years the League has been pushing to reduce solid waste

through recovery and recycling," Mrs. Anderson said.




Mrs. Anderson also told the Senators that the legislation would mean savings in
consumer pocketbooks and result in a net increase in jobs.

"Our research shows that under a mandatory deposit law, consumer savings would
range from almost half a billion to $3 billion annually because beverages are less
costly when packaged in re-—usable containers than in non-returnable containers.

"Moreover, all studies concluded to date found that the shift to mandatory
deposit systems would result in a net increase in jobs, with estimates from 60,000 to
115,000. At a time when we are so conscious of the importance of reducing unemployment,
these figures are not insignificant,'" Mrs. Anderson said.

"This nation has been talking long enough about crises in energy and natural
resources, It is time to act. The League believes passage of this legislation would

reinforce the message that in a world of finite resources, conservation, recycling and

reuse can become part of our lives without disrupting our lifestyles."

Later today, Dana Duxbury, Solid Waste Chairman of the Massachusetts League of
Women Voters, will testify about her state's efforts to pass mandatory beverage
container laws. In addition to Vermont and Oregon, states with mandatory beverage
container laws on the books are Michigan and Maine.

## #

(Reporters please note: TFull text of statement attached)




LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF MINNESOTA

555 WABASHA * ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102 * TELEPHONE (612) 224-5445

January 12, 1978

Senator Nicholas D, Coleman
208 Capitol
8t. Paul, in, 5515656

Dear Senator Coleman:

I watched you on T.V. last night - on "iin, Issues" with
Arthur Naftalin, Of particular lnterest to me were your
comnents on Ban-the-Can,

Opponents are now willing to concede that there will be a
net increase of jobs with passage of deposit legislation,
Every federal and state study on the emnployment impacts of
deposit legislation confifm that fact,

However, opponents continue to spread the myth that those
new jobs would be undesireable, low-paid, minimum wage Jobs.
On ".in,Issues" you appeared to believe that false argument,
It is simply not true!

Information presented by Senate Research to the Senate S.C.
on Employment Impacts on Sept. 6, 197§ confirmed the following.

2/3 of the new jJobs would be high-paying union jobs in:
Melt Beverage Distribution
Soft Drink Distribution
Beverage Productlon and Filling

1/3 of the new jobs would be low-paying Jjobs in retailing.

The League of Women Voters strongly supports mandatory de-
posits on beverage containers, We support the bill intro-
duced last year by Senator Luther (S.F.1l). The League urges
you, as Senate lMajority Leader, to take a leadership role on
this issue to assure passage of S,F,1 thls yeer,

Sincerely,

Sally Foley - Lobbyist, LWV~6f Mn,
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS BEVERAGE CONTAINER BILLS
OF MINNESOTA

PHONE (612) 224-5445
555 WABASHA ¢ ST PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102

To: Capitol Letter Subscribers

From: Sally Foley, Lobbyist

Re: Deposits on Beverage Containers, S.F. 1, H.F. 13
Date: February 24, 1978

Position: Support for mandatory deposits on beverage containers.

Background

Since 1973 the League of Women Voters has been working to pass
legislation which would require a refundable deposit on all beer and
soft drink beverage containers sold in Minnesota.

All studies on the environmental impacts of deposit legislation have
shown that it would: save energy, conserve natural resources, reduce
the generation of sclid waste, and save consumers money.

All studies, state and federal, on the employment impacts of deposit
legislation have shown that there would be a net increase of jobs. Of
the new jobs created, two-thirds would be high pay, union scale jobs
in breweries, soft drink bottling plants, and teamster jobs in dis-
tribution. One-third of the new jobs created would be low paid jobs
in retailing.

Public opinion polls have consistently shown that 75 to 80% of
Minnesotans favor deposit legislation.

The Borden "Compromise" is not a solution to the basic issue of
conservation of energy and resources. See February 1 and 24 Capitol
Letters.

On February 9, the Iowa Senate passed a deposit bill on a 39 to 11
vote.

WHAT TO DO: SEND CARDS AND LETTERS, OR PHONE YOUR STATE SENATORS
AND REPRESENTATIVES SUPPORTING DEPOSIT LEGISLATION -
H.F. 13 (K. NELSON, STANTON, NOVAK, DEAN) AND S.F. 1
(LUTHER, UELAND, DIETRICH, BORDEN, WILLET).

FLOOR VOTES ARE EXPECTED SOON ON BOTH BILLS.
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CMAL (continued)

of governance in the metro irea." lhm task force appears to be charged with an enor-
mous job. Some of the thLLg. the task force will consider are: whether the Metro
Council and the four commissions are acequate to implement this policy or whether new
structures are needed; whether members should be appointed, elected or represent the
Legislature or political muhdivw ions; whether the commissions should be subordinate
to the Council; whether the Administrative Procedures Act should apply; whether appli-
cations for federal and 5Ta?o assistance should be reviewed by these bodies; whether
additional powers are needed or certain powers should be revoked.

CMAL is concerned the bill could represent an effort to start again at ''square one"
and develop a system for governing the metro area. We support the Metro Council as

the decision-making body for metropolitan needs and as the focal point for metropoli-
tan services.

Our study 1 ear demonstrated the difficulty of assessing the role of the Met Coun-
cil -ionship to other units of government erhaps this is a good time for full
evelopment of policy 1e Legislature needs that kind of information
1ificant change in the Council we 11 watch this bill and per-

iy R
Hanadelie Bwirnalilei

plan

1978.

. . concerned. It was defeated
Jovernmental Operations Committee on February 2 A show of hands was 12
favor after the

m

The mpanion bill in the House, HF 748 (Abelnm, DFL-Bloomington),is still in Tli-.
Leg f" ation and Veterans Affairs Committee, Subcommittee on Elections. Chai
Oofh DFL-St. Paul) comment on thi ill was that there would be plenty of
pubiic stimony...'"we have until 1980."

Ev en the further consideration of the local government election day bill appears un-
on, I am sure it will return in the 1979 session and, if necessary, the
leO session In any case, the League will be watching this bill when it comes up.
Exdica Buffington
allows police to arrest and detain
-~ 5t sF mrchzble cause % B

(JVL

facilities It says that the :’..'3;‘.1":‘.]fi::—l:]_onm" of .
corrcction;l facilities and may revoke licenses of such fuﬂ[litics ﬁxuent county
and lockups, where they c ot form to minim standards or are not making
toward substantial compliance

DYL—ST. Louis Park) and companion
sioner of Corrections to establi
and support services to be included in county programs for cri ime ims :quires review
and approval programs by the counti provid : counties in the

design and operation of support servi Betty Phelan

mortgage by opening "individual housing accounts" at financial institutions. They may
save up to $2500 per year for up to te cars (maximum total $10,000) without paying in-
come taxes on the money saved or the interest it earns. The tax savings over the ten-
year period could be nearly $2000q Stiff penalties would be imposed if the money

were withdrawn for other purposes.

HOUSING - SF 1593 (Bﬂlpui +) - This bill allows individuals to save for their first home

Verna Higson
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one 100-watt light bulb
burning 20 hours.

enough power to keep

This throwaway container
represents 2 kilowatts --
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Rudy Perpich

State Capitol

St. Paul, Mn.

TUs annually. As an alternative to waste,

I support a mandatory deposit on all beverage bottles
and cans. Please urge the state legislature to adopt

deposit legislation.
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF MINNESOTA

5556 WABASHA * ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102 * TELEPHONE (612) 224-5445

Members of the Minnesota Senate -
Helene Borg, President, League of Women Voters of Minnesota.?kQDS“‘S
SF 1

February 28, 1978

Since 1973 the League of Women Voters of Minnesota has been working to pass
legislation which would require a refundable deposit on all beer and soft
drink beverage containers sold in Minnesota. We strongly support SP-1,

All studies - state and federal - on the employment impact of deposit legis-
lation have shown that there would be a net increase of jobs.

- 2/3 of the new jobs would be high-pay union scale jobs in
breweries, soft drink bottling plants and Teamster jobs
in distribution.

- 1/3 of the new jobs would be low-pay minimum wage jobs in
retailing.

The League of Women Voters of Minnesota opposes SF 190k (Senator Borden's
compromise bill) because it would increase taxes and government spending
while doing little to save energy and other natural resources.

On February 9, 1978, the Iowa Senate passed a deposit bill on a 339-11

vote., In Minnesota public opinion polls have consistently shown that

75-80% of our citizens favor deposit legislation. We urge you to vote
"yes'" on SF l.
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League of Women Voters Education Fund #1730 M Street, N.W., Washington, D. C. 20036 Tel. (202) 659-2685
K/ 4 memorandum

April 24, 1978

TO: State EQ or MR Chairman (memo only to state presidents)
FROIM: Jean Anderson, Chairman, Environmental Quality Committee

RE: The Resource Conservation Committee

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (the most recent federal solid
waste law) established an interagency Resource Conservation Committee (RCC) to
conduct studies and prepare reports for the President and Congress on materials
policy issues. The RCC consists of the Administrator of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency(Chairman),the Secretaries of Commerce,Interior,Labor, and Treasury,
the Chairman of the Council on Environmental Quality, and representatives from the

Office of Management and Budget, Council of Economic Advisors, and the Department
of Energy.

The Committee is responsible for studying a wide range of conservation topics.
Included are:

mandatory deposits on beverage containers;

product disposal charges;

litter taxes;

existing tax policies and how they affect resource conservation;
local level user fees:

ways of providing incentives for recycling; and

any other federal policies that affect resource conservation

The mandatory beverage container deposits issue was the first topic considered.
Enclosed is a copy of Committee Findings and Staff Papers on National Beverage
Container Deposits of the Resource Conservation Committee. The Committee has not,
thus far, made a recommendation for or against a national mandatory deposit system,

The solid waste disposal charge is currently being studied by the Committee. I
am enclosing an issue paper produced by the RCC staff that describes the rationale
for a disposal charge and the different ways that such a charge could be designed.

One of the League of Women Voters Education Fund's responsibilities under our grant
from the EPA's Office of Solid Waste is to increase public awareness of the ex-
istence and goals of the RCC. We are also trying to solicit comments from League
members on the issues that the Committee addresses. If you would like to comment
on the resource conservationoptions being discussed (or on others that you believe
should be discussed)please pass those comments on to Sally Valdes-Cogliano, the
LWVEF staff solid waste specialist,for transmission to the Committee.

Sally Valdes-Cogliano will be available during the League's National Convention to
discuss the Committee and key solid waste issues. If you have some comments or -
‘questions and will not be at Convention, perhaps you ‘¢ould ask your League's
delegate to pass them on to Sally.




Is there enough trash
for everybody?

What do you do with 180 million tons of trash?
That's the projected amount of municipal solid
waste that will be generated by Americans in
1985. Deciding how to handle this growing trash
flow is becoming an increasingly difficult prob-
lem for local governments throughout the na-
tion. Many communities are finding that the cost
of collecting and disposing of solid waste is
growing faster than any other budget item.

Traditionally solid waste was either burned in
an incinerator or disposed of on the land. But
these old solutions are facing new realities.
Neither method retrieves valuable energy and
material resources. The air pollution control and
energy costs of incineration are skyrocketing.
Legal and political resistance to proposed land-
fill sites is increasing. As many cities and coun-
ties run out of appropriate disposal sites, there
is growing recognition of the need to reduce the
amount of material that finds its final resting
place buried in a landfill or tossed in a dump.

The 1976 Resource Conservation and Re-
covery Act (RCRA) mandates replacing all
dumps with sanitary landfills, defined as land
disposal facilities that will have no ‘“adverse
effects on health or the environment.” En-
forcement of RCRA'’s standards for landfills will
cost local governments money—a properly lo-
cated, operated and monitored disposal site
costs far more than a dump.

The increased costs of land disposal will
make resource-conserving options more ap-
pealing, in the view of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency's (EPA) Office of Solid
Waste. However, no matter what other man-
agement options are used, sanitary landfills will
continue to play animportant role in solid waste
disposal.

Waste reduction, resource recovery and
source separation can together make major in-
roads into the municipal solid waste problem.
And while no city manager will complain about
having less trash to dispose of, disagreements
may develop between proponents of the vari-
ous approaches. Real or apparent conflicts
may arise between the following management
options:

B collection centers versus curbside pick-up of
recyclables, both of which are options for
source separation;

m all forms of source separation versus re-
source recovery; and

B waste reduction versus all forms of resource
recovery.

©1978 League of Women Voters Education Fund

Source separation: at
curbside, at a
collection center

Collection centers for recyclables are generally
run by industrial or nonprofit groups or the local
government. Residents voluntarily bring their
separated wastes to the centers.

Industry often runs collection centers where
contributors are paid for the materials they bring
in. Aluminum can collection centers are the
most common; the Aluminum Association esti-
mates that there are 1,300 industry collection
points nationwide.

Aluminum is a valuable commodity, and most
of the bauxite—the raw material from which
aluminum is produced—must be purchased
from overseas. The industry’'s expansion into
collection and reprocessing of aluminum cans
reflects, at least in part, a trend toward greater
reliance on domestic supplies of materials.
Using recycled aluminum as a raw material has
an added bonus—it results in more than 95
percent reduction in the amount of energy re-
quired to produce a finished product.

Civic groups may operate recycling centers or
sponsor material collection “drives” to raise
funds or simply to give community residents the
opportunity to recycle. Materials collected may
range from the more common color-sorted
glass, newspaper and metals (aluminum is
especially popular) to waste oil, other kinds of
paper and yard wastes for composting.

Local governments may be able to set up
recycling centers on city or county property and
use government workers to oversee the opera-
tions. The materials solicited will vary.

In curbside collection programs, house-
holders keep recyclable materials separate
from other trash. The community or duly con-
tracted collector picks up these materials and
sells them to companies for reprocessing. For a
complete explanation of residential collection
programs, see the LWVEF’'s Curbing Trash.

How does a collection center approach com-
pare to a program where recyclables—in most
cases newspaper, but sometimes other mate-
rials as well—are picked up directly from resi-
dences?

Both approaches have inherent advantages
and disadvantages. Curbside collection is more
convenient for householders than the collection
center method. For this reason, public participa-
tion, and therefore the quantity of material re-
covered, will almost invariably be greater. More
than 200 communities throughout the United
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States currently run separate collection programs.

On the other hand, a collection center can handle a variety
of materials without significant additional costs. While some
curbside collection programs do collect several types of
materials besides the more standard newsprint, the pick-up
of these other materials requires an investment in specially
designed, compartmentalized trucks or additional trips
through the neighborhood. (Newspapers alone are in some
cases piggy-backed onto the regular trash pick-up run.)
These options can lead to higher labor and equipment costs.

Can a community justify the existence of both collection
centers and a curbside collection program? The community
of Ridgewood, New Jersey would say yes. Newspapers
there are picked up from residences, and a collection center
is maintained for other materials on the grounds of the
city-owned and operated plant nursery. The two approaches
seem to be viewed as complementary in Ridgewood.

Do local government-run programs that use the same
portions of the waste stream impinge on industrial or civic
group activities? City-run collection centers and curbside

The Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act—its major provisions

[0 Hazardous wastes will be regulated from “cradle to
grave.”

OO0 All dumps will be banned. Land disposal sites must be
“sanitary landfills.”

I Technical and financial assistance will be provided to
states and local governments for the development and
implementation of solid waste management plans.

[0 Citizens, industry and all levels of government must
be involved in state and regional planning and implemen-
tation processes.

00 The Department of Commerce, working through its
National Bureau of Standards, is directed to stimulate
broader commercialization of proven resource recovery
technologies by providing accurate specifications for re-
covered materials and encouraging the development of
markets.

[ Federal procurement agencies are directed to procure
items composed of the highest feasible percentage of
recovered materials for all procurement items that cost
more than $10,000.

O Provisions are made for citizens to file suit against any
person (including the federal government), who is alieged
to be in violation of any permit, standard or regulation
under the act, or against the EPA Administrator for al-
leged failure to perform any nondiscretionary duty.

O EPA will conduct and encourage studies on such top-
ics as: financing solid waste programs; health effects of
waste diposal; marketing of recovered resources; pro-
ductionof fuel from waste; resource recovery and source
separation systems; land disposal practices; sludge
management; the effect of burning solid waste on air
quality; and hazardous waste management.

O EPA is given authority to enter into contracts for con-
struction and operation of full-scale demonstration facili-
ties or to provide financial assistance in the form of grants
for the development of new or improved technologies.
1 A Resource Conservation Committee of executive
agency officials was established to study and make rec-
ommendations to the President and Congress on possi-
ble resource conservation strategies. Its final recom-

mendations are now expected in 1979.

collection programs need not compete. Since some people
will continue to be interested in selling their trash, industries
will still get valuable recyclables. And the industries will
continue to be the markets for city-run or volunteer pro-
grams, as well. Residents in the habit of saving their news-
papers or aluminum cans for the Scouts or a church group
can continue to do so. A city-run system ensures a constant
avenue for recycling in between collection drives and for
people not affiliated with an organization.

In fact, EPA studies indicated that the amount of recy-
clables collected by civic groups can measurably increase
with the establishment of a city-run separate collection pro-
gram. Perhaps the public education efforts that can, and
should, accompany separate collection programs help to
instill the recycling ethic.

Is resource recovery an option?

Another solid waste management approach is the construc-
tion of resource recovery systems—facilities that mechani-
cally separate recyclable fractions of trash and/or recover
energy. Many people are concerned about the effect of
resource recovery on the various kinds of source separa-
tion, fearing that they will discourage communities and indi-
viduals from launching or maintaining such programs.

The phrase “resource recovery facility” can actually refer
to a number of kinds of processing plants. In some cases
energy is the only product. There are a number of different
energy- producing processes, including:

B Incineration—the simple process of burning trash to pro-
duce steam for heating or cooling.

B Refuse-Derived Fuel (RDF)—a process that shreds and
sometimes further processes the organic fraction of refuse.
Experimental work by a utility company in St. Louis, Missouri
indicated that RDF can be used as a supplement to coal in
municipal energy production.

B Pyrolysis—a still experimental process, which subjects
the organics in refuse to high temperature and pressure in
an oxygen-deficient atmosphere. The resulting product can
be similar to natural gas or oil.

In many communities, economic constraints preclude de-
veloping a resource recovery system. Resource recovery
facilities currently process slightly less than three percent of
municipal solid waste. While this proportion will increase, its
growth is likely to be limited by the substantial costs of
planning and building a recovery facility and by the financial
problems affecting all levels of government.

A number of factors enter into the decision on whether or
not the expense is justifiable. The concept of “economies of
scale” applies to solid waste; a facility must process a cer-
tain amount of waste per day to make the capital investment
worthwhile. There is speculation, for example, that the $5.6
million Ames, lowa recovery facility built in 1974 may be too
ambitious and expensive a solution for the solid waste
needs of its service population of just under 65,000. This
waste-load requirement is especially crucial for any sort of
materials separation program. Certain processes, such as
modular incineration, that recover only energy, may be more
practical for a smaller community.

However, the financial responsibility of developing a re-
covery system need not be borne solely by local govern-
ments. Private enterprise, in cooperation with local govern-
ments, can share or bear the start-up costs. For example,
the $50 million plant in Saugus, Massachusetts does not
cost the waste-contributing communities $50 million; it costs
them $13.50 per ton of refuse, comparing favorably with the
disposal costs of nearby communities that use more tradi-

tional disposal options.

Before committing a community to a resource recovery
facility, either through direct financing or long-term con-
tracts, a number of questions should be answered:

B Are there local markets for the materials or energy that
would be generated by a resource recovery plant?

B How much will it cost to handle trash using the resource
recovery option? How does that compare with current dis-
posal costs?

B How much waste is generated locally? Is there leeway in
the system that would allow for the enactment of waste-
reduction strategies or source-separation programs?

W If the recovery facility’s success is dependent on the
waste streams of a number of communities, have formal
agreements between local governments been worked out?

A resource recovery plant may be a practical option, if the
community or group of communities acting together produce
enough trash to justify the capital expenditure, if local dis-
posal costs (economic, environmental, political) are high,
and if there are dependable material and energy markets.

But those communities that meet these criteria must ask
the question: Is there a serious conflict between source
separation and resource recovery?

On the face of it, resource recovery systems and source
separation programs will compete for some of the same
components of the waste stream. Some mixed-waste proc-
essing plants do separate out ferrous metals (iron and
steel), aluminum and glass; any program that diverts the
metal and glass content of a community's waste from the
facility will affect the proportion of these profitable materials
available per ton of trash. Programs that remove newspaper
will be siphoning off a source of combustible fuel.

The guestion then becomes, how serious is the conflict?
The recyclable materials collected in a source separation
program are less contaminated, and therefore more valu-
able, than the products produced by mechanical separation.
In the words of Reynolds Metal Company representative,
“Hand separation and recycling through consumer-oriented
programs can skim off a high grade of very valuable scrap
that would be less valuable were it mixed with other alloys of
aluminum, other metals, or other waste products.” In addi-
tion, there is a clear economic advantage to a source sep-
aration program—it costs less time and money to set up than
it does to finance and build a resource recovery facility.

On the other hand, resource recovery facilities have a
major advantage over source separation programs, in that a
much greater portion of recyclable materials and/or energy
value can be recovered. Such systems as the ones in Dade
County, Florida or Hempstead, New York divert as much as
80 percent or more of the waste stream from land disposal.

What's more, their successful operation does not depend
on individual citizens taking the time to make sure that
portions of their trash are recycled, as is true with any source
separation program. And refuse-to-energy plants recover
valuable energy from the large portions of trash that are
rarely recycled—plastics and paper packaging, for example.

Paper—a case study of the conflict

The energy produced by a resource recovery plant is, in
many cases, its most valuable and marketable product. And
paper, which by weight makes up approximately 29 percent
of residential and commercial waste, provides a major
source of combustible fuel. What happens if source separa-
tion rates are increased?

It is important to remember that not all kinds of paper can
or will be recycled. In any case, most resource recovery
facilities can usually compensate for a reduction of paper by

Average composition of municipal
solid waste*
Components percent weight—wet basis
(as generated)+

Paper 29.0

Glass 10.4

Ferrous 8.6

Aluminum 0.7

Other non-ferrous 0.3

Textiles 1.6

Rubber-Leather 2.6

Plastics 3.4

Wood 3.8

Food waste 17.8

Yard waste 20.2

Miscellaneous inorganics 1.5

TOTAL 100.0

Source—U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Fourth
Report to Congress on Resource Recovery
and Waste Reduction, p. 14.

*Based on national, 1975 figures.

+ “As-generated” weight basis refers to an assumed normal

moisture content of material in its final use prior to discard.

processing waste from a larger service area, a move that
would also increase the facility's cost-effectiveness.

According to EPA, if such a facility is able to increase its
service area, the reduction in heating value is minimal even
in cases of high wastepaper separation and collection rates.
However, the reduction is more significant if the facility has a
limited source of trash. Perhaps the key here is in
planning—making allowances as a facility is conceived and
constructed for changes in the waste stream. It is especially
dangerous to over-build and wind up in the strange position
of needing more trash.

Reduce, separate or recover?

The value of recycling, if not the practice, has become widely
accepted by most Americans. But there is one other solid
waste approach that results in even greater benefits—waste
reduction. Reducing the total amount of waste generated
cuts collection and transportation costs as well as disposal
costs. And its benefits in energy and materials conservation
and in pollution reduction surpass those from recycling.

Waste reduction strategies can take a number of forms,
including product design regulations and selective buying
habits. However, mandatory beverage container deposits
have received by far the greatest share of public attention.
Seven states (Connecticut, Delaware, lowa, Maine, Michi-
gan, Oregon and Vermont) and several local communities
have passed mandatory deposit legislation so far.

Mandatory deposits and recycling
programs—can they coexist?

A mandatory deposit system is defined as a “reduction
strategy,” because it reduces the number of containers that
need to be manufactured and, therefore, eventually dis-
posed of. “Returnable bottles” would be refilled and reused.
Metal beverage containers cannot be reused, but they can
be recycled. In fact, a deposit system should encourage
recycling, since soft drink and beer cans would be returned
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to relatively few collection points in sufficient volume to
justify a comprehensive program.

Still, a major aspect of the debate on mandatory deposits
concerns the effect on the use and recovery of glass,
aluminum, and ferrous metals.

Aluminum and Glass. Aluminum (along with paper graded
by type) is one of the best money-makers in a program;
glass is less valuable, especially if it is not color-sorted.
Enactment of mandatory deposits on beverage containers
would reduce the amount of aluminum and glass available
for recovery either by source separation or mechanical sep-
aration, making such programs less economically appealing
to a local government.

Of course, the prospect of revenue from the sale of these
materials is not the only rationale for source separation.
Individuals, community groups and local governments often
wish to encourage the conservation of resources and the
removal of materials that would otherwise be disposed of on
the land. In this context a mandatory deposit system would
more effectively remove beverage containers from the
waste stream than would a source separation program, and
might, therefore, better meet the objectives of conservation
of energy, materials and landfill space. And it has the added
benefit of being an effective approach to litter reduction.

A mandatory deposit system would have less impact on
resource recovery.

Currently few facilities separate glass and/or aluminum.
Indications are that glass recovery will not pay for itself. And
while aluminum is a very valuable material in pure form, as
mentioned earlier, mechanically-separated aluminum is not
as high quality a material as hand-separated aluminum. In
reviewing existing and planned resource recovery facilities,
it is apparent that in the near future only a very small portion
of the population will be serviced by waste-processing cen-
ters that separate out glass and aluminum. Most of the
waste-processing facilities will simply recover energy or will
recover energy and ferrous metals.

The removal of glass from the waste stream through a
source separation program or a deposit system may actually
benefit certain kinds of energy recovery facilities. Energy
recovery facilities that burn mixed refuse find that too much
glass in the waste stream causes excessive wear on equip-
ment and increases the chances of facility shutdowns. And a
significant decrease in the nonburnable glass fractionshould
increase the energy potential of each ton of trash.

Ferrous metals. In general, steel cans and ferrous scrap
have a market value somewhere between aluminum and
glass. But like all the materials discussed, their value de-
pends on such factors as market fluctuations and geo-
graphic variations. Close proximity to a detinning plant in-
creases the value of source-separated “all steel” cans, but
there are only a handful of these facilities in the country.

Magnetic separation of ferrous metals (after waste is
shredded) is a simple and proven technology. Con-
sequently, many of the heat recovery incinerators in opera-
tion (or in the planning stages) employ ferrous metal recov-
ery. A number of transfer stations and landfill shredding sites
also use this technique.

Beverage containers make up only 15 percent of the
available ferrous metals in trash. Later in 1976, EPA esti-
mated that for plants recovering ferrous metals, removal of
beverage containers could reduce net revenues for the fer-
rous fraction by only 50¢ per ton (from an average net value
of $2.45 per ton). Recovery plants will still be economically
viable if the beverage containers were removed but again it
will help if the supply of trash can be obtained from an
expanded geographic area.

In summary

Resource recovery facilties, source separation and waste
reduction can be complementary solid waste management
options. Perhaps the key to making them compatible is
careful planning.

The problems—and the uncertainties—that must be con-
sidered in reaching solutions are too complex for simplistic,
single-track answers. Individuals as well as government
officials will have to objectively analyze the pros and cons of
each approach as it relates to their community’s situation.

Areas of conflict exist among the various approaches, but
they should not be viewed as overwhelming or irresolvable.
A variety of techniques or even a mix of solutions will be
appropriate to meet the needs of different communities. And
although implementation of one strategy may affect the
economics of another, the combined benefits, as well as the
costs of all the programs, should be the basis for solid waste
management decision making. The dimensions of our solid
waste dilemma are overwhelming. And as the cost of dis-
posal increases, decision makers will be forced to look for
ways to cut down on the supply of trash.
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November 3, 1978

Environmental Quality or Natural Resources Chairmen (memo only to
State Presidents)

Hester McNulty, Natural Resources Coordinator

Proposed Regulations for Development and Implementation of State Solid
llaste Management Plans

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has proposed regulations containing
guidelines for the development and implementation of state solid waste manage-
ment plans, as required by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
(RCRA). As you know, RCRA requires that state plans shall:

m provide for the identification of state, local and regional responsibilities
for solid waste management;

m encourage resource conservation and recovery; and

m encourage application and enforcement of environmentally sound disposal
practices.

Since RCRA invests state and local governments with the primary responsibility
for resolving solid waste problems, the proposed regulations should be of
special interest to state Leagues. When these regulations appear in final
form, they will constitute minimum criteria which states must meet in order
to qualify for federal solid waste planning, technical assistance, and
implementation funds., EPA will accept comments on these proposed rules (en-
closed) through November 27, 1978, providing you with an opportunity to shape
the solid waste problem-solving framework that will be used by state and local
agencies.

The LWVUS is preparing a response to this proposal. We have identified four
important issues on which to comment.

First, the League supports EPA's proposal for consolidating work program
submissions for various environmental programs into a state/EPA agreement and
suggests that solid waste programs be included (see: Proposed Rules, page 38536,
column 2, paragraph 1). The various environmental quality programs have tended
to fragment decision-making and we agree that the state/EPA agreement is a

step toward integrating program planning and management. We are concerned,
however, that the state/EPA agreements will become paper tigers setting forth
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grand ideas that may not be implemented. In this regard, we encourage EPA,
to the extent possible, to tie funding of environmental programs to imple-
mentation of state/EPA agreements.

Second, we want to be sure that sufficent emphasis is placed on implementation

of state solid waste plans. Section 256.04 of the proposed regulations ties
financial assistance incentives to implementation. This link is not sufficiently
strong. The regulations are vague regarding what will be considered satis-
factory progress in the implementation of state plans. We suggest, at a

minimum, that Section 256.04 refer to criteria for assessing implementation
performance found in Sections 256.02 (b), (c) and (d), which require the devel-
opment of a timetable, management approach, and assessment of legal and administra-
tive authority to carry out the plan. We recommend that goals projected in
the plan be compared with actual accomplishments when plans are periodically
reviewed by the Administrator. Significant differences between actual and
planned events would be a visible and measurable indicator of implementation
problems.

Third, hazardous waste disposal poses a serious threat to public health and
the environment. This threat places a special responsibility on EPA to
minimize confusion regarding regulatory requirements for disposal of these
wastes.

Two sections of the regulations addressing hazardous wastes are confusing.
Section 256.40(b) states that plans shall provide for adequate and appropriate
recovery, storage, treatment, and disposal capacity for hazardous wastes. Section
256.43(a) states that plans should provide that facilities are available for
recovery, treatment, storage or disposal of hazardous wastes. One difference
between these sections is that one uses the word "shall", while the other

uses the word "should”. The regulations define the term "shall" as denoting

a requirement, while the term "should" denotes a recommendation. The only

other difference is that one section refers to capacity while the other refers
to facilities. Since these two terms bring to mind identical concepts, we
suggest that EPA either eliminate Section 256.43(a), or that they clarify the
confusion.

Fourth, we want EPA to protect the public's right to participate in every
phase of the planning and implementation process. We are concerned that
subpart G of the proposed regulations emphasizes public information without
simultaneously stressing the essential follow-up step of public consultation.
We will encourage EPA not to slight public consultation.

If you choose to comment on these proposed regulations, we would appreciate a
copy forwarded to the national office, Attention: Environmental Quality Dept.
Should you have any questions, please contact Scott Nessa at (202) 296-~-1770,
ext. 287.
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS
OF MINNESOTA DEPOSITS ON BEVERAGE CONTAINERS

PHONE (612) 224-5445
555 WABASHA e ST PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102

Mahtomedi Area LWV
Bloomington LWV

Sally Foley, Lobbyist
Deposits on beverage containers

February 26, 1979

POSITION: Support for mandatory deposits on beverage containers.

BACKGROUND: Since 1973 when LWV completed a study on solid waste, we
have supported legislation requiring mandatory deposits on beverage
containers as a means to reduce the generation of solid waste.

Many state and federal studies on the impacts of deposit legis-
lation have been published which strongly support our position and
show that it would:

reduce litter

reduce the generation of solid waste
reduce raw materials consumption
save energy

save consumers money

result in a new job increase.

Seven states now have similar legislation: Oregon, Vermont,
Michigan, Maine, Connecticut, Delaware and Iowa.

A public opinion poll taken at the Minnesota State Fair last summer
by the Minnesota House of Representatives shows 73% favoring deposit
legislation. The poll results were published in the Aug.-Oct. 1978
issue of "INTERIM" which is a publication of the Minnesota House of
Representatives.

STATUS OF BILL: H.F. 189 (Rep. Bill Dean) requires a minimum 10¢
deposit on all beer and soft drink beverage containers sold in Minnesota.
Hearings on H.F. 183 are scheduled for March 6 and 8 in the Environ-
ment and Natural Resources Committee. Your representatives (Connie Levi
and Bill Peterson) serve on the committee and are crucial votes for
passage of H.F. 189.

WHAT TO DO: The League and individual members should contact their

representative via letters, cards or phone calls before March 8 urging
support for H.F. 189.

(Please send copy of your letters to the state office.)




Testimony
by Joyce Lake, Lobbyist
League of Women Voters of Minnesota
on H.F. 189
for
House Environment and Natural Resources Committee
March 6, 1979

Mr,. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Joyce Lake

speaking for the League of Women Voters of Minnesota. Since
1973 when the League completed a study on solid waste, we have
supported legislation requiring mandatory deposits on beverage

containers as a means to reduce the generation of solid waste.

Since 1973 many state and federal studies on the impacts of
deposit legislation have been published. These studies strongly
support our position and show that a returnable bheverage
container system would:

- reduce litter
- reduce the generation of solid waste
- reduce raw materials consumption
save energy
save consumers money AND

result in a net job increﬁse.

The League of Women Voters was here supporting deposit legis-
lation in 1974, 1975, '76, '77, '78 and here we are again in 1979.
As in many other areas the League of Women Voters is persistent.

We strongly recommend the passage of H.F. 189 this year.

Thank you.




Testimony .
before The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency Board
by
Virginia Reiner, Lobbyist
League of Women Voters of Minnesota

April 24, 1979

I am Virginia Reiner speaking for the League of Women Voters of Minnesota.

In 1973, after two years of study on the solid waste problem, League mem-
bers agreed that the best approach was to reduce the nonessential part of the
waste stream, recover its nonreducible portion and ensure safe disposal of
the remainder. We are committed to action to achieve these goals, and I'm
here today to express our concern for the current state of uncertainty and
inaction with respect to the proposed Minnesota Hazardous Waste Rules. Such
indecision is not beneficial either to the citizens and the environment which
the rules protect or to the industry which the rules regulate.

The State Planning Agency Report prepared for the Joint Legislative Com-
mittee on Solid and Hazardous Waste gives four reasons for immediately pro-
mulgating these rules. We concur with these reasons, and I would like to
briefly review them with you.

1) The state, industry and the public have devoted much time and resour-

ces to the rules. Rehearings would be repetitious and delaying.

2) The rules will generate information which is crucial to continued

hazardous waste management planning.

3) Compliance with management rules will protect the environment.

4) Responsible hazardous waste managers are at a competitive disadvan-

tage in the absence of the rules.
In addition to the above reasons, I would also like to add the following
considerations.
1) The fees generated by the rules will provide for financing the

hazardous waste management and enforcement program by the Agency.
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2) During the hearings on the demonstration EPA chemical landfill

site, many citizens expressed opposition to the grant on the

basis that there did not exist a statewide hazardous waste regu-

latory program in place. We need such secure disposal sites in this
state and the promulgation of the hazardous waste regulations may
help provide assurance to diminish citizen concerns.

EPA has designated to the states prime responsibility for the
management of hazardous waste disposal. Last December conferees

at the International Conference on Hazardous Materials Management
agreed that the problems are too serious to wait for the slow and
tedious process of adequate federal registration and urged the
states to take the initiative in solving them. Cooperation among
states was encouraged. The definitive promulgation of the hazardous
waste regulations would provide a working framework to begin such

cooperative coordination.

To summarize:

We have a well-scrutinized set of Hazardous Waste Rules which have been
developed over the last five years with exhaustive input. We have the produc-
tion of 128,000 tons of hazardous waste per year in Minnesota, and we have
documented problems with irresponsible and unsafe disposal of hazardous waste
here. The promulgation of the Hazardous Waste Rules is the beginning of a
solution to these problems, and we urge the Board to act to see that these

regulations are quickly implemented.
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