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beverage containers on raw materials, energy,
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litter, and economics.
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“NO DZPOSIT - NO RZTURN"
wHAT'S IT COS[LING »iE?

INTRODUCTION

This booklet of materials on how to achieve beverage cont-
ainer legislaticn is the culmination of efforts of the Zco-
Science club of Orange County High School and numerous
resource persons.. Realizing that litter (of which a large
part is composed of no deposit, no return beverage containers)
is one of the major environmental problems of Orange County,
the State of Virginia, and the nation, the Zco-Science club
adopted this project in the fall of 1974.

The opposition to mandatory leisure beveraze deposit legis~
lation is truly formidable, for it is comprised of many
members of 'who's who' in American business. Some of the
members of the profit making from status quo, convenierice
seeking throwaway society advocates ares the steel, glass,
and aluminum companies, the container manufacturers, the
big “Bottlers”, the distributors, the retail grocers and
union members working in the above industries. <o win the
bottle against these well financed’rollution Profiteers’
requires a strong regional and national level effort.

The Eco-Science club is one such group. The following is a
composite of their materials to alert their fellow citizens
of the insidious effects of the throwaway on our society
and the need for deposit legislation.

Additional copies of this booklet are available from the
&co-dcience Club, Orange County High School, Orange,
Virginia, 22960



Script -- slide presentation for beverage container deposit
legislation promotion.

"NO DEPOSIT —~- NO RmTURN"

ev o WHAT'S IT COSTING lus?

This slide presentation may be localized as needed: Read
throuzh the script and note places where local facts can
be used. You may wish, for example, to aslk yvour local
mayor, county varks chief or other authority to comment
on litter, solid waste or other problems of the one-way
container. TIry to get a succinct statement you can quote
and insert a slide of the individual--perhaps lookinz at
non-returnables with a member of your local committee.
shile this presentation may be used exactly as it appears
here, it is suggested that each presentor put it in his

or her own words--words that fit the individual delivering
the presentation and the audience. e

Follow through is critical. After the presentation entertain
discussion (and this means you've got to know your factsi)
and then ask the audience to sign the sheet and vote for or
against the issue. A sample "vote sheet" is attached.
(Fote: Those developing this presentation felt that it
would be more effective to show the broportion favoring

the legislation than just those who would sign a petition,
Visiting civic and service organizations is not an effic-
ient way to gzather large numbers of signers--better to
stand in bucy shopping areas for numbers.) Ask your
audience for a resolution favoring deposit legislation.
Send it to all legislative representatives. Other

“what you can do" suggestions are in the script.



§

SCRIPT: "NO DEPOSIT —- 0 RETURN" . wHAT's IT COSTING Iis?
SLIDZE SLIDS
. NULBAR  DeSCRIPTION KARRATION
1 HAND AROUND A BEdiR CAN  You...
2 CaILbDRol wITH SOFT ««.and the other members of your
DRINAS .
' familye..
3 CARTOOr AVERAGE FAMILY ,..if you're an average hmerican
family...
4 CARTOOIX PFAIILY BURILD
Ih BOIILES AND CANS «eo.consume 1,646 bottles or
cans of beer and carbonated
soft drinks each year,
5 HARND WIIH LONSY ARND have you ever figured out what
GROCERY SLIPs
that's cogtinz you? iell,
that's what I'd like to invite
you to consider with me for
the next few minutes.
6 (TITLE) "NO DEPOSIT -- No deposit -- o return...It's
NO R&TURKN", « s wHAT®S
IT COSTIKG 1127 costing you plentyi
Vi BAVIRAGE DISPLAY

%xgngg_QgLL Va. consumers are
local county, state)

buying most of their beverages
in non-returnable bottles and
cans. &#nd if you'll look at
the beverage display, vou'll
see why--they don't have much

choice.



8 COKE IN DEPOSIT AND NO-
DEPOSIT CONTAINZERS
(Syracuse, NY ¥rices
December, 1973).

9 HAND THROwWING CAN OUT
CAR WINDOu

COsis TO
ohATD

D ibihit

10 PI5 GRAPiH:
PRODUCE CAnS

11  SHO&S & SHOZ BOK

The beverage industry has led

us to believe that non-
returnables are cheaper and
more convenient than the deposit
container,

liore convenient?...well, maybe.

Zut cheaper? No! Wwriting in
Beverage Industrv magazire,
sanford Eernstein said:s
"Packaging is the major factor
in the production of beer.

For all the big three, it
comprises more than 50 per cent
of the total cost of »roducing
the product for marketing."

e, ko &, Norton, President of
Roval Crown and Dr. FPepper
Bbttling Co. wrote: "The
constant amazement to me is why
so many bottlers cannot see the
returnable bottle is the
cheapest way to get our product
to the consumer, znd at the same

time, help the litter and solid



12 PIGGY BANK -- SAVINGS
FOR FAMILY

13 CARTOON TALPAYER wITH
BILL FOR OTHIr COS'DS
OF OMua-wAY'S

14 h&wSFAPER HEADLINES
ABOUT EIERGY CRISIS

waste problems. A comparison
which I frequently use is,
'would you pay $15 for a pair
of shoes and $30 for the box %o

bring them home in?'

well, that's exactly what you're

being asked to do by the
beverage industry. If we out-
lawed the non-returnables, and
used deposit containers, the
average family gould save $44
per year in beverage purchases
by éliminating the waste of non-
refillable containers,

lkow, if that 44 for the so-~
called convenience of one-way
cans and bottles isn't bad
enouzh; you're also being asked
to bear some other costs-~-

Get out your checkbook -- turn
down you:r thermostat -- the non-
returnabie isn't through with
you yet!

Americans respond to crises --
they pull tozether, discipline
themselves and make the nece-

ssary sacrifices. They did in
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BEER CAN AND LIGHT BULS

7-BILLION ki HOURS OR
3-I{ILLION PEOPLE

-l

uorld #arg I and IT -- and
they're doing it again nNOW ag
the crunch of energy shorlageg
presses in on every family. why
it's just not patriotic 10 hay,
a toasty warm house or 10 drjyy,
over 55 mphi

Here's another way to save
energyt +fut the beer and Sopy
drinks back in refillable,
deposit containers, zHach tipg
an aluminum can is used, ¥e loge
one-half Iilowatt hour of energy 
-- or, that's the same as

burning a 100 watt 1ight bulp

for 5 hours, For many familjeg
they could light their house for
the energy they waste in

beverage cans,

Magnify this to the national
Picture and it looks like thig,
In 1970 7 billion kilowatt hoypg
of energy were used to manu-
facture 440,000 tons of

aluminum cans, This energy
would meet the needs of 3 Millj,,
People for a year, OShouldn't

we be re-examing our prioritiegs
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211 TRILLION BTU

OR- HEAT 2.MILLION

HOMES

10

And whaf abbut throw-away
bottleg? According to Crusade
For 4 gjeaner &nvironment, the
manufacture of one-way bottles
waétEd 211 trillion ETU's of
energy in 1972. That's the’
energy gpent Qver the amount
needeq to manufacture only
returnaples. It's also enoﬁgh
t0 supply 10 million Americans
with e)ectrical powér for a
year, jpnough to heat 2-million
three-pegroom brick homes in the
lhiddle ptlantic states for a
whole heating season. If your
home js5 yncomfortably chilly
aren'+t you & bit incensed by
this aljgcation of precious
energy? iefillable bottles
would ggve at least 254 of the
energy pequired to mznufacture

new Ones,
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NEWSPAPZESR HSADLINES
ABOUT RESQURCE
SHORTAGZ

".{HAT ABOUT RECYCLING"

11

For a quarter of a”eenturyo
conservationists ang environ-
mentalists have warned us of
fuel shortages =-- byt they

were alarmists -~ lNow we know
differently., But are we
listening to another dire
warning? Non-renewaple
resources are being gepleated

at an alarming rate -. and as we
have'learned from the oil crisis,
we cannot go on assyming that
foreign resources shaji flow

to American shores g+ the call
of the U,S, dollar,

Buring this past year, warnings
have come from Severaj quarters,,
«the U,S, Geoiogical Survey
analysis of mineral pegources
concluded its report warning of
crises in the supPly of raw
materials with a Statement
deploring the extent to which
steel, aluminum and other non-
returnable resources gre being

used once, and 108t forever.
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AUTQ "GRAVEYARD"

STACK NisusYAPLRS

EMPYY CANS "FOR SALE ~--

C;{.._.A"‘ P "

RECYCLInG OPERATION

12

Ang £rO" the private ggcotor,
ugr1ie® Roesch, Fresigent of
Jopes 2% Laughlin Stegy Corp,
Drojeots Shortages of gteel.
W3 th st€el shortages in the
ofring’ N4 Prices riging, the
Peasibttity of recyeljn, auto
corpes is at hand.

Ang with demand fo? newsprint
outstriPPing supply, ang prices
soaring on this Papen product,
techno}©8ically and eq nomically
paper recycling 1is Practical in
togay ‘¢ °COnomy.

So, why PO just Tecye,
alumin?™ 314 steel beyerage
QOntaiﬂerS? e once thought
this WA° the answer, But --

it hasﬂ't worked =~ j{ ,on't
Work- Recyeling is Not the
Answer’

liagggive Mdustry effonys o
encour2s® Tecycling gepters for
Slags 2P4 cans are fajysna, Iy
was gredt Public relas o for

the peve™@Ee induStry, 5yt how
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CANS & BOITLes
3.7/, RECYCL2D

CanS

13

audaciousi The poor consumer

a8 being asked to go to a lot

.of work and trouble to give

back expensive containers.
Then, the whole foolish cycle

was repeated again.
Recycling beverage containers

is neither practical -- nor
profitable for consumer or for
industry. Often, new materials
are cheaper and recycling may
require as much or more energy.
At its peak In 1071, less than
L per cent of the total non-
refillables pioduced were re-
cycled.

Zven if aluminum cans do gét
back for recycling, they are
undesirable because the
material is very thin and
painted or coated with
lithogranhic advertising which
causes rapid burning. This
results in tremendous losses
of metal Jdue to oxidation.

Also, the can is a high
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CAN AND BOTILE AT
SHRZDDER PLANT

BAULITZ 1% ALUGINUL
TO CANS

magnesium alloy --almost
worthless for anything but the
production of more cans.

cven the most modern solid
waste shredding and recovery
operations usually do not
reccver cans or bottles., At
one of the country’s newest
operation in Syracuse, liew York,
the bottle is reduced to sand,
the can to a ball, 5Soth go to
landfills~-lost forever. It's
almost impossible to separate
out any but ferrous metals--and
there’s usually no feasible
market for aluminum cans anyway!
Recycling beverage cuntainers is
net the answer--and neither is
the continuation of the one-way
can. The industry uses 4 tons
of bauxite--90, imnorted--to
make a ton of aluminum which

in turn makes only 48,000

beverage cans.,

14



28

29

30

31

$200 R.I.P.
48,000 CANS

l? ’ 000 I‘X‘.‘,'Ii R.I o 2,
48,000 Calvs :

CHARI OF TOP 6
ALUIl, Uswuss

BALANCEs RZASONS
OUTWEIGH NOK-
REFILLABLES

-10-

15

dvery time we repeat this
foolish one-way process, we
rob the American economy of
$200 of valuable metal, most
of it contributing to U.~.
trade deficits.,

And, we lose 17,000 kilowatt
hours of energy.

The logical challenge is, "but
isn't this a drop in the
bucket--compared to other
aluminum uses?"

Absolutely not! According to

1970 data for the U,S. aluminum

iﬁdustry, the production of

cans is the number one use in
a iist of 72 categories,

Thus far, we have looked at

3 solid reasons to end the
age of the non-returnable
beverage container:

(1) Deposit containers could
save the average family o4l a

vear in direct purchase costs.



-11-

(2) We can no longer waste the
tremendous amount of energy we
are spending today to produca
no deposit--no return containers,
(>) And we have seen the cost
and waste of aluminum--a
precious, mostly imported--non-
renewable natural resource.

32 LIPTER SCENS But, we haven't touched on the
major issue that has prompted
deposit legislation in most of
Canada, Oregon, and Vermont.
That is litter!

33 CdaRT OF TOr 6 Let's back up to this illus-

ALUu. USES

tration that I used a minute
ago. Note’items 5 and 6. The
very reason aluminum is used so
extensively for siding and for
primary doors and windows is
the stability of the metal and
1ts longevity under most weather
conditions. These character-
istics are exactly what makes
aluminum the wrong material from
which to manufacture consumer

containers.




34 UNDERWATER SCENZ

35

AP OF U.S. CANADA
DEPOSIT LAus

-12~

17

Aluminum doesn't rust and
oxidizes so slowly as to be
measured in human lifetimes.
Underwater--and that's where

a lot of cans end up--there

is no measurable deterioration.
Glass containers--they are as
bad or worse. They last
forever,

It was this one issue--litter--
that prompted our Canadian
neighbors to end the folly of
throwaway beverage containers.
Oregonlpioneered in the U.5, |
Vermont has followed. Several
cities and counties have
enacted similar deposit
legislation and legislation has
been initiated in dozens of
other municipalities and in

several states.
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AP OF N.Y.S. COUNTY
DEPOSIT LAWS

CAYUGA CO. lAP

93,000 CANS & BOTTLES-~
ValUlg

18

Let me share with you the
results of a litter survey
conducted by the people of
Cayuga County, New York--
currently, the only New Yofk
county that has enacted deposit
legislation. I’'m sure we could
replicate their study in other
towns, counties or states.

In may, 1973, 292 miles of road
sides were éurveyed in the
county. 93,000 cans and bottles
were picked up. Laid end to
end, they would reach the
iength of Owasco Lake--10 1/4
miles.

If recycled, these containers
would have been worth $92--
tiardly worth the effort of pick
up. ‘But if there had been a
5-cent deposit on them, they
would have been worth ¢4,650,
Certainly an attractive source
of pocket money for enter-

prising youngsters!
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NYS THRUWAY

STATs PAZL

14—

19

If we talk about litter in terms
of clean~-uv» costs, we czn site
example after costly examnle.
Despite the fact that beer is
not sold at all along the NYS
Thruway, and mos* other bever-
ages 3are consumed at rest stovs,
the Thruway éuthority reports

an annual litter clean up cost
of »400,000 and half the litter
is béverage containers,

We can quote the superintend-
ent of a Central New York

State park who says, "Disposable
bBeverage containers are a never-
ending problem for park people.
They don't degrade and hence
lay there--spoiling the beauty
and all too often causing nasty
injury to visitors. Litter pick
up costs about $16,000 a year in
this park and despite the fact
that we ban bottles and cans on
the beach, and our concession
dells soft drinks only in vaper
cuss, a very high percentage of
our litter is the disposable can

and bottle,"
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L1 Khegr Ak, BoAUTIFUL dven the beverage industry's
CO>T FIGURES

own public relations campaign--
heep Aﬁerica Beautiful--reports
eye-popping costs: Americans
are shelling out indireét costs
of about 1/2 billion tax dollars
for litter pick-up nationwide,
and an equal amount in hidden
costs to the butcher, the baker
and the candlestick malker who

must pass along their costs of

litter pick-up to the consumer,

42 INTZRVIESING . DUFF Locally, how do peonle feel about
GRewi¥, SDITOR OF “ORANGE
RoVI s the non-returnable containers?

I asked Duff Green, cditor of
the Orange feview and Virector
of the Chamber of Commerce to

",

comment. He noted that "Non-
returnable glass containers have
accounted for the ruination of
about 200 worth of auto tires
on Orange Review vehicles during
the past year, "He further
stated that "Glass poses a very

definite health hazard, esvecially

for children".

20
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L3 INTERVIWING RICHARD fiealth District Administrative
SHARY, HEALTH DISTRICT
ADIINISTRATIVE Pupervisor Richard Sharp was
SUPSRVISOR

asked, "How serious a problem is

litter in Orange County?"

jn HEALTH ADLINIS TRATOR Let me read his responset
SHARF "what can I say, other than

it's bad. I think the green
boxes have helped the situation
some, but some roads are still in
terrible shape. I definitely
feel a deposit on these

containers would be very effective
in cutting down on our iitter."
Vice-tiayor of the town of Orange
Clements said, "I definitely

favor returnable containers."

Ly OR&EGON GOV, HMeCALL Oregon 'is the only state where
| deposit legislation has been in
effect longz enough for evaluation.
we asked Governor Tom ixcCall to
corment. Let me quote hiws
response, "Based upon early
evidence, I would say the bilil

is a rip-roaring success.

21
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IThe significant thing is that

- littering has been substantially

"NO DiPOsIT--NO RSTURN"..

wiAT's IT COSTING pus?

22

decreased since the bill took
effect.

The law continues to work with
remarkable smoothness, has wide
public support, and has brought
a.dramatic decrease in litter.
The energy crisis also should
make us take a look at the
Oregon concept, where if applied
nationally energy savings equal
to the electricity needs of nine
million affluent Americans
annually would be realiged."

The environmental Protection
Agency and the isidwest Regearch
Institute developed a means to
determine the environmental cost
of manufactured products, As

we have done this

they

(afternoon, evening)
calculateesceese
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Repeat # 17
211 TRILLIOn BTU OR
HSAT 2 MILLION HOuicS

Repeat i 27
BAUKITE TO ALUMINUM
TO0 CANS

Repeat if 32
LIDTAR SCENa

RETURNABLE "BiEsT"
THROwAWAY "WORST"

Repeat # 9
HAND THRO«wINKG CAl.
OUY CAR wINDO.I

=] 8-

sseNETrEY o0
s .raw materialsSe.s.

«..pollution and solid was te,

Returnable glass beverage
containers earned the best
environmental rating., ThroOWawa,
glass bottles and aluminum Cang
earned the worst rating.
Throwing away a throwaway 1S
part of a life style that mMustg
change. e have been 1iviNng wjyy
cheap'energy, nlentiful ravw
materials and boundless land-
scapes. Now we must adapt to
life styles that reflect 1imited
and costly energy, raw materiaj
and land resources. Let's
intelligently cut out our mMosSg
frivolous uses first., The

throwaway beverage containerT

should head the list!
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52 SIGNIng VOT2 SymsT If YOU agree, then I hope you will
express yqyrgelves in support of
both county and state legislation
which woylg require a five-cent
deposit ¢n peer and soft drink
containers, Please express your
opinion on the Sheet I will "
circulate, You may be interested:
If you vote "for" you will reflect
the OPinion of 76 per cent of
New Yorkepg according to a poll by

the League of woman Voters.

53 HODZY, g250LUTT Oy 4180, I appeal to
(organization)

to paS8 a pesolution which can be
forwarded to your elected
repréSéntatjves.

S4 gﬁgBnggﬂﬁbsING 'Personal letters are very
important jopording to all
legislatorsg, Flease, take the
time 10 express your thoughts
to your legiglative represen-
tatives. 43gp, write your
favorite brewers and bottlers--
tell them yoy want their product
in refillapje geposit containers,

Send a letter to the editor.

24
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55 HANDS wITH CAN If these past feWw slides looked
AND BOTTLE
pretty much the same, it's
intentional. YThe isgye--whether
we continue the Problep-- or
_ solve it, is in Yyour hands.
56 ~ CHILDRAN wITH CANS What sort of future will we place
. | in our children'’s hangs? ‘e
have squandered our environmental
heritage and restitution can only
start when we begin to change our
life styles.

57 GARBAGSE | ihen it comes to the gebate over
throwaway containers yersus
refillable containers +there is
one point that even the beverage
industry cannot challenge: ‘The
easiest problem t0 solve is one
you never create in the first

place.




"BOTTLE BILL" AS EnpcTED

OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-<1q7, peGULAR SESSION . -

HOUSE BILL 1ggq
AN ACT

Relating to beverage COntainers;'aﬁd Drov1d1ng penélties.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE oF THE STATE qp gesd: -

*SECTION 1. As used in this Act, Unlese the SOMtext reauives o oropwise:
(1) - "Beverage" Means peer or.other m:?f peverages and~mfnera]twaters,

'soda. water and similar carbopated soft ﬂ”inks.in*11QUid form and j,4anded

+ for human consumption.

“Beverage containerﬁ me&hsvfhe 5 ‘v{aua1é:3eparates'sea] d glass,
metal or plastic bottle, can, jar or Cartogdgonta;"‘"g a beverage, ed g
3) "Commission" means the Oregon.|; uor CONErol commission
(4).:"Consumer"‘means'every-PeY5°"-who‘purc"ases a.beverage j, . pev-

erage container for Use or copsymption.

(5) "Dealer" means every person in this stat® Yho engages ip ... sale

~ of beverages in beverage containers t0 a copeymer’ °'vmea"553 Fedemption cen-

ter certified under section 8 of this Act, . . - R
__(6) "Distributor" means every PErSon ho en9898S-in the Salg ¢ pev-

‘erages n beverage containers o a dealep in this Stéte including any manu-

facturer who engages in such sales. o

. (7) “In this state" meaps within the éxter10f<11m1tsjof the siate of
Oregen and includes all territory within gho.. 19M1tS owned bY or ¢ggqd to
the U?g§ed ?tates of America, g R
S "Manufacturer’ means every Persq t1177: Canning Or ise
filling beverage containers fgor sale to diQtEQEUtors or dealers. therw1

(9) "Place of business of a dealer® means the. iocation at Which a

dealer sells or offers for sale beverages j “pover28@ containers i, con-

" sumers.

(10) "Use or consumption” includes the axerciS Of any right g Qer
over a beverage incident to the gwnership thgﬁeof,.o her than the s§12°or
the keeping or petention of 3 peverage for the purPoses of sale. .

. SECTION‘z. (1) Except as provided jn . psectiOn (2) of this cec-
tion, every beverage container sold or.°fferngfor sale i Ihis.Statessha]]
have a refund value of not less than five Cents- o '

gz% lEv$ny bev:;aggdcontainer cer:;fied asAprOV;d$d in sectig, 6 of
this ACt, sold or offered for sale in this shall have a ref ue
of not less than two cents. - _ State, =07 TR T T Und vgl

SECTION 3, Except as provided in SGCiioﬁ 4 of this pct; »

(1) A'dealer shall not pefuse t0.accepy from a' COnsimer any empty bev-
:rage c:nt:;ners of thetgind, size and brand sold bzethe dealer, op refuse
0 pay tO the consumer the refynd value of r29€ Contairer as -
ed by(Z?Ct;°" 2 of this Act. ? beve P .58 establish

- R distributor shall pot refuse tq t_Trom g -dealer a,

beverage containers of the kind, size:and.b,ggg?§;1d by the d‘Stribﬁtﬁﬁthr
refuse to pay the dealer the refund value of. 5 pever29e container ag otz plish.

20



ed by section 2 of this Act.

SECTION 4. (1) A dealer may vefuse to accept from a_consumer, and a
distributor may refuse to accept from a dealer any ‘empty beverage container
which does not state thereon a refund va1ue as estabiished by section 2 of
this Act.

(2) A dealer may refuse to accept and to pay the refund value of empty
beverage containers if the place of business of the dealer and the kind and
brand of empty beverage containers are included in an order of the commission
approving a redemption center under SECt10n 8 of th1S Act

SECTIOH 5. (1) Every beverage container sold or offered for sa1e in
this state by a dealer shall clearly indicate by embossing or by a stamp, or
by a label or other method securely affixed to the beverage container. the
refund value of the container. -

(2) Subsection (1) of this section shall not apply to glass beverage
containers designed for beverages having a brand name permanently marked
thereon which, on the operative. date of this Act had a refund va1ue of not
Tess than. five cents.

(3) No. person shall sell or offer for sale at retai1 in this state any
metal beverage container so designed and’ constructed that a part of the con-
tainer is detachable in opening the container without: the aid of a can opener.

SECTION 6. (1) To promote ‘the use in this state of reusable beverage
contatners of uniform design, and to facilitate the return of containers
to manufacturers for reuse as a béverage container; the commission shall
certify beverage containers which’ satisfy the requirements of this sec-
tion... _
52) A beverage container sha11 be certified i1f: '
a) It is reusable as a beverage: container by more than one manufacturer

- in the ordinary course of business: and

(b) #ore than one manufacturer will in the ordinary. course of business
accept the beverage container for reuse as a beverage container and pay the
refund value of the container.

(3) A beverage container shall not be certified under this section if
by reason of its shape or design, or by reason of words or symbols permanent-
1y inscribed thereon, whether by engraving, embossing, paint1ng or other

- permanent method, it is reusable as a beverage container in the ordinary

course -of. business on1y by a manufacturer of a beverage sold under a specific
brand name.

SECTION 7. (1) Unless an application for certification under section 6
of this Act is denied by the commission within 60 days after the filing of
the application, the beverage container shall be deemed certified.

(2) The commission may review at any time certification of a beverage
container. - If after such review, with written notice and hearing afforded
to the person who filed the application for certification under section 6
of this Act, the commission determines the container is no 1onger qualified
for certif1cation, it shall withdraw certification.

(3) Mithdrawal of certification shall be effective not 1ess than 30 days
after written notice to the person who filed the application for certification
under section 6 of this Act and to the manufacturers referred to in subsection
(2) of section 6 of this Act. .

SECTION 8. (1) To facilitate the return of empty beverage containers
and to serve dealers of beverages, any person may establish a redemption cen-
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ter, subject to the approval of the Oregon Liguor Control Commission, at
which consumers may return empty beverage containers and receive payment
of the refund value of such beverage containers.

(2) App11cation for approval of a redemption certer shall be filed
with the commission. The application shall state the name and address of
the .person responsible for the establishment and operation of the redemp-
tion centar, the kind and brand names of the beverage containers which will
be accepted at the redemption center and the names and addresses of the
dealers to be served by the redemption center. The application shall include
such additional information as the commission may requirz.

() The commission shall approve a redemption center if it finds the
redempt1on center will provide a convenient service to consumers for the re-
turn 67 empty bevcrage containers. The order of the commission approving
a redemption center shall state the dealers to be served by the redemption
senter and the kind and brand names of empty beverage containers which the
rcuemption center must accept. The order may contain such other provisions
123 insure the redemption center will provide a convenient service to the
nublic s the commission may determine.

(4) The commission may review at any time approval of a redemption cen-
ter. After written notice to the person responsible for the establishment and
operation of the redemption-center, and to the dealers served by the redemp-
tion center, the commission may, after hearing, withdraw approval of a redemp-
tion center if the commission finds there has not been compliance with its
order approving the redemption center, or if the redemption center no lonqer
urovides a convenient service to the public.

_ SECTION 9. The procedures for certification or withdrawal provided for
in secticrs G to 8 of this Act shall be in accordance with ORS chapter 133.

SCCTION 10. (1) Any person who violates secticn 2, 3 or 5 of this Act
shall be punished, upon conviction, as for a misdemeanor.

(2) In addition to the penalty prescribed by subsection (1) of this
section. the cormission or the State Department of Agriculture may revoke
or suspend tiie 1icense of any person who wilfully violates section 2, 3 or
5 of this Act, who is required by ORS chapter 471 or 635, respectively, to
have a license.

SECTIOH 11. (1) During the period commencing October 1, 1972, and ending
vthen it submits the report provided for in subsection (2) of this section, the
Legislative Fiscal Committee shall cause to be cocnducted a study of tne Jpera-
tivn of sections 1 to 10 of this Act that shall inciude, but not be limited
ty, an analysis of: i

(a) Its economic impact on persons licensed under ORS chanter 635 who
engage in the nonalcoholic beverage manufacturing business, on persons en-
gaged in the business of manufacturing beer and other malt beverages and on
persons engaged in the business of manufacturing beverage containers in com-
plying with the provisions of sections i to 10 of this Act.

(b) The problems, if any, incurrad in the distribution, sale and re-
turnhof Reverage containers subjec: to the piovisions of sections 1 to 10

7 this Act.

(c) The effectiveness of the provisions of sections 1 to 10 of this
Act in the reduction of the incidence of the littering by beverage containers
in this state.

(d) The costs incurred in the erforcement of the provisions of s:c-
ticns 1 to 10 of this Act.

{2) Prior to January 1, 1975, the Legislative Fiscal Committee shall pre-
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‘pare and submit to the Fifty-eighth Legislative Assembly of the State of
Oregon a report of its findings made pursuant to subsection (1) of this

section and its recommendations ‘with respect to any legislative proposals
. considered by it to be necessary as the result of the study conducted as

.required by subsectfon (1) of this section. o
. SECTION 12. This Act shall not become sperative until October 1, 1972,
and shall apply to all beverage containers sold or offered for sale after
'“October 1, 1972, éxcept that applications under sections 6 and 8 of this
Act may be made prior to Ocicver 1, 1972, the certification referred to in
section 6 of this Act and. the approval referred to under section 8 of this
Act may be delivered prior to October 1, 1972, and the commission shall
- adopt rules and regulations under sections’'6 and 8 of this Act prior to
October 1, 1972. ' L

a

[
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OREGOH'S BOTTLE BILL ~ A PROGRESS REPORT

The "Bottle Bi11® went into effect on October 1, 1972. The Act

‘placed a minimum refund of 5¢ on all cans andfnon-certified'bottles for

beer or other malt beveragés and carbonated soft di-inks. - For certified
containers (those containers which are being reused Ny moré«than one manu-
facturer for more than one brand) the minfmm refund was s2% at two cents.
In addition, the Bill outlawed the flip-top or pull-tab container for

beer and carbonated soft drinks.

A suit was filed in early 1972 seeking to ‘have the Statute declared
unconstitutional. This effort was unsuccessful and in September of 1972
no constitutional defects were found by the Cdﬁrt. The ruling has been
appealed and will probably be ultimately decided in the highest court
which will accept the case.

The Act has now been in effect for s]ighfly over four months. Strong
patterns are bééinning to emerge. Since many other states are considering
passage of legislation similar to Oreqon's, the following has been com-
piled as a status report.

The results to date show that no adverse effects on'the sales for
beer have occurred. There has been no shift from beer to wine by the

consumer. Costs have increased slightly for distributors and grocers

‘since they must now handle a larger volume of returned containers. Litter

has been reduced significantly. Results of surveys taken during the year
pribr to the Act's taking effect compared to those made after the Act be-
came effective show beverage can and bottle litter down approximately 50%
to 70%. |

There has been a major change from one-use to reusable containers

with no major problems encountered during the change-over. There has been
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good public acceptance with only minor'coﬁplaints from consumers. The
changeover was accomplished within a relativg]y short time. Even though
the !egis?ation was passed by the Oregon.Legiéléfure in.ﬁﬁne of 1971, no
steps for 1mp1gménfation were made by bottlers .or breweries until approxi-
mately a year later in June of 1972. HNevertheless, the changeover occurred
Tess than four monfﬁs_iater on October 1, 1972 with only minor problems.

Very few soft drink or beer cans are now being sold in Oregon. As a
resu]f, one soft driﬁk canningHCOmpany has gone out of business. The ré-
maining Soft drink éanning company has experienced a marked redu;tion in
sales but continues to market in Oregon.and Washington. : s

In short, the Bott]e 3§11 to date is a success. - It is accomplishing
those objectives which‘its proponents has expected. Litter is being reduced.
Energy:and‘non-renewabie resoufcés are being conserved since most contain-
ers nov being sold 1h.dfégon‘aﬁe'returhable..

The following detailed background is offered in support of the above

_.conclusions and is also intended ‘to serve as resource information.

PURPOSE OF BILL 3
1; The 5il1 w§§ initially conceived a: a litter reduction measure.
Oregonians had Tong been concerned with roadside iitter and much support
came from those whq viewed the measure as an added incentive to reduce Titter.
2. Many others viewed the Act as a matter of conservation of energy.
A returnable container which is reused has'a significantly lower usage of
energy compared to a can or bottle which is used once. _ _ N
3. The finai purp&se was to promote. resource conservation? et the
time the.Bott1e Bi11 was being considered by Oregon’s ]egis]qture,_there
vas a great dea1.of citizen interest in recycling efforts. Larée quantities

of glass were returned to the local Owens-I11inois bottle manufacturing plant.
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PROGRESS REPORT
PAGE 3
However, when compared to the total quality of glass produced, thg re-
turns were very small and approximated less than 5% of the total pro-
duction at the Portland plant. |
COURT_CHALLENGES

In January of 1972, several plaintiffs representing can manufacturers,

national brewers, the Oregon Soft Drink Association, and other beverage-
related companies filed suit for declaratory judgment agaipst the "Bottle
Bi11." They ciaimed undue and unreasonable burden upon.interstate commerce,
the loss of equal protection of the laws and the Act was arbitrary, capri-
cious and unduly oppressive to the plaintiffs. They also claimed that the
Act would not be effective in achieving its purposes.

Considerable testimony was heard at the trial which was held during
July and August of 1972. In addition, friend of the court briefs were
prepared by . John Bryson of the National Resource Defense Council, and
iir. Hans Linde for the Oreqon Environmental Council.

In eariy September, Judge Val D. Sloper of the Circuit Court of the
State of Oregon, issued his opinion. He found the plaintiffs' charges to
be without foundation. The Judge found that the Act "does not regulate any
instrumentalities of interstate commerée, does not discrimihate in favor of
Tocal commerce, is consistent with the announced national policy of environ-
mental control and protection and is a valid exercise of the 'state police
power'. In addition, the Act does not discriminate against any out of
state beer or soft drink manufacturers to the advantage of instate manu-
facturers ror does it impose any special requirements on beverage contain-
ers which are manufactured outside of the state or grant any special ex-

emptions to any produced in the state." Judge Sloper concluded that the
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The percentage which returnable containers contributed to the total

litter was always very small, and has not increased. .

2. Beer and soft drink beverage can and bottle .1itter has been re-
duced stikingly. This category was previously a very significant
portion of the total litter and has now been reduced by approxi-
mately 50% to 70%

3. Total litter has been reduced by approximately 20% to 25%. One
expected benefit of the Bill was that the Titter of the six-pack
containers and boxes for beer aﬁd soft drinks would be reduced
since they are a convenient way of returning the botties or cans
for the refund. No summary of this beverage-related packaging
was ta]ligd for the first year of the study, so no conclusions
may be drawn for these items at this time.

TOTAL SALES

_. Ho unseasonal reduction in total sales for soft drink has been reported.
Beer sales continue to increase as they have in the past. There was a si-
lent dip in Septeﬁber followed by a rise in October as stocks without the
mandatory refund statement were phaséd out. MWine sales, while increasing
have not increased faster than during previous years since the effective
date of the'legislation. ’
CAHS

Very few cans are being used for soft drink sales. Initially, some

national brahds were being marketed but at the present time, only Shasta
soft drinks are being sold in cans in Oregon. Al1 the major northwest brew-
eries are marketing beer in cans. However, can sales were very modest during
December of 1972. They dropped from approximately 40% of the non-bulk market
to 1/2% in December of 1972.
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PROGRESS REPORT
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Oregon has no beverage can manufacturers. ‘However, it did have two

~ soft.drink canning companies. "One fim, Emerald Canning Company of Eugene,

Oregon, canned Czca Cola and'manyfothef national and:private brands as a
contract canner. The second company, Shasta, marketédfé*product”under the

"Shasta" brand. - Enerald Cannfng Company recently announced that it would

| not attempt to continue to can §Oft drinks. The major owner -is-also the

franchised bottler for Coca'Cola in the area, and ‘consequently- it is’expect-
ed that he will sell in bottles much of the volume ‘which he ‘once sold in
cans. Shasta Beverages, on-the other hand, dqesﬂnbtfnow'Sell'in bottles and
the sharp reduction in sales which‘the}»héve experienced ‘since the effective
day Qf the Act is therefore a net-]ﬁss‘to fhe.Company;' This has been off-
set by an increase in sales by local franchised bottlers. '

Nearly all soft‘drinks are being sold in bottles and the bréwerfes'have

converted over to reusable containers almost gxc]hSive]y. Oredon has used

a standard reuseable container ("stubby")‘fbr.mahy years. A1l northwest

breweries and some California breweries have‘QSed'the standard’ "stubby"
.bottle. Since the Bottle Bill has become effective, even some eastern
breweries are now using the "stubby" which as a certified container réquirés
only a 2¢ refund and hence poses some marketing advantageQ' It also reduces
sorting of returnable bottles in the grocer's backroom since several dis-
tributors will pick them up. “Stubby" sales amounted to 88% of the non

bulk beer sales in December of 1972. ' -

DISTRIBUTORS

Some distributors have feund thai, since bottles require more space

than cahs, this has necessitated additional trips to disfribute‘the same

amount of gallonage. In addition, fhe'labor costé associgtéd with returﬁihg
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the bottles to the brewery or bottler has caused some increase in cost.
GROCERS

There are now more bottles being returned to the grocer and this has
added some cost to the retail grocers. MNevertheless, most grocers accept
this as their part of cleaning up the environment. Some additional markup
(perhaps one cent per six pack) may be required to compensate the grocer and
distributor for the increased cost which they are now experiencing. Even |
with this increase, however, it is expected that the cost per ounce for
beverages marketed in a reusable container will continue to be much lower
than previous costs for a single-use container.

CoMCLUSION

The "Bottle Bil1" has only been in effect for four moﬁths. Nevertheless,
its success has been dramatic. It has gained acceptance from nearly every
sector affected. Maturally, those who stand to lose from the reversal of
our trend towards the "throw away society" will continue to mount their op-
position. It is heartening to note that the most significant group, the
consumers, appear to have accepted and even welcomed the change back to the
returnable system.

Additional analyses will be made in the coming months. Perhaps some mo-
difications will have to be made to the Act. The importanf thing is that it
appears that any required changes will be very minor. For the many supporters
who helped to ensure the passage of Oregon's landmark legislation, this is good
news indeed. It should also be good news to the proponents of similar legis-
lation in other states and cities. The returnable system is alive and well

Ain Oregon. As other states pass similar legislation, returnable éontainers can
i"ow be expected to quickly regain their share of the market from the single use,

throw-away container. “fHo deposit-no-return" may well be expected to be only a
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memory within the near future. Another step will have been taken in

.solving the ecological crisis which confronts mankind.
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FACT SHEET ON. BEVERAGE CONTAINER DEPOSIT LEGISLATION

HHY? Raw Materials Yasted:

1. Four tons of bauxite ore must be imported to make one ton -of aluminum,
which in turn will make only 48,000 cans plus scrap. : :

2. Over 30 billion beverage containers use 2.5 million tons of steel and
400,000 tons of aluminum annually. ' o

3. Of all containers made in the U.S.A. over:50% aEe for beverages.

Energy Yasted:

1. To convert bauxite ore to aluminum takes 17,000 kw hours per ton of
aluminum. ‘

2. The manufacture of ‘one aluminum can wastes 1/2 kw hour, equivalent to
five hours burning of a 100 watt light bulb.

3. The 15 billion kw hours of electricity wasted in 1970 by producing

non-returnable beverage containers is comparable to the energy used by
a city of 7 1/2 million residents for one year.

Economics:

1. Over 50% of the total cost of producing beverages for marketing is
packaging. .

2. Returnable bottles could save a family of four, $44.00 per year.

Litter:

1. Aluminum Titter does not degrade for at least a thousand years.

N
.

Glass iitter may last forever.

Of surveys conducted in Orange County, it was found that over 50% of
roadside 1itter is in the form of beverage centainers.

w

4, I?ere are few places that one can go in Orange County and not find
tter. Co

WHAT SHOULD THE LAY DO?

1. Encourage the sale of beverages in refillable bottles.

2. Save the taxpayers of Orange County hugh costs annually in solid
waste and litter collection.
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3. Resu]t in a decrease in energy usage due to the manufacture of
fewer beverage containers.

4. Conserve our raw mater1als for more cr1t1ca1 needs

5. Encourage a s;ate-w1de 1aw,»such as Oregon and Vermont;

HOM HAS IT HORKED IN OREGON?

1. Litter is down 70%

2. Beverage sales have risen.x
3. Employment has risen. .
4

. Beverage prices are lower than in surrounding states.

WHERE HAVE SIMILAR BEVERAGE CONTAINER DEPOSIT. LAS BEEN PASSED?

1. In Oregon, Vermont, Cayuge County, New York and over half of the
‘ provinces of Canada
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BEVERAGE CONTAINFR DEPOSIT LEGISLATION SURVEY

Organization: Date:

Opinion Survey By:

WHAT DO YOU THINK?
PLEASE SIGH YOUR NAME AMD "VOTE" ON THE PROPOSAL: -

"Be it resolved that leaislation be enacted to require a five~-cent deposit on all
beer and soft drink containers”

NAME ADDRESS & PHONE NO. FOR AGAINST
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RESOLUTION FOR ORGAMIZATIONS SUPPORTING
ORANGE_COUMTY BEVERAGE COMTAINER LAY

thereas, it is a constitutionally mandated state policy that the natural

resources and scenic beauty of Virginia be conserved and protected, and

Hhereas, the residents of Orange County, Virginia, have a protected right
to a wise use of natural resources, to enjoy the county's natural beauty,
~ to conserve valuable energy resources and to minimize their solid waste

problem, and

Whereas, the uncontrolled use of non-returnable beverage containers de-
pletes the county's natural resources, degrades its natural beauty, wastes

its valuable energy and adds to the existing solid waste problem, and

thereas, an appropriate county beverage container deposit law vould in-

sure the efficient separation and disposal of non-returnable containers,

Therefore, Be It Resolved That on this Date

That The

supports the passage of the law proposed by the Orange County Environmental
Management Council to the County Legislature placing a minimum deposit on

all beverage containers scld in Orange County.
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Dear

On behalf of the 150 member Eco-Science Club of Orange County High School, I
would 1ike to take this opportunity to solicit your support for Incentive Beverage
Container Legislation for Orange County and Virginia. If so many organizations and
groups such as the Eco-Science Club are actively working for this law, it cannot be
ignored or written off as a vradfcal transient thing. It must have merit and be
taken seriously. We hope that you will decide to cooperate with us in this endeavor.

I am sure that you are well aware of the growing impact on elections of the
consumer and environmental movements. Increasing numbers of citizens today realize
that big business and its interests are not necessarily those of the public. There
are similarities here to the automobile manufacturers and the energy shortage.

Enclosed you will find a packet of materials that should help to familiarize
you with efforts that have been made to ban no-deposit, non-returnable containers
in the state of Oregon and other states and municipalities throughout the United
States. As polled by the Eco-Science Club, 990 cut of 1,000 people in Orange County
favor laws that would ban no-deposit, non-returnable containers. I am sure that if
we examine other counties throughout the state of Virginia we would find the results
very much the same. We are also joined in this endeavor by urban centers. For in-
stance, the ECOS Group from the Norfolk - Tidewater area who run the biggest: recycling
operation in the state are in favor of legislation that would ban no-deposit con-
tainers. Still, the beverage industry is proposing recycling as a substitute for
reuse. _

Even though the lobbying efforts of the beverage industry is tremendous, many
of their reasons and excuses are based on theory rather than fact. There are Togical
environmental answers to their reasons and excuses. Please lend your ears to our
arguments and efforts and don't let the noise generated by the beverage industry
drown out the voices of the silent majority.

Yours for a better Orange
County and Virginia,

—17/..8.&/4.13",9«.

H. B. Lantz, Jr.
Co-sponsor Eco-Science Club
Orange County High School
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AN ANALYSIS OF ROADSIDE LITTER OF ORANGE COUMTY, VIRGINIA

Conducted by the Eco-Science Club Bottle Bi11 Committee of Orange County High School.

Date of sample Route no. of road

Description of area covered

Total no. of miles of sample

Description of litter Count Totals

Beer Cans

Soft Drink Cans

Beer Bottles

No Deposit soft Drink
.Bottles . . . }. . ‘ . - .. -

Daposit Soft Drink
Bottles. .

- 011 Cans

Plastic Containers

Yine Bottles

Khiskey Bottles

Fruit Juice Cans &
Bottles

Tires

Hub Caps

Cardboard Boxes

Miscellaneous Cans
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